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Abstract: This paper investigates how and to what extent European and national policies, through
the analysis of financial support derived from the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) (First and
Second Pillar) and national and local subsidies, have financed Italian agritourism.

For this purpose, the authors have proposed a comparative analysis between Italian agritourism
and farms without tourism activities, by stressing the distribution of public financial supports
concerning the 2007-2013 programming period of the European Union (EU) for Rural
Development.

The empirical analysis is based on the Italian Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN) dataset.
The data were stratified by altimetry zone and farm size. Descriptive statistics and the Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) for each group were used.

The main results show how the Second Pillar has mainly supported small and medium-sized farms
with tourism activities and located in disadvantaged areas.

This study could be useful to policymakers regarding evaluation of the mission for diversification
in agriculture, represented here by the carrying out of tourist activities on farms and the
contribution for the retention of small-scale farms in marginal areas.
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1. Introduction

This paper analyses the relationship between rural policies and agritourism development in
Italy. Rural tourism is considered by the literature as a complex and vastly differentiated
phenomenon [1] whose economics, social and environmental effects for populations and territories
depend on the relationships between public and private actors who define the connections between
tourism products and local resources [2].

Farms are certainly among the main actors in this phenomenon and the tourism activities
carried out on-farm represent a subset of rural tourism [3] based on the use of resources present in
the territory [4,5].

The implementation of tourism activities on-farm is a form of diversification of agricultural
activities, a process that has consistently accompanied European farming in recent decades, and was
born out of necessity — especially in the case of small and medium-sized farms — to find ways to
increase income from agricultural activities, and in recognition of the role that agriculture places on
the relationship between communities’ natural resources and rural areas [6,7]. This process, strongly
supported by agricultural and rural development policies and implemented in the Agenda 2000, has
significantly influenced the aims of instruments for financing these policies, identified as the First
and Second Pillars of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).

This has consequently led to a reshaping of traditional agricultural activities that continue to
represent the main activities in economic and social terms, especially in the most marginal areas, but
they are no longer the exclusive activities [8]. Non-agricultural activities, including tourism, are
becoming increasingly important for development purposes.

Diversification in agritourism is manifested through the presence of recreational-cultural
services (e.g. hospitality, dining), and through the preservation and enhancement of the territory
(e.g. direct selling, birdwatching) [9].

Agritourism is considered a key factor for local development [10,11,12], in particular for
marginal rural areas where the possibilities to develop alternative job options are restricted [13] or
where the environmental and cultural heritage are strongly appreciated by tourists [14].

There is wide and consolidated literature on the economic and social benefits of agritourism
activities [15,16]. As far as environmental benefits, empirical analyses, mostly case studies, show
positive performances related to tourism farms, such as soil conservation, ecosystem services
conservation, a main attention to landscapes and biodiversity [17,18]. Agritourism often generates a
different mosaic of landscapes, thanks to a lower presence of monoculture productions. The
attention of the farmer to environmental aspects and care of the territory is also a consequence of
tourist demand for a greater variety of products [19] and traditional agricultural landscapes [20, 21,
22].

In Italy, agritourism is considered a favourite way to diversify farm activities. Agritourism is a
well-established phenomenon in Italy and likely represents the most radical innovation in Italian
agriculture [23]. Agritourism constitutes an Italian speciality in view of rural tourism at the
European level. This is due to the particular national law that governs this phenomenon.

Briefly, in Italy, agritourism can only be performed by the farmer and his family members (Law
n. 96/2006). Moreover, ‘the agricultural activity of the farm and not its tourism activities, must be
predominant’[24]. This predominance of agricultural activity is fixed in terms of working hours and
not in terms of income. In other words, it “forces’ the agritourism entrepreneur to dedicate himself
mainly to agricultural practices.

The rationale of Italian legislation is fourfold, pursuing ambitious goals related to: (i) economic
issues, by integrating farmers’ revenues and by promoting local products; (ii) socio-cultural issues,
by consolidating the relations between the city and the countryside, and by preserving local
traditions; (iii) environmental issues, by protecting the environment and the landscape; (iv)
occupational issues, by creating new job opportunities, especially in marginal areas, with the aim of
limiting the exodus in particular of a young and female labour force.
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These goals emphasise the economic, social and environmental role of Italian agritourism. At
the same time, they tend to justify the subsidies that the institutions pour into the diversification of
agricultural activities, such as agritourism [25].

The literature is unanimous in considering the choice to diversify activities on the farm very
sensitive to funding allocated by the European Union (EU) [26]. Nonetheless, the literature still lacks
detail on the impact of these subsidies and incentives on farm diversification.

In this context, the idea is to analyse and evaluate the influence of policies and financial
supports on Italian agritourism, in the year 2015, related to the EU programming period 2007-2013.

For this purpose, we propose a comparison between Italian farms with agritourism and farms
without agritourism, in relation to public funding received.

The empirical analysis is based on the Italian Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN)
dataset. The data were stratified by altimetry zone and farm size. We used descriptive statistics and
performed an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for each group, followed by pairwise comparison
between groups.

2. Materials and Methods

The data concerning Italian agritourism produced by the Italian National Institute of Statistics
(ISTAT), are not adequate for an effective structural, economic and social analysis of the agritourism
phenomenon. For this reason, here, the empirical analysis is based on the Italian FADN dataset. The
European FADN was created to represent farms’ technical and economic operation in the EU and on
which it drafts agricultural and rural policies. The Italian FADN dataset represents the national
agriculture in a statistically reliable way, if we consider the farm’s production system and economic
size. In 2015, 75% of the sample concerned specialised farming in arable crops, forest plantation and
cattle breeding.

As regards economic size, median classes more representative are especially considered, while
it is not the same for the extreme classes of the sample.

Instead, the sample has a farm’s distribution for altimetric zone comparable to the ISTAT
Census, with a little predominance in hill areas, where 45% of the farms (against the 52%) are
considered.

Moreover, the Italian FADN sample highlights a greater number of male and young conductors
(77% and 12%) than the ISTAT Census (69% and 10%).

In both cases, the reason for these differences is probably to be found in the aforementioned
more professional nature of FADN’s farms.

The FADN dataset involves 11,009 observations, 401 corresponding to agritourism farms (3.24%
of the sample).

Finally, and with regard to other characteristics of Italian agritourism, their distribution closely
reflects the data collected by ISTAT.

For example, almost two-thirds of agritourism enterprises listed are distributed in internal
areas, equally subdivided between hilly and mountainous areas and well over 80% of them are in
Central and Northern Italy. In relation to business size, agritourism activities involve mostly small
and medium farms; for them, agritourism plays an important role for the integration and
diversification of income.

The FADN dataset contains information on all public funding given to farms. It classified the
following typologies: a) EU funds for production (First Pillar); b) EU funds for rural development
(Second Pillar); c) national funding (including regional and local ones).

The groups of farms with and without agritourism included in the FADN dataset have been
compared using statistical tests on the differences between mean, median and variance values of
samples assuming a p-value equal to 0.05 as a threshold of acceptance. The tests adopted are of
parametric type (Student’s t-test and Fisher-Snedecor F-test) for mean and variance and
non-parametric (Wilcoxon signed-rank z test) for the median.


http://dx.doi.org/10.20944/preprints201807.0316.v1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10082938

Preprints (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 18 July 2018 d0i:10.20944/preprints201807.0316.v1

4 of 14

Successively, for each category of subsidy, the mean and median values were calculated for
altimetric zone and farm size (Standard Output) in the two groups. Then, the ANOVA was
performed to evaluate if there were at least two groups whose means were significantly different.

In this case, we proceeded to estimate the differences between all possible combinations of
groups. Because of the consistent deviation between mean and median values (in this case the data
were characterised by high variability), we preferred to proceed to the comparison between medians
in place of their respective means using a non-parametric Mann-Whitney U-test with Bonferroni
correction for multiple comparisons.

The null hypothesis underlying the test is that the samples come from populations with the
same median, therefore any equality between the medians of the samples does not necessarily imply
acceptance of the null hypothesis.

3. Results and Discussion

As shown in Table 1, significant differences may be observed in the mean and median values
between farms with and without agritourism, concerning the Rural Development Programme (RDP)
funding and non-EU funding (national and regional). In both cases, farms with agritourism receive a
higher amount in comparison to other farms. This confirms that incentives may influence the
tendency towards diversification [27].

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and tests on farms with and without agritourism. The amount of
subsidies are expressed in Euros. The differences, if significant, are displayed with an asterix
following the classification standard (?).

Farms with agritourism Farms without agritourism t, z, F test?
Non-E Non-
First Second First Second First Second Non-EU
U EU
Pillar Pillar Pillar Pillar Pillar Pillar funds
funds funds
t=-5.094
t=1.013 t=-5.364
Mean 11,967 7,422 6,135 14,470 3,741 3,270 p <0.001
p=0.156 p <0.001 (***)
(>(->(->(-)
z (Wilcox.)
z
= z (Wilcox.)
(Wilcox.)
Median 3,755 1,500 1,880 4,761 0 0 -3.898 =-5.199
=0.538

p<0.001 | p<0.001(***)
(***)
F=3.153 | F=1.908

p=0.295

6.741 3.257 1.700 2.126 1.707 8.424 F=2.018
Variance p <0.001 p <0.001
E+08 E+08 E+08 E+09 E+08 E+08 p <0.001 (***)
(>(->(->(-) (***)
Coefficient of
2.167 2432 2.126 3.186 3.491 2.807

variation

! The standard output (SO) of an agricultural product is the average monetary value of the total agricultural
output of the farm, produced in a given region and referring to an agricultural year. The SO is used to classify
farms by type of farming and by economic size.

20.05>p>0.01; (**) 0.01 > p>0.001; (***) p <0.001

However, the differences in payments tied to the First Pillar are not significantly different
between the two groups of farms. Consequently, they should not influence the choice to diversify,
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even if in some cases these payments play an important role in supporting the incomes of farmers
[28].

The role of the RDP, however, should be very important for agritourism development, which is
considered as a means to increase the functions of farms. European rural policies have been
persisting in this way [29], giving incentives not only in financial terms to farms that diversify [30].
Thanks to this external economic support, agritourism has increased in importance in Europe, and
particularly in Italy, whereas agritourism is considered the most important alternative to
rationalisation and growth strategies in the context of structural change in agriculture and
adjustments of European agricultural policy [31].

National and regional assistance, like the RDP, play significant roles in the choice of farms to
diversify. These policies include, measures for the development of agritourism, such as: 1)
businesses in protected areas; 2) adoption of a certification scheme for environmental quality; 3) food
processing; 4) social and cultural activities; and 5) building up of direct selling points. Food
processing and direct selling are the most frequent diversification activities and keep farm resources
linked to agricultural supply chains. There is a positive relationship between income and some
typical tourism activities, such as food and leisure services, cultural and sport activities [32]. Drivers
such as direct selling, family employment and environmental certification could be strengthened by
territorial policies aimed at enhancing natural resources and endogenous potential [33].

Table 2 reports the mean and median values in relation to different altimetric zones. The tests
performed on median values confirm the results emerging at the national level (Appendix A).

Table 2. Farms with and without agritourism. Mean values (upper) and median values (lower, in italics) in

Euros for altimetric zone.

Farms with agritourism Farms without agritourism
First Second Non-EU Non-EU
First Pillar Second Pillar
Pillar Pillar funds funds
22,383 2,613 2,618 24,295 2,321 1,748
Plains
5,086 0 0 7,535 0 0
11,569 8,833 5,521 11,079 4,093 3,268
Inner hill
3,490 1,500 1,500 4,526 0 0
8,996 8,044 8,290 6,104 5,770 6,119
Inner mountain
4,137 2,962 4,313 3,427 1,635 2,000
Seaside hill and 11,362 5,131 5,199 10,527 3,373 2,782
mountain 2,635 1,400 1,400 3,713 0 0

In particular, regarding First Pillar funding, the data do not show significant variation between
the two sub-samples within the same areas where farms are located. Consequently, the differences
observed within the groups probably depend on the different farm numbers.

Regarding payments linked to the Second Pillar, the farms with agritourism receive higher
subsidies than the others, with the exception of the farms located in the plains. Nonetheless, the
differences observed in the inner mountain and seaside hill and mountain areas are barely
significant. In any case, these results highlight the role of policies considering the location of the
farms and emphasise links between diversification and territorial factors [34].

In the case of national and regional grants, the differences in the values are significant in all
zones with the exception of the plains. In these areas, farms with agritourism have higher median
values. It is helpful to remember that agritourism is located mostly in the inner areas where there are
higher concentrations of protected areas and eno-gastronomic resources, which are factors
influencing attractiveness of the area and tourist flow. This probably justifies the higher amount of
funding received by agritourism relative to this form of assistance.
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Table 3 shows mean and median values relative to the economic size of the farms. Differences
between the median values are highly significant (Appendix B). With reference to payments under
the First Pillar, there is a significant difference in median values between the small and small to
mid-sized farms with and without agritourism. Farms without agritourism actually receive a larger
amount, which contributes to overall income generation. In this sense, it may be hypothesised that
non-diversified farms receive partial integration from this form of funding. Conversely,
diversification probably contributes significantly to the growth of income of smaller farms and
consequently reduces their dependence on First Pillar payments.

Table 3: Farms with and without agritourism. Mean values (upper) and median values (lower, in italics) in
Euros by Standard Output (SO).

Farms with agritourism Farms without agritourism
Non-EU
First Pillar | Second Pillar | Non-EU funds | First Pillar | Second Pillar

funds

Small 2,276 2,782 2,126 3,295 1,002 0,809
1,470 1,264 1415 2,166 0 0

Small-medium 3,784 5,447 3,685 5,704 2,191 1,810
1,858 1,835 2,035 3,764 0 0

Medium 8,401 4,323 5,399 9,506 3,615 3,636
4,462 1,660 2,699 5,785 0 0

Medium-large 22,943 12,905 9,207 22,528 6,200 5,705
12,207 4,113 3,166 11,163 0 0

Large 46,099 21,049 21,152 63,225 8,807 5,716
8,959 0 0 19,492 0 0

Concerning RDP, regional and national-level funding, it is evident that the situation is
practically homogeneous. The median values show that farms with agritourism receive more
support in each farm size class, with the sole exception of large farms. Tourism activities carried out
by farms are universally known to provide additional economic support, especially for small family
businesses [35], which share the need to diversify activities and increase their income. Everywhere,
the blending of agriculture and tourism is considered a successful strategy to diversify farm income,
expand marketing and farm brand awareness and level out seasonal fluctuations [36].

In sum, public funding plays an important role in supporting business diversification and
additionally, is a determining factor in development of business ideas [37,38]. The desire for
additional financial support, such as non-refundable grants, may be the initial reason to diversify
activities on a farm and start agritourism activities [39]. It is nonetheless necessary that these policies
are accompanied by regional and state-level initiatives aimed at maintenance and valorisation of
agricultural activities in specific contexts.

Among RDP measures, agritourism has benefited mostly from policies related to quality of life
and diversification of agri-environmental payments, which shows how these farms react to rural
policy incentives related to sustainability.

The environmental performance of agritourism can be seen to be the result of a farm
diversification process aimed at development of environment-based services [40]. Agritourism is
associated with positive effects on some environmental components, such as landscape, water and
energy resources, biodiversity, as well as reduced use of fertilisers and pesticides in productive
processes and improvements in the quality of foods [41]. In this manner, agritourism businesses
represent an opportunity to reduce the negative external effects of agriculture on the environment
[42], even though their performance, from an economic and social point of view, are probably
inferior to other companies operating in rural areas [43].
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Other economic variables are more favourable to increasing agritourism income, including
direct sales of farm products and environmental variables such as forest areas and organic
certification. These drivers are not strictly connected to tourism activities. If properly exploited
through policy interventions, these activities may represent not only a business opportunity for
agritourism income, but also a good mechanism to support the development of rural areas by
promoting new farm-related activities, new professional profiles and new forms of employment
[44].

Surely, the policies of recent years have played a significant role in supporting farm incomes.
Policies directly targeting agritourism are important, but they are only one side of the coin; the other
is made by regional development policies, which are equally important. Regional policies focus on
more effective exploitation of local resources, and provision of an appropriate infrastructure
network and essential services to visitors in a specific region [45].

5. Conclusions

This study shows how Italian farms in the FADN dataset behave very differently in accessing
different policies in relation to the presence or absence of agritourism activities. Higher levels of
funding under the Second Pillar of the CAP, as well as state funding show, at the same time, that
entrepreneurial decision in favour of agritourism activities are embedded within broader choices
regarding diversification and multifunctionality.

To summarise, payments for the First Pillar have mostly benefited large, market-oriented farms,
located in the plains [46]. In contrast, some measures of the Second Pillar, specifically those
identified as compensatory payments and agri-environmental payments have generally benefited
small and medium farms that are, from a territorial and economic perspective, located in marginal
areas, where the concentration of Italian agritourism is higher.

This suggests a greater propensity of Italian agritourism towards sustainable choices from an
environmental point of view.

Probably, the sustainable approach of Italian farms is a consequence of a national law on the
matter that in fact forces the farmer to deal more with farming rather than tourism.

With regard to economic and social sustainability, some studies show how variables such us
accommodation, food service and leisure, cultural and sport activities, direct selling, forest cover
and environmental certifications are important drivers for agritourism revenue and family
employees on farms [47,48]..

In other words, the impression is that tourism on the farm can become the economic activity of
redemption for rural areas involved in the phenomena of marginality, with positive implications for
the natural resources of the territories involved [49].

This propensity is in line with the general objectives of the EU’s rural policies over recent
decades, such as the sustainable development of rural economic activities, including tourism and
environmental protection [50].

Therefore, this suggests the need for greater attention in the future of European and national
policymakers towards the financing of agritourism activities, as well as other forms of farm
diversification.

Nevertheless, and in light of the data and analyses undertaken, it is still not a simple matter to
determine whether agritourism activities are positively influenced by payments under the Second
Pillar and by national and regional funding, or whether the business strategy of diversification also
concerns, beyond productive activities, income from different subsidies. It is necessary, therefore, to
go further in depth to investigate the importance of agritourism in the business as a whole. It would
be reasonable to assume that on farms in which agritourism represents the core business, the policies
are utilised mostly as sources of financing. Where, instead, agritourism is used to generate and
integrate income, businesses can utilise finances of the Second Pillar as well as funding from the
state to move towards more sustainable production of goods and services, and towards activities
that integrate better with agritourism activities. Also, the decision to diversify is not strictly
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dependent on the opportunities offered by community and national policy but is also influenced by
appropriate value creation strategies [51,52].
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1 APPENDIX A: ANOVA analysis on farms with and without agritourism for altimetric zones (55=sum of squares; df=degrees of freedom; MS=mean square). The diagonal matrix
2 reports the corresponding values of p and their degrees of significance. This matrix also contains a comparison between farms with and without agritourism relative to the same
3 altimetric zone. A= plains; B= inner hill; C=inner mountain; D= seaside hill and mountain.
EU funds Total RDP Non-EU funds
Variance SS df MS F SS df MS F SS df MS F
between 4.71188 6.73125 1.99732 2.8533 2.56408 3.66297
7 33.32 7 16.3 7 43.05
groups E1l1 E10 E10 1 EO09 E10 EO09
Variance p <0.001 p <0.001 p <0.001
1.84661 2.01992 1.60046 1.7506 7.77851 8.50854
within 9142 G 9142 (**%) 9142 )
E13 EO09 E12 6 EO8 E11 EO7
groups
1.89373 1.62043 8.03491
Total 9149 9149 9149
E13 E12 E11
Altimetri Farms without agritourism Altimetric Farms without agritourism Altimetric Farms without agritourism
c zone A B C D zone A B C D zone A B C D
<0.001 <0.001
A 0.301 0.358 0.012 0.083 A 0.189 0.060 0.374 A 0.065 0.105 0.601
(***) (***)
Farms
<0.001 <0.001 | <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
with B 0.079 0.249 0.820 B 0.892 B 0.255
(***) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***)
agritourism
<0.001 <0.001 | <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.003 <0.001
C 0.241 0.079 0.663 C 0.055 C
(***) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***) (**) (***)
<0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.005
D 0.069 0.699 0.305 D 0.117 0.479 0.010 D 0.088 0.379
(***) (***) (***) (**)

4 (i) 0.05>p>0.01; (*) 0.01 > p>0.001; (**) p <0.001
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) APPENDIX B: ANOVA analysis on farms with and without agritourism by Business Standard Production class (S5= sum of squares; df=degrees of freedom; MS=mean squares).
6 The diagonal matrix reports the corresponding values of p and their degrees of significance. The matrix also contains a comparison between farms with and without agritourism
7 within the same altimetric zone. 1= small farms; 2= small to medium size farms; 3= medium size farms; 4= medium to large farms; 5= large farms.
EU funds Total RDP Non-EU funds
Variation SS df MS F SS df MS F SS df MS F
between 2.12645 2.36272 6.3751 7.08345 4.36332 4.84814
9 128.5 9 41.59 9 58.32
groups E12 E11 E10 EO09 E10 EO09
Variation
1.68108 1.83926 1.55668 1.70315 7.59858 8.31355
within 9140 p < 0.001 (***) 9140 p < 0.001 (***) 9140 p < 0.001 (***)
E13 EO09 E12 EO8 E11 EO7
groups
1.89373 1.62043 8.03491
Total 9149 9149 9149
E13 E12 El1l
BSP Farms without agritourism BSP Farms without agritourism BSP Farms without agritourism
class 1 2 3 4 5 Class 1 2 3 4 5 Class 1 2 3 4 5
< < < 1.3
0.002 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 1.3 E-03 <0.001
1 0.001 0.001 1 0.001 E-03 0.697 0.772 1 0.88 0.797
KKk *hKk KAk KhK KKKk Kk KAk
** (***) (***) (++4) () (++4) =) (**) () **) (***)
< < <
Farms 0.002 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
2 0.953 0.001 0.001 2 0.001 0.103 0.173 2 0.083 0.120
1 h Kk KAk *hK KhK KKKk E = KAk
witl **) (***) () () (++4) (**) (**) () (***) (***)
agritourism
< < < <
<0.001 0.011 <0.001 0.006 0.039 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.003 <0.001
3 0.399 0.001 0.001 3 0.001 3 0.001
(***) (*) (***) (**) (*) (***) (***) (***) (**) (***)
< < <
<0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.002 <0.001 <0.001 | <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
4 0.965 4 0.001 0.001 4 0.001
(***) (***) (***) (**) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***)
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20f 14
11
0.021
5 E-03 0139 | 0893 | 0371 5 0125 | 0428 |o0857 | 0841 | 01168 5 0.145 0489 | 0955 | 0.888 0.151
*)
**
8 @) 0.05>p >0.01 ; (**) 0.01 > p > 0.001; (***) p < 0.001
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