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Exploring a market for agritourism in Fiji: tourists’ perspective
Chetan Shah a, Dawn Gibsona, Shipra Shah b and Stephen Pratt a

aSchool of Tourism and Hospitality Management, The University of the South Pacific, Suva, Fiji; bCollege of Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry,
Fiji National University, Koronivia, Fiji

ABSTRACT
This research aimed to interpret motivations of tourists for agritourism in Fiji. Data was collected
through a paper-based face to face survey. Structured questionnaires were administered to a
convenience sample of tourists at the two international airports. Descriptive and factorial
statistics reveal seven principal factors that motivate and influence visitor preferences for
agritourism venues. Most tourists seemed interested in agritourism but presently were unaware
of the existence of such venues in Fiji. Findings also suggest that tourists preferred a short stay
at working farms offering value for money experience. In terms of importance, hospitality
followed by entertainment, were the two main desired services for an agritourism venue. This
research offers insights for dynamic product development for the Fijian and Pan-Pacific
agritourism industry.
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Introduction

Farmers with small land holdings in the developing
world increasingly face the challenge of retaining farm
viability in the face of globalisation, market liberalisation
and emergence of modern farm technologies (Hazell,
2015). This has spurred interest in identifying sources
of livelihoods other than the conventional practice of
crop production. Agritourism’s continuous growth in
recent years and promising potential has facilitated its
recognition as an alternative economic activity
amongst farmers (See studies in Missouri and North Car-
olina by Arroyo, Barbieri, & Rich, 2013). Agritourism,
referred to interchangeably as agrotourism, farm
tourism or agritainment, is the provision of touristic
activities on a farm, to attract visitors generally for edu-
cational and recreational purposes (Barbieri, Mahoney,
& Butler, 2008; Barbieri, Xu, Gil-Arroyo, & Rich, 2015;
Phillip, Hunter, & Blackstock, 2010). Agritourism can gen-
erate supplementary income through the provision of
agro-products and farm activities (Malkanthi & Routry,
2011). As a sustainable development and diversification
strategy for rural communities (Kim, Lee, Lee, Jeong, &
Moon, 2019), agritourism has the ability to increase
cash inflows, not only to the farm but also to the sur-
rounding communities (Barbieri et al., 2015). Concomi-
tantly, it can also encourage communities to adopt
responsible farming practices such as on-farm biodiver-
sity conservation (Dangol & Ranabhat, 2007), organic
farming, and retaining traditional farming systems

amidst the rising popularity of modern agriculture
(Pandey & Pandey, 2011).

The growing body of literature on agritourism has
focussed on the provider’s perspective. These studies
deal with issues related to agritourism entrepreneurship,
farm business diversification, farmers’ perspectives and
their motivations (Arroyo et al., 2013; Bagi & Reeder,
2012; Bernardo, Valentin, & Leatherman, 2004;
McGehee, Kim, & Jennings, 2007; Tew & Barbieri, 2012).
The findings from these studies suggest that the drive
for agritourism entrepreneurship is based on a complex
set of personal and economic goals which includes
farmers’ need for additional income, enhancing their
quality of life and increasing farm profitability (Barbieri,
2010; Bernardo et al., 2004; Schilling, Attavanich, & Jin,
2014; Tew & Barbieri, 2012). However, studies on
factors affecting agritourist motivations, farm features
that appeal to agritourists, and the reasons for partici-
pation in agritourism activities have been rather limited
(Che, Veeck, & Veeck, 2007; Chen, Chang, & Cheng,
2010; Jolly & Reynolds, 2005; Srikatanyoo & Campiranon,
2010). Phillip et al. (2010) developed a model of agritour-
ism which was grounded on ‘the relationship with a
working farm, the type of direct or indirect contact
with agriculture provided for the tourist and the authen-
ticity of the experience in terms of whether there is
engagement with actual farm tasks’ (p.298). Further
empirical research conducted by Flanigan, Blackstock,
and Hunter (2014, 2015) and Arroyo et al. (2013)
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supported the validity of this model and recommended
its investigation in different contexts.

Many developing countries, and especially small
island developing states, have shifted from an agricul-
tural-based economy to a service-driven economy. Due
to declining terms of trade, fluctuating primary commod-
ity prices and high levels of protection against manufac-
tured goods, developing countries see tourism as a
passport to development (Sinclair, 1998). For developing
countries, agritourism can harness the benefits of
tourism and facilitate better utilisation of agricultural
resources. There is little empirical research on agritour-
ism in small island states; economies that are dependent
on tourism and have an agricultural heritage. Therefore,
the objectives of this research are three fold: 1) to profile
those tourists who are interested in agritourism, 2) to
assess what agritourism products tourists are interested
in and 3) to determine which factors drive interest in
agritourism.

The context of this research is Fiji in the South Pacific.
This is one of the few studies conducted in Fiji or any
other Pacific island region on this topic (See Berno,
2011, 2015; Berno, Laurin, & Maltezakis, 2014). Therefore,
the findings from this study will not only contribute to
product development in Fiji and the Pacific region, but
will be relevant to other small island developing states
and developing countries more generally, that have
turned to tourism whilst previously being an agricul-
tural-based society.

Review of literature

Agritourism and development

Over the last fifteen years, research on tourism-led strat-
egies of economic development has focussed on the
possibilities of ‘new tourism’ in general (Mowforth &
Munt, 1998) and around notions of alternative tourism
in particular (Weaver, 1991, 1995). Among the key dis-
tinguishing features of this new tourism are: a shift to
smaller or individual group travel, a move from packaged
experiences to unpackaged or more flexible travel, and a
search for more real, natural and authentic forms of
tourism or travel experience (Mowforth & Munt, 1998).
Across the developing world, alternative tourism has sur-
faced as the flagship concept for new tourism (Rogerson,
2001).

Agritourism, broadly considered a form of alternate
tourism, is an important strategy for economic develop-
ment particularly in the developing world (Rambodage-
dara, Silva, & Perera, 2015). In island countries, tourism
remains a key driver of economic growth, though small
farm holders and communities receive limited benefits.

As such, tourism tends to be primarily of the mass
variety, concentrating economic benefits into tourism
enclaves and foreign ownership of resorts resulting in
high economic leakages (Pratt & Harrison, 2015).

Nevertheless, agritourism can support sustainable
rural livelihoods for small farm holders by diversifying
economic opportunities and generating positive social,
cultural and environmental benefits thereby enhancing
community resilience and reducing vulnerability (Addin-
sall, Scherrer, Weiler, & Glencross, 2017). In Thailand, agri-
tourism benefits mountain famers raising speciality
crops, non-farmers including resort owners and local
farm households through employment opportunities
(Choenkwan, Promkhambut, Hayao, & Rambo, 2016). In
Nepal, agriculture and tourism synergies have resulted
in socio-economic development through multiplier
effects through the economy and generation of employ-
ment and rural livelihoods (Pandey & Pandey, 2011).
Research on agriculture and tourism linkages from Fiji
suggests that entrepreneurs benefit through sup-
plementary income, social and cultural exchanges
(Dolcy, 2015).

Agritourism motivations

Studies to determine the motivations of tourists to par-
ticipate in agritourism (Table 1) reveal that hospitality
services, entertainment offerings and basic education
element are key motivators for trying agritourism
product (Barbieri et al., 2015; Bernardo et al., 2004; Che
et al., 2007; Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007). They also indi-
cate that novelty, relaxation, natural landscapes, authen-
ticity of farms, and farm activities provide important

Table 1. Attributes important for agritourism product
(compilation from selected studies).
Attributes Previous Related Research

Hospitality,
Entertainment
and Recreation

Barbieri and Mshenga (2008); Barbieri et al. (2015);
Bernardo et al. (2004); Ollenburg and Buckley (2007);
Phillip et al. (2010)

Working Farm Arroyo et al. (2013); Sonnino (2004); Tew and Barbieri
(2012)

Landscape Gao et al. (2013); Mastronardi et al. (2015); Melstrom
and Murphy (2017)

Location, Distance
Travelled and
Time Spent

Melstrom and Murphy (2017); Oh and Schuett (2010);
Srikatanyoo and Campiranon (2010); Torquati et al.
(2017)

Market Segment Bernardo et al. (2004); Oh and Schuett (2010); Torquati
et al. (2017)

Value for Money Bernardo et al. (2004); Oh and Schuett (2010); Torquati
et al. (2017)

Cultural Aspects Melstrom and Murphy (2017); Ohe and Ciani (2011);
Tregear et al. (2007)

Farm Grown and
Fresh Food

Bessière (1998); Torres (2002); Tregear et al. (2007)

Traditional Setup Mahaliyanaarachchi (2015); Malkanthi and Routry
(2011); Rambodagedara et al. (2015); Senanayake
and Wimalaratana (2012); Torquati et al. (2017)

Source: Authors.
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stimulus for participating in agritourism (Gao, Barbieri, &
Valdivia, 2013; Kim Lian Chan & Baum, 2007; Mastronardi,
Giaccio, Giannelli, & Scardera, 2015; Melstrom & Murphy,
2017; Pearce & Lee, 2005; Srikatanyoo & Campiranon,
2010). Furthermore, hospitality services, culture identity,
local life, farm grown fresh food and traditional farming
styles are major determinants for agritourism choice
(Barbieri et al., 2015; Bessière, 1998; Busby & Rendle,
2000; Malkanthi & Routry, 2011; Phillip et al., 2010;
Torres, 2002; Tregear, Arfini, Belletti, & Marescotti,
2007). These visitors also make their choice based on
the distance to be covered along with the amount of
time they intend to spend at such a venue (Oh &
Schuett, 2010; Srikatanyoo & Campiranon, 2010).
Studies focussing on hospitality services identify
hygiene and safety, value for money, official classifi-
cation, and privacy as factors that affect tourist choice
of hospitality products (Chu & Choi, 2000; Gharaei,
Rafieian, & Jalalkamali, 2012; Lu, Ye, & Law, 2014).

As tourists seek more than just leisure on their travels,
not only do they wish to experience but also immerse
themselves in the destination; a move which takes the
tourist away from enclave holidays associated with
mass tourism (Tuinabua, 2000). At the same time, the
lure of rural lifestyles is diverting people away from the
stressful environment of city life to serene, rejuvenating
and relaxing rural centres (Sharpley & Sharpley, 1997).
The use of a wide variety of tourism products and
offerings such as direct farm sales, accommodation and
food options, farm tours, winery tours, participation in
farming activities, fishing and horse riding have been
effective components of this type of tourism (Howell,
2004; Rogerson & Rogerson, 2014). Due to its small
scale of operations, agritourism has emerged as a tool
for sustainable tourism, promoting a symbiotic relation-
ship between agriculture and tourism which is environ-
mentally and socially sustaining (Mohamed Shaffril
et al., 2015). An increase in the demand for local food
products and the resultant reduction in imports
equates to lower food miles and reduced carbon foot-
print; a positive environmental impact of agritourism
(Dolcy, 2015). A study by Kim et al. (2019) on the effect
of previous agritourism experience on consumers’
future food purchase patterns found positive increases
in agriproduct categories (grain, vegetables, fruit, meat
and fish) thus promoting the development of new
iconic regional agriproducts (Dias, Rodrigues, & Ferreira,
2019), with little increase in the consumption of pro-
cessed food. The concept of agritourism further advo-
cates, developing synergies between tourism and
agriculture (Pratt, 2013), and positioning it as a critical
driver of rural economic growth (Bianchi, 2011; Jose,
2014).

Tourism and agriculture linkages

Tourism and agriculture share an ambiguous and inter-
weaving relationship. The two sectors often compete
with each other for land and labour (Torres, 2003).
Rural-urban migration to tourism poles may lead to
abandonment of farming employment or a decline in
crop production (Terzioglu & Gokovali, 2016). Conversely,
the potential of tourism in developing inter-sectoral lin-
kages is often promoted as a tool for the economic
growth of societies (Meyer, 2007; Pratt, Suntikul, &
Dorji, 2018). Inclusive development through tourism
entails the provision of employment or supply of
goods and services benefitting marginalised commu-
nities (Anderson, 2018).

More than one-third of tourism expenditures are
spent on food (Torres, 2002; Torres & Momsen, 2004). It
is, therefore, important to establish linkages between
farmers and local resorts and hotels by catering to the
food demands of tourists. As tourist preferences evolve
with rising demand for traditional cuisine, locally grown
food products can channel tourism earnings into the
local economy (Torres, 2002; Tregear et al., 2007).
However, inconsistent supply and quality of local food
products, absence of value adding facilities and
inadequate marketing avenues are often the primary
factors responsible for a high dependence on imported
food (Anderson & Juma, 2011; Torres & Momsen, 2004).

In summary, previous research has noted a shift away
from mass tourism to alternative tourism as tourists seek
authentic ‘hands-on’ experiences. This research contrib-
utes to agritourism literature by revealing the preferred
types of agritourism and its components in a developing
island country context. Given the previous research, this
paper brings together various elements of the agritour-
ism product-design process, testing which features are
of interest to tourists in Fiji, a Small Island Developing
State in the Pacific, which has traditionally relied on 3S
tourism. By exploring motivations of agritourists, and
highlighting the linkages between tourism and agricul-
ture, this research can guide rural communities and
small farm holders in agritourism development for
income generation and contribute to existing academic
knowledge in this area.

The Fiji context

Over the years, tourism has continuously increased its
size compared to other sectors in Fiji. Total annual inter-
national visitor arrivals in 2018 were 870,309, an increase
of 3.3% from 2017 (FBoS, 2019). Traditionally, tourism in
Fiji has been predicated on the ‘sun, sea sand’ image
associated with large scale mass tourism (Pratt &
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Harrison, 2015). However, due to increasing leakages,
and socio-economic development disparity between
rural and urban areas, efforts are underway to expand
forward and backward economic linkages. Although
agritourism is still in infancy, deliberations to establish
an agritourism policy and products that suit both the
local community and tourists are ongoing. A major
impetus is towards the strengthening of tourism and
agriculture linkages by locally growing fresh farm
produce (IFC, 2018). There is an increasing realisation
that the decline in the contribution of agriculture to
the national gross domestic product (GDP) (Ministry of
Agriculture, 2014) could be offset through the growth
in the tourism sector. Concerns linking recreation with
agriculture to maximise the benefits for farmers and
tourists by offering financial soundness to farms and
product diversity to tourism have been articulated and
are a work in progress (Shah, Kumar, & Kumar, 2016).

Agriculture in Fiji is dominated by small farms with
three basic types: subsistence, semi-commercial and
commercial. The 2020 Fiji Agriculture Sector Policy
Agenda (Ministry of Agriculture, 2014) stated that
although the number of farmers formally involved in
agriculture has decreased by 31.8% in the period
1991–2009, over 215,000 farm workers are actively
employed in 65,0333 farms. In terms of farm size, 44%
of farms are below 1 ha, 25% less than five hectares,
19% over five hectares, and 0.2% over 100 hectares.
About 44% of farmers have completed primary school,
44% attended secondary school and only 5% undertook
any form of tertiary education. Furthermore, 65.5% of
farmers are over the age of 40. Whilst about 58% of
farm households derive 50% of their household income
from farming, for 26.2% of farmers only 25% of their
household income came from farming thus identifying
the potential for agritourism product development (Min-
istry of Agriculture, 2014).

Fiji currently does not have a clearly defined and well-
marketed agritourism product. It is important that agri-
tourism as an economic diversification tool is able to
attract tourists to enhance the profitability of small
farms. New and effective tourism product development
requires an understanding of tourist motivations to
identify key determinant attributes in purchase decisions
(Roehl, Ditton, Holland, & Perdue, 1993). Findings from a
study conducted by Pacific Agribusiness Research in
Development Phase 2 (PARDI 2) stated that the top five
most popular activities undertaken by visitors in 2017
were swimming (sea) at 65%, walking at 50%, beach
walking in third at 50%, shopping came in fourth at
44% and snorkelling at 42%. Interestingly, village visits/
tours were ranked thirteen out of the nineteen activities

scoring a 25%. In 2014, nature-based activities such as
hiking/trekking, birdwatching, farm tours scored very
low to zero percentages as activities (Ministry of Industry
Trade and Tourism, 2018). Such findings indicate the
market for this product/activity is small or that there
was little/no awareness that agritourism experiences
existed as it is yet to be formalised by relevant authorities
as an actual product – so that documentation could be
recorded (e.g. percentages of visitors engaged in such
activity, locals getting involved and acquiring the knowl-
edge to divulge into agritourism in addition to their
farming). Finally, despite aid funding to support the
development of agritourism and relevant policies, work-
shops and conferences, its implementation by the Fijian
government has been slow.

Recent agritourism forums in Fiji have focussed
mainly around linkages between agriculture and
tourism through food as in the ‘farm to table’ concept,
growing and eating local and import substitution. An
agritourism week was held in 2015, where celebrity
chefs, Shailesh Naidu, Collin Chung and Robert Oliver
converged to a popular tourism region, Denarau for
cooking shows (Qalobau, 2015). This event was a collab-
oration between the chefs and the Pacific Agriculture
Policy Project (PAPP), Secretariat of the Pacific Commu-
nity, and South Pacific Tourism Organisation. In 2018, a
few national level forums took place, including an Agri-
tourism Policy Setting Workshop held in February and
April. Later in August, the International Finance Corpor-
ation (IFC) launched a report on its study of fresh
produce demand from Fiji’s hotels and resorts. In these
events, discussions centred on food – farm to table/
farm to fork concepts with a brief mention of farm
visits and stays. Moreover, the recently published Fiji
Tourism 2021 (Ministry of Industry Trade and Tourism,
2018) document still does not acknowledge agritourism
experiences formally as a potential new niche product to
be explored. Instead, Fiji Tourism 2021 indicates that
there is a need to strengthen linkages between the agri-
culture and tourism sectors, through the use of import
substitution and more locally grown food in restaurants
(Manley, 2019).

Whilst there are only a handful of established oper-
ations offering visitors farm/agritourism experiences,
some of them have been offering these experiences for
over a decade (Table 2). A few known agritourism experi-
ence businesses are Garden of the Sleeping Giants,
Bobo’s Farm, Epi’s Tour, Nabogiono Farms, Spices of
Fiji, Flavours of Fiji, Gaiatree Sanctuary, and recently
Tukuni Restaurant. However, there is growing interest
amongst small holder farmers to diversify and offer
farm tours/visits and stays for additional revenue.

4 C. SHAH ET AL.



Furthermore, the farm to table, farm to fork, reef to table
initiatives are strongly supported by most hotels and
resorts in Fiji (e.g. Shangri-La Fijian Resort and Spa, Inter-
continental Resort and Spa, Warwick Fiji Resort and Spa,
The Fiji Orchid, Musket Cove Resort, Matava Resort and
Kokomo Resort), with many of them now having their
own farms producing vegetables, herbs, and even live-
stock, or purchasing from local commercial/subsistence
farmers. Produce from such farms supply hotel/resort
kitchens and support food related on-site activities for
adults, children and families, which have recently devel-
oped to meet visitor demand.

Methods

The most appropriate method to fulfil the research
objectives is to undertake quantitative analysis. To
answer the first objective (to profile those tourists
who are interested in agritourism), we undertake inde-
pendent t-tests to test the difference in profile of those
who are interested in agritourism and those who are
not. Descriptive statistics are used to address the
second objective (to assess what agritourism products
tourists are interested in). The third research objective
(to determine which factors drive interest in agritour-
ism) by first conducting a Principle Components

Analysis (PCA) and then completing regression analysis
to determine the driving factors of interest in
agritourism.

Survey instrument

A questionnaire was developed to identify the type of
agritourism product and attributes perceived as impor-
tant elements for an agritourism venue. The question-
naire featured three main sections. The first section
contained a set of standard demographic questions,
such as sex, age, and country of origin. This section
also contained travel information such as purpose of
trip, composition of travel party and length of stay.
The second section of the survey asked about tourists’
interest in agritourism and the type of agritourism they
would be interested to participate in (type of activities,
length of stay, amount willing to spend). The final
section of the survey contained a set of 22 attributes
that would influence the choice of agritourism. Tourists
rated these attributes on a 5-point Importance Likert
scale, where ‘1’ was ‘Not important at all’ and ‘5’ was
‘Very Important’. These attributes were based on pre-
vious research by Busby and Rendle (2000), Chen
et al. (2010), Phillip et al. (2010) and Srikatanyoo and
Campiranon (2010).

Table 2. Snapshot of Agritourism Businesses in Fiji.
Agritourism Businesses Classification Products and services offered

Waimakere Forest Farm, Colo-i-
Suva

Organic Forest Farm – ‘Living
Museum’

Traditional agro-forestry
Traditional Fijian crops e.g. yams, dalo, root crops
Bee apiary
Organic farming
Educational Tours by appointment

Nabogiono Farm (Bobby’s Farm)
- Waiyevu, Taveuni

Organic Farm Day tours, birdwatching, hiking, food, snorkelling and fish feeding

Cegu Valley Farm, Tabia, Labasa Working permaculture farm Tours, accommodation, food, educational visits – Grow honey, pineapple, chickens, ducks
and sheep

Gaiatree Sanctuary, Taveuni Organic spice garden Day tours, accommodation, farm to table gourmet vegan dining
Aviva Farms, Nadi Organic farm Tours, accommodation, food, horse riding, annual horse races
Jacks Farms, Nadi (Malolo and
Legalega)

Working farms Hydroponic, honey bee and mango farm tours.

Bulaccino Garden Farm, Nadi Working farm Supply Bulaccino restaurants with sheep, chicken, ducks and a wide selection of fruits,
citrus and vegetables. Tours, accommodation and restaurant are a work in progress.

Garden of the Sleeping Giants Orchid Farm Day tours, weddings, refreshments
South Seas Orchids Gardens,
Nadi

Orchid Farm and heritage tour
of family home

Day tours with morning and afternoon teas, weddings, catering

Flavours of Fiji, Nadi Cooking school Farm to table – market tour and cultural food experiences
Nadi Bay Herb Farm, Nadi Organic herb farm Tours
Tukuni Restaurant and Farm,
Tuvu, Lautoka outskirts

Restaurant and Farm –
traditional Fijian food

Tours, lunches and catering for team building and corporate groups

Starlight Agritourism Lodge, Ba Accommodation Tours, accommodation – poor reviews
Namosi Ecoretreat Eco retreat – back to nature Day tours, accommodation, cultural, agritourism, food experiences, corporate retreats
Vee’s Organic Farm, Sabeto, Nadi Organic Farm Trek, farm tours, honey, jams, medicinal creams
J Hunter Pearls, Savusavu Pearl Farm Farm tours, diving
Cacao Fiji, Nadi Farm and Cacao manufacturing Farm tour, factory tour
Bobo’s Farm, Ovalau Organic farm Treks, accommodation, food, cultural, heritage and water activities
Epi’s Midland Tour, Lovoni,
Ovalau

Cultural tour/hike
Farm to table

Trek from Levuka to Ovalau, Lunch in Fijian home at Lovoni, Accommodation in Levuka

Source: Authors’ review.
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A pre-test of the survey instrument was conducted
among faculty colleagues and students to test for com-
prehension. As a result of the pre-test, several minor
changes in wording were made.

Sample and sampling

Given the context is Fiji and the target population is
tourists who have visited Fiji, we collected data at the
two international airports of Nadi and Nausori. Data
was collected over a seven-day period where interview-
ing varied by day of the week and time of the day to
minimise systemic sample bias. Systematic sampling
was undertaken where the interviewers approached
every 5th person in and around the departure hall as
they were waiting for their outbound flight. Potential
respondents were initially screened to ensure they
were tourists and not residents. The surveying method
was an interview-assisted self-completed questionnaire
where the interviewers distributed the paper-based
survey to respondents, who completed the survey by
themselves. The interviewer was available to answer
queries and clarify anything where the respondents
were unsure. On completion, the interviewer collected
the completed questionnaire, ensuring all answers
were completed.

At the end of the data collection period, a total of 100
tourists were surveyed at the two main airports in Fiji.
SPSS version 25 software was employed to analyse the
data. This gives a maximum sampling error of ± 9.8% at
the 95% level of confidence.

Findings

We have segmented our findings into tourist profiles,
Agritourism product preferences and attributes
affecting Agritourism choice.

Tourist profiles

In terms of the overall sample, three in five tourists
sampled were male (Table 3). About a quarter of the
sample were 25 years or younger and a quarter of the
sample were 36 years or older with about half of the
sample ranging from 26 to 35 years in age. The majority
of respondents were from Australia and New Zealand,
which is not surprising as these countries are the main
tourism markets for Fiji (FBoS, 2019). The large majority
of tourists visited Fiji for leisure with a mix of family
(31.0%), friends (27.0%), as a couple (25.0%) or by them-
selves (17.0%). Almost three in five (58%) tourists stay in
Fiji for about a week. About two thirds (65%) of the tour-
ists sampled take a yearly holiday while about a third

(35%) take multiple holidays a year. All the tourists inter-
ested had heard of agritourism and a further 65% of the
tourists surveyed are interested in agritourism.

There are several statistically significant differences
between those who are interested and those who are
not interested in agritourism in Fiji. In general, those
who are older tend to be more interested in agritourism
than young adults. Those who are staying for a shorter
length of stay are more interested in agritourism than
those staying a week or longer. Those who are more fre-
quent travellers (take multiple holidays in a year) are
more likely to be interested in agritourism than those
who only take a single annual holiday.

Focussing on those tourists who are interested in agri-
tourism (N = 65), the preferred type of agritourism stay
among this segment is a working farm, offering accom-
modation and food with active participation in farm
tasks (41.5%). This is followed by a working farm
offering accommodation and food (30.8%) and then a
day trip to a working farm (food but no accommodation
- 27.7%) (Table 4). The preference for a working farm as
an agritourism product is supported by previous
research (Arroyo et al., 2013; Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008).
However, some farmers want to limit visitor contact on
farms due to sanitary and safety concerns, therefore con-
trolled the visitor experience maybe a way to ensure
involvement of tourists on farms (Arroyo et al., 2013).

Table 3. Profile of those Interested in Agritourism.

Total
(N = 100)

Interested in
Agritourism
(N = 65)

Not Interested
in Agritourism

(N = 35)

Gender
Male 59.0% 58.5% 60.0%
Female 41.0% 41.5% 40.0%

Age
25 years or under 24.0% 16.9% 37.1%*
26-30 years 20.0% 18.5% 22.9%
31-35 years 29.0% 32.3% 22.9%
36 years and over 27.0% 32.3% 17.1%

Country of Origin
Australia 38.0% 33.8% 45.7%
New Zealand 31.0% 33.8% 25.7%
Other 31.0% 32.3% 28.6%

Purpose of Trip
Leisure-Rest & Relaxation 90.0% 89.2% 91.4%
Visiting Friends and Relatives 10.0% 10.8% 8.6%

Travel Party
Family 31.0% 24.6% 42.9%
Friends 27.0% 29.2% 22.9%
Partner (Spouse,
Girl/Boyfriend,…)

25.0% 29.2% 17.1%

Independent / Alone 17.0% 16.9% 17.1%
Length of Stay
3-4 days 29.0% 38.5%* 11.4%
6-7 days 58.0% 47.7% 77.1%*
More than 7 days 13.0% 13.8% 11.4%

Holiday Frequency
Once a year 65.0% 55.4% 82.9%*
Twice a year or more 35.0% 44.6% 17.1%

* = A number with an asterisk indicates that the attribute is statistically signifi-
cant at the 95% level of confidence from the adjacent column
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Agritourism product preferences

Those interested in agritourism were asked to rate five
agritouirsm activities on a 5-point Likert scale for impor-
tance. Based on the mean scores of these activities, ‘Hos-
pitality’ was ranked as the most important activity
desired by tourists on farms. This activity included farm
and ranch stays, food and beverage service, guided
tours, outdoor recreation such as fishing, wildlife pho-
tography and horseback riding. ‘Entertainment’ was
ranked as the second activity. Harvest and food festivals,
concerts, team-building sessions, festivals, fairs, wed-
dings, picnics, farm open days and farm demonstrations
were included in this activity. The third important activity
was ‘Educational experience’ at the facility and included
farm tours for yagona, vanilla, coffee and cocoa farming
with product tasting, agriculture technical tours on api-
culture and aquaculture, traditional agroforestry, cattle
drives, and assisting at the farm. On-farm sales and off-
farm sales were ranked as fourth and fifth activity
respectively. These included buying from the farm and
self-harvesting for on-farm sales, while off-farm sales
included buying farm products from farmers’ markets,
provincial and village fairs or special events.

The three-level classification of agritourism by Leeds
and Barrett (2004) suggests that agritourism can offer
complex and sophisticated hospitality services, inter-
mediate entertainment activities or basic educational
tours. Research on agritourism activities are also sugges-
tive of a similar classification as exhibited by the respon-
dents in Fiji. A study conducted in Kansas highlights that
agritourism tourists mostly spend on hospitality services
followed by entertainment and educational experience

(Bernardo et al., 2004). Furthermore, the inclusion of hos-
pitality services, recreational, and entertainment activi-
ties is generally accepted as part of agritourism and
therefore supports the choices made by these tourists
to Fiji (Barbieri et al., 2015; Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008;
Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007).

Those interested in agritourism were asked to state
their preferred length of stay on the farm. About one
in five (18.5%) of those interested preferred a day trip,
suggested an itinerary that allowed spending three to
four hours on the farm with a light food and beverage
component and were willing to spend on an average
around FJD 100 (≈USD 47) for such a trip. Among
those who desired accommodation with food and bever-
age facility at the farm, 44.6% preferred to spend one
night and a further 36.9% would stay multiple nights.
The majority of the tourists (95%) would spend FJD
100–150 (≈USD 47-70) on accommodation on per
room per night basis. The suggested amount was inclus-
ive of all taxes but did not include any food and beverage
component.

Previous research suggests that day trip attractions
attract more visitors as most people visiting agritourism
venues will travel short distances with day visitors spend-
ing three to six hours on-site and overnight visitors
opting for short stays of one to three nights (Melstrom
& Murphy, 2017; Oh & Schuett, 2010; Srikatanyoo & Cam-
piranon, 2010). Furthermore, although overnight visitors
significantly spend more money (Oh & Schuett, 2010;
Torquati, Tempesta, Vecchiato, Venanzi, & Paffarini,
2017), agritourism is generally looked as a value for
money attraction (Bernardo et al., 2004; Torquati et al.,
2017).

Attributes affecting agritourism choice

A PCA with varimax rotation followed by regression
analysis was employed to determine which attributes
tourists perceive as important for agritourism. Using a
cut off of eigenvalues greater than one, a Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) statistic of > 0.6 and a significant ( < 0.05)
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Chu & Choi, 2000), the PCA
solution returned a 7-factor solution. For this model,
the KMO statistic was 0.718 and the p-value associated
with Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was p <0.00 (Hair, Ander-
son, Tatham, & Black, 1994). However, one attributes
‘Support Farmers’ was dropped from the PCA after the
reliability test found Cronbach’s alpha scores increased
when the factor was dropped (Suntikul et al., 2016).

The final rotated solution (Table 5) accounted for
78.12% of the variance through seven factors, where
factor loading was considered significant at 0.5 or
above. The majority of the attributes loaded heavily on

Table 4. Preferred Agritourism Product
Interested in
Agritourism
(N = 65)

Preferred Type of Agritourism Stay
Working farm, offering accommodation and food with
active participation in farm tasks

41.5%

Working Farm offering accommodation and food 30.8%
Working Farm only allowing you a day trip with food (No
accommodation)

27.7%

Preferred Activities (Importance - Mean Score out of 5)
Hospitality services 5.00
Entertainment 4.65
Educational experiences 3.20
On-farm direct sales 1.82
Off-the-farm direct sales 1.32

Preferred Length of Stay
Day Trip 18.5%
One Night 44.6%
More than one Night 36.9%

Willingness to Pay (FJD)
$75 d trip 9.2%
$100 d trip 10.8%
$100 per night per room 33.8%
$150 or more per night per room 46.2%
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a single factor with marginal overlay amongst other
factors. The seven agritourism selection factors were
named as: Landscape, Authentic Farm Experience, Inter-
action, Activities, Basic Services, Fresh Food, and Tra-
ditional Farming. However, with little current
agritourism in Fiji, most of these factors reflect the
desired attributes in agritourism products for potential
tourists.

Landscape
This factor consisted of six items and explained 24.85% of
the total variation. It included: try something different,
natural surroundings, agricultural landscape, value for
money, venue accessibility, and basic medical facility.
Previous studies have highlighted novelty or trying
something different as a major tourist motivation to
travel or visit a place (Kim Lian Chan & Baum, 2007;
Pearce & Lee, 2005). This is also an important element
for agritourism in Fiji. The visitors preferred landscape
features that included natural forests, waterbodies and
diverse planted crops. These results are similar to pre-
vious research on residents’ preferences for agricultural
landscape when engaging in agritourism activities (Gao
et al., 2013; Melstrom & Murphy, 2017).

Furthermore, the factor also included venue accessi-
bility and value for money as important aspects. Agri-
tourism as stated earlier is regarded as a cheaper
alternative to tourism (Bernardo et al., 2004; Torquati
et al., 2017) and most visitors prefer to travel short

distances to reach the venue (Melstrom & Murphy,
2017; Oh & Schuett, 2010; Srikatanyoo & Campiranon,
2010). The results of this study also align with similar
tenets, where the average spending is comparative to
previous research for both day and overnight trips (Ber-
nardo et al., 2004). Moreover, shorter distance in the case
of Fiji can also be inferred as an easily accessible venue
when considering the average time spent on agritour-
ism. However, an important feature is the agritourism
product offering basic medical facilities. This could be
attributed to concerns pertaining to health, safety and
security, since an outing in the farm may involve partici-
pation or involvement in physical tasks that may result in
physical injury.

Authentic farm experience
The second factor consisted of four items that high-
lighted services required by the tourists at the agritour-
ism attraction which included: operational farm,
offering Food and Beverage (F&B) choice, officially
classified, and caters to few people. This factor with an
eigenvalue of 3.61, mainly focussed on authentic farm
experience with quality assured F&B (or boarding) ser-
vices, whilst reflecting the main purpose of an agritour-
ism venue. Previous literature includes hospitality
services as accepted offerings of agritourism venues (Bar-
bieri et al., 2015; Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008; Ollenburg &
Buckley, 2007) and is also relevant in the case of Fiji as all
the tourists interested in agritourism prefer agritourism

Table 5. Factors underlying Agritourism Attributes
Factors Attributes Factor loadings Cronbach’s Alpha Eigen Values % of Variance

1. Landscape Try Something Different 0.872 0.908 5.22 24.85
Natural Surroundings 0.867
Agricultural Landscape 0.817
Value for Money 0.799
Venue Accessibility 0.796
Basic Medical Facility 0.783

2. Authentic Farm Experience Actual Operational Farm 0.908 0.765 3.61 17.21
Offering F&B Choice 0.837
Officially Classified 0.792
Caters to few people 0.722

3. Interaction Self-Harvesting 0.923 0.774 2.43 11.56
Agricultural Value Added Processes 0.920
Handicraft Making 0.528

4. Activities Presence of Livestock 0.846 0.791 1.89 9.00
Offers On-farm Activities 0.830
Offers Off-farm Activities 0.813

5. Basic Services Venue is hygienic and safe 0.839 0.685 1.17 5.55
Offers Accommodation 0.608
Offers Farm Grown Food 0.589

6. Fresh Food Prefer fresh food 0.632 1.09 5.19

7. Traditional Farming Interested to see tradition farming techniques 0.891 1.01 4.81
Total Variance 78.12%

8 C. SHAH ET AL.



venues to have F&B services. The factor also included
three variables that motivate visitors to choose an agri-
tourism venue. The first among these is the operational
nature of the farm. Many studies from Europe and USA
mention an authentic farm (working agricultural facility)
(Tew & Barbieri, 2012) which most likely recognises this
activity as a part of entrepreneurial farm diversification
strategy (Barbieri et al., 2008). In the case of Fiji, all
respondents indicated their preference for day and over-
night trips to a working-farm. The second variable
focussed on classification of the agritourism facility.
This indicates a concern for service quality among visi-
tors. Boarding and lodging establishments often have
grading systems that allow prospective guests to get
an overall idea of service quality and potentially
product heterogeneity in an establishment (Hill &
Busby, 2002; Lu et al., 2014). This also assists in equating
costs with benefits, allows visitors to determine if the
facility meets their requirements and influences their
purchase decisions (Lu et al., 2014; Serra Cantallops &
Salvi, 2014). The third variable, ‘caters to few people’ indi-
cated the need for personal space. ‘Less people being
around’ may refer to a need to relax without getting dis-
turbed or requirement of one’s own space for comfort
which therefore relates to their desire for privacy
(Gharaei et al., 2012; Gharaei & Rafieian, 2012).

Interaction
The third factor explained the need for cultural identity
within a farm setup and consisted of three items: self-har-
vesting (fishing, fruit and vegetable picking), agricultural
value adding (apiculture, pickling, fruit and nut proces-
sing, coconut oil and soap making) and handicraft
making (woven mats known as ibe, handmade fan called
irubali, fibrous cloth made from tree bark called masi
and wood carving). It explained the role of involvement
in farm activities as a motivation for choice of agritourism
venue. Research suggests that agritourism can adopt local
cultural resources and translate it into income (Ohe &
Ciani, 2011). Moreover people like to stay in places that
are close to cultural amenities (Melstrom & Murphy,
2017). Therefore, when an agritourism venue offers cul-
tural identity along with value-added production and rec-
reational facilities, it can help in diversification of the farm
economic portfolio (Barbieri et al., 2015).

Activities
With an eigenvalue of 1.89, the factor stressed on the
need for recreational opportunities at agritourism
venues. These recreational opportunities included both
on- and off-farms activities. Though the list of these
activities were limited to what Fiji can offer, the result
is similar to previous research and included, cattle

rides, farm tours, fishing, informative sessions (cocoa to
chocolate making, cooking classes), hiking, use of
motorised vehicles or special equipment (Barbieri et al.,
2015; Phillip et al., 2010). As stated earlier, the respon-
dents indicated their preferred farm landscape to incor-
porate forests and waterbodies. However, the focus
was more towards the proximity of farms to the ocean
and in terms of recreation, water based activities were
preferred: swimming, snorkelling, fishing and scuba
diving. This indicates that visitors in Fiji do not wish to
miss out on the sun, sea and sand experience, and there-
fore, will opt for agritourism venues which will allow
them a better product mix.

Basic services and fresh food
This factor included three items: venue is hygienic and
safe, offers accommodation and offers farm grown
food. In the context of Fiji, accommodation is an impor-
tant service as majority (72.3%) of the tourists who were
interested in agritourism preferred agritourism venue
with accommodation. However, accommodation services
may be limited by the statutory requirements of a region
(Arroyo et al., 2013). Previous literature on accommo-
dation choice highlights hygiene and safety as important
features for accommodation choice (Chu & Choi, 2000;
Sohrabi, Vanani, Tahmasebipur, & Fazli, 2012). In the
case of the current research, the respondents indicated
that they wanted clean surroundings with basic medical
facility and were content with the safety and security
arrangements provided by hospitality operators in Fiji.

An important element that directly relates to working-
agricultural enterprises is the need for farm-grown and
fresh food. There is a rising popularity of local cuisine,
indigenous ‘speciality’ foods, and seasonal fresh
produce among tourists (Bessière, 1998; Torres, 2002;
Tregear et al., 2007). Locally-grown food products
which have significant cultural roots in a community
can strengthen the image of a village in the tourism
market and promote traditional farming among commu-
nities as observed in the case of the ‘cherry’ of Lari and
the ‘culatello’ of Parma (Tregear et al., 2007).

Traditional farming
Another factor that loaded singly but was deemed
important was ‘Traditional Farming’. With an eigenvalue
of 1.01, it explained 4.81% of the total variance. This
factor is important as it specifies cultural elements that
can act as unique selling proposition for an agritourism
facility. Previous research suggests that inclusion of cul-
tural resources can be economically rewarding and can
also offer positive externalities such as a distinctive
product (Barbieri et al., 2015; Ohe & Ciani, 2011). The
appeal of agritourism can be enhanced through the
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demonstration of indigenous agricultural tools, tech-
niques (Mahaliyanaarachchi, 2015) and landscapes (Mas-
tronardi et al., 2015; Torquati et al., 2017). Traditional
agriculture practices such as chena cultivation (tra-
ditional slash and burn practice in Sri Lanka), organic
farming (Malkanthi & Routry, 2011; Rambodagedara
et al., 2015) and plucking leaves in tea gardens through
the traditional ‘bag-on-the-head’ method (Senanayake
& Wimalaratana, 2012) are recognised as key resources
for attracting agritourists in Sri Lanka. In the South
Pacific, traditional gardening systems are predominantly
based on agroforestry (Addinsall et al., 2017). In recent
times, traditional agricultural systems are conserved
through programmes such as FAOs Globally Important
Agricultural Heritage Systems (GIAHS) (Su, Sun, Min, &
Jiao, 2018; Sun, Jansen-Verbeke, Min, & Cheng, 2011)
and the National Register of Historical Rural Landscapes
and Agricultural Practices of Italy (Agnoletti & Santoro,
2018). Such programmes are considered beneficial for
both agritourism operators and tourists seeking experi-
ences based on the cultural and traditional dimensions
of agriculture on certified farms (Torquati et al., 2017).
Although public preferences for traditional agricultural
landscapes is generally rated higher compared to
modern industralised landscapes (Daugstad, Rønningen,
& Skar, 2006), in Fiji, traditional agriculture is rapidly dis-
appearing. Teitei gardens (traditional Fijian food
gardens), agriculture calendar, diverse local food crops,
agroforestry, and land preparation methods such as
raised beds and irrigated terraces for taro (Shah,
Moroca, & Bhat, 2018), characterise traditional farming
in the country. Demonstration of some of these practices
on farms could project a cultural inclusion which would
also offer product differentiation for potential agritour-
ism enterprises.

Factors tourists perceive as important for
agritourism
To determine which factors drive interest in agritourism,
we undertake regression analysis. The dependent vari-
able was asked as a binary question (Would you be inter-
ested in an agritourism venue for your holidays in future?
No = 0; Yes = 1). Therefore, we undertake a binary logistic
regression with the seven factors, shown in Table 3, as
explanatory variables. A binary logistic regression uses
the maximum likelihood method of estimation. The
regression results are shown in Table 6. Table 6 shows
that the overall goodness-of-fit indicators are satisfactory
for cross-sectional data analysis. The Cox and Snell’s R2 is
0.247 and the Nagelkerke R2 is 0.340 (The Nagelkerke’s R2

is normally larger than the Cox and Snell measure). The
Hosmer and Lemeshow Test suggests the model is a
good fit with a p-value of 0.667 (small p-values mean

that the model is a poor fit). The classification table indi-
cates that 74.0% of the cases were classified correctly.

Table 6 shows three explanatory factors are significant
in determining interest in agritourism in Fiji. These are
landscape, operational farm and traditional farming.
The odd ratios demonstrates that when the factor of
Landscape is raised by one unit, the odds ratio is 2.25
times higher and therefore tourists are 2.25 times more
likely to be interested in agritoursm. A one-unit increase
in operational farm means tourists are 2.14 times more
likely to be interested in agritourism in Fiji while those
tourists who perceive traditional farming to be important
(increasing the importance of traditional farming by one
unit) will be twice as likely to be interested in agritourism.
These are factors and their underlying items should be
the attributes that agritourism businesses and farmers
should develop to increase interest in agritourism
amongst tourists.

Conclusions and implications

In this research, we explored the demand for agritourism
in Fiji. Our results provide evidence that most of the tour-
ists coming to Fiji are interested in agritourism though
none of them were aware of any existing agritourism
facility in Fiji. Furthermore, agricultural landscapes
closer to the ocean with good accessibility are preferred
by tourists as it allows them to avail a better product mix
with value for money. All respondents preferred agritour-
ism venue to be a working farm. 42% of the respondents
favoured a day visit with an average spending of FJD$
100 (USD$ 47) and time duration of 3–4 h at the facility,
whilst the remaining preferred short stays of 1–2 nights
with an average spending of FJD$ 100–150 (USD$ 47-
70) on a per person per night basis.

Our research confirms several existing findings. Poten-
tial agritourists desire an authentic experience where
landscapes with better accessibility play an important
role for overnight visitors, who focus on water based
recreation at an agritourism venue for ‘Entertainment’

Table 6. Factors determining interest in agritourism in Fiji
Logistic regression
DV: interested in agritourism in
Fiji (No = 0; Yes = 1) Coefficient

Odds
ratio S.E. p-value

Constant 0.85 2.33 0.26 0.001***
1. Landscape 0.81 2.25 0.25 0.001***
2. Operational Farm 0.76 2.14 0.27 0.005***
3. Interaction 0.01 1.01 0.26 0.984
4. Activities 0.01 1.01 0.23 0.978
5. Basic Services 0.30 1.35 0.24 0.215
6. Fresh Food −0.13 0.88 0.25 0.589
7. Traditional Farming 0.69 2.00 0.26 0.008***
Pseudo R2 = 0.247 / 0.340.

Note: DV: dependent variable; S.E.: standard error; LR: likelihood ratio; ***Sig-
nificant at a < 1%; **Significant at a < 5%; *Significant at a < 10%.
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(Barbieri et al., 2015; Gao et al., 2013). An operational
farm that promotes hospitality services, with a focus on
quality, personal space and fresh farm food is preferred
(Barbieri et al., 2015; Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008). Activities
at the venue which are of interest to the visitors include
pick-your-own, agricultural-value additions and local
handicraft making along with traditional farming tech-
niques, which add a cultural touch to the agritourism
product (Ohe & Ciani, 2011). In contrast with previous
research, the Fijian context is unique in that there is a
special relationship between the indigenous commu-
nities and their land, which offers an opportunity to
leverage traditional farming practices with story-telling
and cultural interpretation.

The potential limitations of this study included a
smaller sample size when compared to visitor arrivals to
Fiji and non-inclusion of domestic tourists in the sample.
Comparative analysis from the farmers’ perspective
could provide a better understanding of the future
scope and opportunities for agritourism in Fiji. We also
note that potential tourists are describing their preferred
agritourismproduct. The challengewill be for farmers and
others in the agriculture sector to design their products
and services to match these expectations. Lastly, we con-
ducted quantitative analysis to answer the research ques-
tions. We recognise that a qualitative counterpart among
farmers and agriculture and tourism policymakers would
also have added to the findings but leave this for a future
study. However, the study has pan-Pacific applicability as
it provided evidence of support/motivation for agritour-
ismas adesired tourismproduct. It positioned agritourism
as a value addition for not only the family, MICE, budget,
backpacker, youth and educational tourism markets
which can assist in economic diversification for farmers
and can offer better agriculture and tourism linkages,
but also day trips for emerging cruise tourism excursio-
nists and the local domestic market.
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