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Simple Summary: Animals are an integral and important part of human life. It is clear that when
traveling, tourists often choose places where animals are present. They look for places with wild
animals more often. Our article introduces issues concerning the role of farm animals in the creation
of agritourism products and the prospects of using animals in agritourism. On the one hand, farm
animals are an additional source for people who run agritourism farms and make the stay of tourists
in rural areas more attractive. The presence of livestock acts as a magnet, attracting more tourists
to these farms and achieving higher returns on agritourism activities. However, among the reasons
for the lack of contact with animals in agritourism offerings, farmers indicated: the lack of financial
resources and the lack of conditions to provide the animals with adequate maintenance. It is worth
introducing farm animals as a tourist attraction in agritourism offerings.

Abstract: Animals are an integral part of human life. Currently, they constitute a relevant factor
contributing to the tourist experiences of individuals travelling for tourist purposes. Domestic (farm)
animals constitute a tourist attraction, are a source of income for individuals running agritourism
farms, and render the tourists’ stay in rural areas more attractive. It is important to maintain the
welfare of livestock based on principles of sustainability. The authors conducted research among
agritourism providers in Wielkopolska Voivodeship. The aim of the survey was to determine
whether agritourism farms keep livestock, what species they are, and whether they are important
in building an agritourism product and what the prospects are for using animals in agritourism. A
questionnaire was used for the study. The use of a variety of animal species facilitates the maintenance
of biodiversity on the farm. Our research shows that 57.3% of the analysed agritourism providers
included animals. Additionally, we discovered that the presence of livestock acts as a magnet that
draws more tourists towards the individuals running agritourism farms and thus causes them to
obtain higher profit from the agritourism business. According to the surveyed individuals, the most
influential reason for the absence of livestock on their farms was the lack of financial resources
and conditions to provide the animals with proper maintenance. Such findings may prompt the
introduction of livestock as a tourist attraction in agritourism in other regions.

Keywords: farm animals; livestock; animal welfare; animal use; tourist attraction; tourist experi-
ence; agritourism

1. Introduction

Animals have been accompanying humans for centuries [1], constituting an essential
part of the surrounding ecosystem [2]. They interact with humans on the level of production
and coexistence. In this case, production should be understood as the provision of food
and animal raw materials, such as clothing [3]. Keeping livestock for food purposes fits
perfectly into this notion. In turn, coexistence refers to wild animals whose presence is
important for maintaining biodiversity in the ecosystem.
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Animals are an important and influential element of tourism. For many people, they
constitute an integral part of their valued recreational activities [4]. Tourism provides many
people with the opportunity to see and interact with a variety of species, which they would
not normally encounter, all over the world and often in their natural habitat [5].

According to World Animal Protection, more than half a million wild animals are
used as tourist entertainment, yet this number includes only the registered animals in
tourist facilities [6]. Wildlife tourism is defined as tourism based on encounters with
non-domesticated (non-human) animals and may be divided into non-consumptive and
consumptive. The former involves observing or interacting with animals in natural or
man-made environments, while consumptive wildlife tourism entails the intentional killing
of animals, usually through hunting or fishing [7].

Non-consumptive wildlife tourism accounts for 20 to 40% of all international tourism [8].
It is estimated that between 230,000 and 550,000 animals are currently used for recreational
purposes, and only 1500 to 13,000 animals in the tourism industry are treated in a way
that ensures their good condition and safety [9]. An analysis of comments concerning
animal-related attractions posted by tourists on TripAdvisor reveals that 80% of travellers
do not recognise the problem or take into consideration animal welfare [10].

Wildlife tourism provides nature with the opportunity to earn its own right to sur-
vive [11], while the economic benefits it generates serve to protect wild animals and their
natural habitat [12]. Consistently high demand for encounters with captive, partially cap-
tive, and wild animals persists [13], and the funds raised in this regard generate profit for
communities and activities focused on the conservation of nature around the world [14].

Tourism uses various species of animals in different ways. Opportunities to observe
or interact with wild animals have been created in numerous tourist destinations that are
easily accessible and very popular among many consumers. Such opportunities vary from
country to country, with each destination having its own legal and cultural approach to
animal welfare. Animals can participate in festivals, be used as street entertainment, or be
observed in captivity. They are also frequently associated with the source of income of local
communities [15]. Tourists decide to travel to see and interact (pet, swim with, ride, take
selfies) with dolphins, tigers, and other charismatic, endangered, and exotic animals [16].
The tourism industry includes a variety of attractions for tourists to participate in: from
safaris providing the opportunity to observe wild animals, zoos, meeting and cuddling
cats in cafes, or volunteering to work with goats on farms, to “danger tourism” involving
close encounters with fearsome predators [17].

The creation of new tourism products is an ongoing process. One of its primary issues
consists of creating them in a way that allows attracting the largest possible number of
tourists. Regardless of the geographical region or wildlife, observing, photographing, or
having direct contact with wild animals has always been the aim of travels for individuals
who value interactions with animals. An example may be trips to Africa organised to
observe the so-called “Africa’s big five animals” [18], gorillas [19], and cetaceans [20] and
to participate in birdwatching, which is becoming increasingly popular throughout the
world [21]. Tourists are capable of negatively affecting animal welfare, as evidenced in the
study by Moorhouse et al. [10]. Moreover, it should be noted that wild animals may pose
a threat to tourists—such examples include brown bear [22] and polar bear attacks [23].
Fishing [24] and hunting tourism, which, contrary to numerous opinions, can contribute
to the protection of many species, is also very popular [25]. A certain form of interaction
with animals is also culinary tourism, which manifests by the desire to taste food prepared
from a particular species of animal in the place of its occurrence. A very popular example
involves the consumption of seafood in coastal areas.

Categories of wild and domestic animals are not fixed and permanent—they are
created by humans and contain numerous contradictions [26]. Animals are part of human
life in many ways: from pets and farm animals to wildlife. Humans have used them as a
food source, labour force, companions, or simply products for centuries. For most of human
history, animals have been used for their utility value. Animals and animal products have
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been directly used to satisfy the needs of individuals or entire communities [12]. They
should not be regarded as commodities that may be utilised for the benefit of humans [27].

Changes in tourists’ tastes may be used to improve standards of animal welfare in the
future. Moreover, many Western tourists are inclined to practise “sustainable”, “eco”, and
“ethical” tourism [17].

Currently, more attention is focused on the welfare of kept animals. For many modern
societies, this is an issue of increasing importance, which dates back to the early British
animal protection laws of the 19th century [28]. A proper approach to the welfare of
livestock has created, at least in the case of some consumers, both the desire and demand
for products derived from animals raised following welfare standards but has also satisfied
that demand through the development of a supply chain involving such products. That is
precisely how animal welfare transformed into a distinctive product value [29]. Further-
more, there is growing interest in animal welfare in a range of tourism recreation contexts
also with regard to tourist activity [30].

Research on domestic animals in tourism, including livestock, has received much less
attention than studies on wild animals [16]. Four reasons responsible for this state of affairs
can be identified [31]:

1. Unequal power relations, according to which humans control all aspects of ani-
mals’ lives;

2. Domestic animals are “everyday” animals, which indicates they are not regarded
with the kind of interest that tourists take in strange and exotic animals;

3. There is tension created by a significant number of domestic animals used as a source
of food;

4. Due to their controlled existence, domestic animals are perceived as less authentic
than wild animals.

Undoubtedly, human–animal interactions are extremely important components of the
overall experience for humans [32]. Animals are an integral element of countless human
leisure experiences and positively affect their, i.e., humans’, physical, mental, and social
condition [33]. The therapeutic role of animals in leisure time is widely recognised [5] and
includes examples such as hippotherapy [34], dog therapy [35], feline therapy [36], donkey
therapy [37], and apitherapy [38].

One form of tourism in which animals, particularly livestock, are part of a commercial
product directed at tourists is agritourism. The literature on the subject does not include
works that focus on the use of domestic animals in tourism. Our work helps to fill this gap.

Livestock can be a potentially profitable enterprise for small-scale agricultural op-
erations. Livestock can offer a farm new revenue streams as well as increased fertility
and weed control. Additionally, this activity can become a tourist attraction and can at-
tract tourists, giving the farm a new function, a tourist function. However, there are new
challenges of raising livestock on agritourism farms which are discussed here, including
particular considerations related to producing poultry, rabbits, hogs, sheep, goats, bees,
and cattle.

This study aims to determine whether farm animals—and if so, which species—are
kept on agritourism farms, and whether the farm animals affect the attractiveness of the
agritourism offering.

Literature Review

Agritourism is not a new phenomenon. Busby and Rendle [39] believe that since
the beginning of the 20th century, farmers have expanded recreational opportunities (that
they offered) to include accommodation services. At first, agritourism was regarded as an
additional, secondary activity performed on a farm but then quickly gained popularity and
became one of the forms of tourism [40]. It was a universal means to mitigate problems
at the farm level as a strategy for economic growth and diversification [41], but also at
the regional and local level of rural areas, i.e., migration [42] or affecting the increase in
income of the local community [43]. Agritourism allowed for acquiring additional benefits
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at the regional level, i.e., creation and maintenance of jobs, environmental improvement in
rural regions, and rural heritage and identity preservation [44]. However, the agritourism
relationship between agriculture and tourism is symbiotic [45,46]. Agritourism is a practice
of attracting tourists to agricultural areas, generally for educational or recreational purposes.
Due to the economic difficulties, as well as changes in agriculture and animal husbandry
around the world, many farmers—particularly those running small family farms—found
that they need to expand their agricultural business model and discover new methods of
generating income.

The most important specific features of agritourism distinguishing it from other forms
of tourism are the elements that connect the main agricultural and tourist activities, which
are the rhythm of life on the farm, the presence of livestock, fresh food, smells, sounds, the
proximity of the farming family and villagers, possibility of getting to know family habits,
everyday activities of villagers, hospitality, new acquaintances and friendships, culture
and customs, tradition and history of villages and the region, folklore, space, contact
with nature, freedom of movement, silence, peace, possibility of recreation and sports,
etc. [47–49]. Undoubtedly, an important element of agritourism is the accommodation
of tourists in the house of a farmer offering agritourism services [43,50]. Adapting a
residential house (furnishing rooms, etc.) and its immediate surroundings for guests (e.g.,
a recreational device) is associated with getting to know the needs and expectations of
potential agritourists [51].

Majewski [48] emphasises that agritourism should be conducted on a farm, where
plant and animal production constitutes one of the biggest attractions for tourists. Currently,
the concept of agritourism [52] includes resting at the facilities maintained by the farmer
and located on a functioning farm, where apart from spending the night, eating meals made
of products derived from the farm or its vicinity, participating in field and farm work, and
observing farm animals and plant production, it is also possible to undertake recreational
activities on the area of the farm and beyond. Authentic agritourism is conducted on a
fully operational farm, where agricultural activities predominate over tourism, as well as
where familiar and direct contact with the host and his or her family members takes place
in an unaltered agricultural environment [53]. A farm on which the farmer keeps various
species and breeds of animals is more attractive to visitors. This involves the contact of
tourists, mainly children, with live animals, such as poultry, rabbits, goats, sheep, calves,
etc. [49].

Agritourism shows people what is happening on the farm in order to better inform
them about daily agricultural practices and activities. Its underlying assumption is that if
people see the farm, they will better understand what is happening there and why, which
in turn should reduce concerns about animal welfare or production practices [54]. Farm
and farm-related activities can be divided into five groups as follows:

− Observation of the agricultural production process including plant and animal pro-
duction and food processing, as well as guided tours or private farms (ranches), which
are widely offered in different countries;

− Actual participation in the process of plant and animal production and processing
(e.g., assistance in milking cows, hay production, etc.);

− Animal shows or demonstrations, including cow milking, sheep shearing, angora
rabbit shearing, cattle sales, or cowboy rodeos;

− Marked trails on the farm;
− Direct contact with domestic animals or the nature of farms in different kinds of

petting zoos or safaris [49].

Farm animals may constitute a valuable agritourism attraction while simultaneously
being part of the cultural heritage of rural areas [55]. For many small-scale livestock
farmers, species and breeds of these animals are linked to unique domestic systems of
knowledge and management practices, which have been gathered over centuries by count-
less generations [56].
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To be part of the tourism product and a tourist attraction, animals must be provided
with adequate welfare which is not necessarily better on small farms compared to large
farms. Observing the behaviour of farm animals is the first element in assessing their
physical and mental comfort [57].

Freedom to perform natural behaviour, however, is the main issue in the eyes of the
general public, so technologies in which the use of enclosures and pastures that should be
the basis of nutrition for many species during the growing season play a huge role. These
technologies simultaneously ensure a better quality of food raw materials [58]. Keeping
animals outside of buildings provides better opportunities for tourists to observe and
interact with animals. Landscape conservation is also an important function of livestock
grazing [59].

Another method includes using livestock as a raw material for meal preparation. The
increasing tendency to seek locally produced food applies particularly to the hospitality
and tourism industry, including agritourism, which heavily relies on local identity [60].

Aspects such as humane treatment of animals, the environmental impact of the
main supply chain, and the interest of tourists in tasting local food, especially meat, in
agritourism is important for many consumers [60]. Tourists seem to particularly favour
culinary tourism [61], which is implemented on agritourism farms. Hall and Sharples [62]
believe that culinary tourism is associated with unforgettable experiences related to food
and drinks, as well as places where good food is prepared for entertainment purposes,
but also includes visits to local producers, local markets, cooking shows, and all activities
related to tourism and food [63]. This form of tourism allows for the use of resources from
agritourism farms and their surroundings [64].

The agritourism product is a complex category, and its individual elements perform
different functions [65]. Livestock can become a product with different purposes, i.e.,
for people from cities who do not have contact with animals, they can meet the need for
interacting with animals, and for city children, they can meet the need to better understand
animals and their role in, e.g., human nutrition.

According to Sayre and Henderson [66], animals on a farm can be used in a variety
of ways. It all depends both on the species that the agritourism operator has and on their
creativity.

According to Hurst and Niehm [67], the market of local products in rural areas
is largely untapped by both vacationers and residents. If the owners of agritourism
farms were able to increase those sales, including meat produced based on principles of
sustainability, not only would they raise their income, but they would also diversify their
income sources [60].

2. Materials and Methods

The study was conducted in 2019, in the form of a telephone interview called CATI
(computer assisted telephone interviews), based on questionnaires (Supplementary Materi-
als) prepared by the authors of the paper. Telephone interviews are now widely used in
scientific research [43,68–70].

The questionnaire consists of the following parts: part I—questions related to the
location of the agritourism farm (3 questions), part II—records and a brief description
of agritourism and agricultural activities (8 questions), part III—identification of species
kept on the agritourism farm (2 questions), part IV—assessment of the attractiveness of
animals kept on an agritourism farm (5 questions). Seven reasons for the lack of animals
are identified in the questionnaire. At the end of the questionnaire, the respondents could
indicate which species of animals, in their opinion, could make the agritourism offering
more attractive.

Sample size determination is an important major step in the design of a research study.
Its calculation is an essential step in research protocols and is a must to justify the size of
research studies in papers, reports, etc. [71,72].
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The study sample consisted of 394 agritourism farms from a total number of 686 farms
(as of 2017) located in Wielkopolska Voivodeship.

The finite population sample size formula was used for calculating the sample size of
agritourism farms covered by this study:

n =
P(1 − P)

e2

Z2
α/2

+ P(1−P)
N

(1)

where n is sample size, e is permissible error, N is population size, and Zα/2 is value
resulting from the confidence interval used; for a 95% confidence level, Zα/2 = 1.96, and P is
the estimated proportion in the population (usually, it is set at P = 50%). P is the estimated
expected proportion in the population covered by the study. As the proportion in the
population of operators is unknown, the least favourable assumption was made, namely
that P = 50%, because at that P level, the product P(1 − P) reaches the maximum value.

It is thus assumed that:
P = 50%;
Confidence level = 95%;
Permissible error = 5%;
N = 686 (the number of agritourism farms in 2017).
The minimum sample size was 246 when the maximum error was 5%. Participation

in the study was voluntary and anonymous. When entering the study, it was assumed
that if the telephone contact was not possible during the first phone attempt, the next
phone attempt would be conducted after one hour. When the second phone attempt was
not successful, subsequent phone attempts were made the next day. A total of 394 phone
calls were obtained during the survey. All data gleaned were subjected to preliminary
analysis, followed by statistical analysis, with the identification of significant differences
for two independent samples by the Mann–Whitney U test and the Wald–Wolfowitz
runs test. The statistical analysis was performed using the STATISTICA 13.3 program
(TIBCO Software Inc., Palo Alto, CA, USA). Three data presentation methods were used to
characterise the phenomena examined: tabular, graphical, and descriptive.

3. Results
3.1. Characteristics of Agritourism Activities in the Researched Agritourism Farms

A total of 365 providers of agritourism agreed to participate in the survey and be inter-
viewed, while 29 refused to participate in the survey. According to the survey, 117 agritourism
operators did not run any agritourism business in 2019. The agritourism activity related to
hosting tourists on a working farm was carried out by 248 farmers. Only 142 farms out of
all the analysed farms kept animals.

Given the period of conducting the agritourism business, it was found that the oldest
agritourism farm hosted tourists continuously since 1980, while the youngest agritourism
farm started hosting guests for on-farm recreation in 2018. It should be noted that more
than 1/3 of the surveyed agritourism farms were established in the 20th century.

The accommodation base is the most important component of agritourism. All the
quarters included in the research provided their agritourists with accommodation in rooms.
The number of rooms largely determines the possibility of accommodating a certain number
of guests, and the number of beds is also important. The average number of rooms in
the researched farms was up to five (80.6%), and the number of beds was 15 (Me = 12).
Analysing the data on the number of tourists enjoying leisure in the surveyed agritourism
farms, it ranged from 10 to 500 per year.

3.2. Characteristics of Kept Animals in the Researched Agritourism Farms

To achieve the research objective, the surveyed agritourism farms were divided into
two groups. The first group consisted of providers of agritourism who owned livestock:
142 farms with animals. The second group included agritourism operators who did not own
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animals: 106 animal-free farms. The study is shows that 57.3% of the analysed agritourism
farms in the Wielkopolskie Voivodeship featured animals.

When analysing the data concerning agricultural activities carried out in the surveyed
farms (Table 1), statistically significant differentiation was found in terms of the agricultural
holding area. Undoubtedly, livestock husbandry is associated with having adequate space
for these animals. The main purpose of livestock husbandry was a sale, while the secondary
purpose was an attraction for tourists who enjoy spending holidays in the countryside.
This is confirmed by the share of agricultural income in total income, which was higher for
agritourism operators who owned animals than those who did not own animals. Moreover,
a significantly higher share of other income sources (67.9%) was found for providers of
agritourism who did not own animals.

Table 1. Characteristics of the surveyed agritourism operators.

Specification Agritourism Farms with Animals
(n = 142)

Animal-Free Agritourism Farms
(n = 106)

Agricultural holding area [ha]
Mean 17.6 16.0

Median 12.0 7.0
Maximum value 150.0 200.0

Share of income from agricultural activity in total income
Mean 47.4% 42.9%

Share of income from agritourism activity in total income
Mean 29.3% 25.6%

Share of other income in total income
Mean 47.6% 67.9%

Source: own studies.

On the other hand, taking into account the share of income from agritourism activity,
a statistically significantly higher level was found among operators with animals. Higher
income from agritourism activities in facilities with animals resulted from the greater
number of tourists using their offering. Their services were used on average by 117 tourists,
and the average for operators without animals was 73 tourists. It is worth emphasizing
that the average value of the number of tourists turned out to be statistically significant
(p < 0.000). There was no statistically significant differentiation (p > 0.05) in the number of
rooms and number of beds between the studied groups

Agritourism operators usually keep several species of animals on their farm. Horses
(52.8%), hens (62.7%), cattle (18.3%), goats (16.9%), sheep (12.7%) and pigs (12.7%) were the
most popular animals kept on farms. It should be noted that one in five of the surveyed
facilities kept fish in ponds owned by the farm, and one in six of the surveyed facilities
kept rabbits.

Livestock can become an element of the core of an agritourism product, a basic product,
or an extended product (Table 2). For people from cities who do not have contact with
animals, they can meet the need for interacting with animals, and for city children, they
can meet the need to better understand animals and their role in, e.g., human nutrition.
As a basic product, they can be one of the components of the diet of tourists staying
at an agritourism farm or culinary products prepared for sale. Being an element of an
extended product, which distinguishes a given offer from other competitors, they can
give the opportunity to learn how to prepare a local culinary product, participate in the
handling of animals, or even organize a mini zoo and use the healing properties of contact
with animals as part of animal therapy.
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Table 2. Farm animals as an element of an agritourism product.

Structure of the Agritourism Product Place and Role of Animals

the core of the product
the need for relations, being with animals,

the need to know farm animals,
need to touch

the base product

culinary products offered on the farm for tourists,
the ability to purchase products,
watching, feeding the animals,

horse rides,
tours with pets

the product extended

the opportunity to learn how to prepare a local
culinary product,

participation in the handling of animals,
a small zoo,

animal therapies

3.3. Reasons for Keeping and Lack of Animals in the Agritourism Farms

The choice to keep animals is not accidental since these animals are the key to increas-
ing the tourist attractiveness of the run business. They are the source of meat, excluding
horses, which are not eaten in Poland, and they are the source of valued products such
as milk, eggs, and fish. The conducted analyses also showed that during the selection of
animal species, agritourism operators paid attention to their origin and importance for the
conservation of rural heritage. Therefore, they most often chose native breeds of livestock.

The respondents who did not keep animals were further asked about the reasons for
not keeping animals on the farm (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Reasons for not keeping livestock. Source: own studies.

According to almost half (49.1%) of the providers of agritourism, lack of money to
keep animals, followed by lack of conditions to keep them (45.3%), is the main reason for
not having animals. Interestingly, according to one third of the respondents, the reason for
the absence of animals in their agritourism farm is the lack of interest from tourists.

First of all, the respondents indicated the reasons that were included in the answer to
the questionnaire question; in addition, some of them gave other reasons that were not on
the list of answers to the question.



Animals 2021, 11, 2357 9 of 15

One of the reasons for not keeping animals on an agritourism farm was the poor
health and age of the farm owners.

Respondent 1: “My age and health condition do not allow me to take care of animals”.

Many owners indicated that the reason for the lack of animals on the agritourism farm
was the lack of time but also the lack of people who would be able to help with the care of
animals.

Respondent 2: “I don’t have time to work with animals; I miss extra hands to work with
animals”.

Several respondents indicated that the reason for the lack of keeping animals on
an agritourism farm was the lack of appropriate infrastructure, and more specifically of
buildings in which these animals can be kept.

Respondent 3: “I don’t have suitable buildings for keeping animals”.

In contrast to several owners of the surveyed agritourism farms, some indicated that
the reason for not keeping animals on their farm was cooperation with other farmers who
had animals, and tourists could see them there.

Respondent 4: “The animals are at my neighbor’s farm, tourists can see them there”.

A few respondents stated that the costs of keeping animals were too high as the reason
for not keeping animals on their farm, and their production was described as unprofitable.

Respondent 5: “Keeping animals is an additional cost, production is unprofitable.”

The above responses from farmers indicate that they are aware of the limitations
of keeping animals on the farm and providing them with good conditions and welfare.
Perhaps these responses may indicate that if there was more interest from tourists, farmers
would overcome the difficulties of not keeping their animals on their farm.

4. Discussion

The obtained results have practical and important consequences for agritourism
owners. Our research shows that farmers consider animals an important element of
their agritourism offering. This is confirmed by studies [73,74] that suggest that animals
are frequently the key to attracting tourists to spend holidays in the countryside on an
agritourism farm.

The profitability of agritourism is an important factor from the point of view of
the development of a tourist activity. The share of income from agritourism activities is
important, which shows the development of agritourism as a source of additional income
for the farming family [75]. It is very important to measure income from accommodations,
food, and additional services: for example, by offering souvenirs to be purchased by tourists
or agricultural products to be bought on the farm (fruits, vegetables, honey, milk, etc.),
bike rental, guide services, horseback riding, etc. [75,76]. Studies cited by other authors
show that agritourism has a significant and positive impact on farm profitability [43,77].
The value of income from agritourism varied and depended on the size of the facility, the
agritourism offering, and the number of visiting tourists [75].

Livestock is an integral part of a sustainable farm [78]. The use of different animal
species enables biodiversity conservation on the farm, expressed not only by the number
of animal species but also by the diversity of crops necessary both for humans and animals,
which simultaneously ensures maintenance of soil fertility [79].

Keeping animals can have long-term effects on the environment and can contribute
to the preservation of characteristic plant species not found in neighbouring habitats [80].
Animals also contribute to the protection of the landscape, maintaining valuable plant
communities in their natural state—an example may be the protection of xerothermic
grasslands in western Poland, where sheep are used for this purpose [81].

In addition to providing a variety of food products and clothing products, the animals
produce manure, which is a valuable natural fertiliser that enables a steady turnover of
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organic matter on the farm. Natural fertilisation is part of both sustainable farming and
organic farming [82].

Large-scale farms, which also use large-scale animal husbandry, are widely used
today [83]. The use of large-scale animal husbandry is justified for reasons of production
cost reduction; however, it is frequently associated with the production of food products
that do not have specific qualities. Animal husbandry in sustainable farms or organic farms
certainly has good prospects because of the preservation of on-farm cycles (soil-plant-
animal-soil), contribution to biodiversity conservation, and production of high-quality
food products [3,84].

The grazing of livestock may affect wild species. It was found that the presence
of cows on the pasture significantly influences the feeding efficiency of the white stork
(Ciconia ciconia), and this may, in turn, contribute to increasing the population of the
species [85]. Additionally, the presence of storks may be attractive to tourists [86].

Animals may be unnecessary on large-scale farms using mineral fertilisers, but on
small farms concerned with sustainability and biodiversity, they are important because
some farms may use their own manure as fertiliser.

In the case of agritourism farms, small-scale animal husbandry also leads to better
interactions between visitors and animals. The guests, in addition to gaining knowledge
concerning the functioning of the farm, also perform a sort of control function, especially
in terms of animal husbandry conditions.

Animal husbandry in agritourism farms provides various opportunities for interacting
with animals, from simple observation through participation in daily activities related to
feeding, grooming, and herding to animal therapy, and finally to processing of animal food
raw materials [87,88]. Agritourism farm owners often select animal species and breeds that
are resistant to less favourable conditions for animal welfare, are resistant to diseases, and
have interesting traits [89].

Maintaining high biodiversity in agricultural farms and, particularly, in agritourism
farms is important, and organic agritourism farms should contribute not only to making
the offer more attractive to guests but also to protecting and popularising the husbandry of
local animal breeds and plant varieties that may become extinct in the current economic
reality due to their frequently low productivity [90]. At the same time, animals should
be treated as a cultural heritage element with great socio-cultural significance and an
ever-increasing educational function [91], which generates intangible benefits associated
with the region [92].

According to the farmers participating in our survey, an interesting measure from
the point of view of guests visiting agritourism operators would be to introduce exotic
animals to the livestock (e.g., alpacas, llamas). However, when it comes to maintaining
local biodiversity and agritourism objectives, keeping exotic animals on farms seems
questionable [93]. Exotic animals are certainly a factor that increases the attractiveness
of the farm’s offering; however, agritourism activities carried out on sustainable farms,
where traditional crops are grown and animals typical of the region are kept, are of great
importance to become an opportunity for guests to learn about the agricultural culture of
the region [80,85,92].

The native breeds of livestock, as well as native varieties of crops, are part of the
national heritage [79]. The existence of such breeds proves the ability to carry out husbandry
work aimed at creating animals that are best adapted to local environmental conditions
(climate, fodder), which can demonstrate, frequently in difficult conditions, longevity,
good parameters of reproductive traits, and production of food raw materials (meat, milk,
eggs) or clothing raw materials (wool, leather) of high utility values [94–96]. Keeping
native animal breeds is especially valuable in agritourism due to their adaptation to local
environmental conditions, disease resistance, health, and low feed requirements [97]. The
results of our research indicate that native breeds of livestock are not very common in
agritourism. Research by other authors shows that they perform important popularizing,
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promotional, and educational functions, and tourists are eager to photograph them, like to
observe them, and believe that their presence has a positive effect on the landscape [98–100].

Tourism needs are evolving, and tourists are looking for a multi-sensory rural expe-
rience [101]. The agritourism farms that offer attractions based on livestock are part of
this trend. While there is not much literature concerning animal welfare in tourism or
entertainment, there are articles analysing animal welfare in other sectors [102]. However,
the concern for animal welfare contributes to the profitability of tourism [103].

In terms of the appreciation of farm animal welfare, it varies depending on producers
and consumers. Consumers often focus on naturalness and its relation to animal welfare,
while producers often focus on meeting basic health requirements [104]. Animals have a
wide range of needs that are a consequence of many functional systems that make their
life possible [78]. Animal welfare can be defined as “how well an animal manages to live
under the conditions in which it exists” [105]. Healthy livestock is the most productive and
economically viable, achieving increased growth rate, milk yield, or egg production per
unit of input, as well as improved fertility, longer vitality, and better carcass quality [106].

The role of farmers should be emphasised; they are a sort of guide playing an impor-
tant role as facilitators helping tourists to overcome environmental challenges and better
understand the animal world [107].

5. Conclusions

This study makes a significant theoretical contribution to understanding the impor-
tance of livestock in building an agritourism product.

A large part of the surveyed agritourism suppliers (57.3%) had animals, which are
both an immanent feature of the agricultural holding and the agritourism business. In this
case, there is a clear relationship related to the size of the land owned, which is important
for having adequate space for these animals. Our research has shown that keeping animals
in agritourism farms is an attraction for tourists visiting them.

Keeping livestock provided an attraction for tourists using the offered services, but it
also provided a source of income from the sale of those animals. This is confirmed by the
share of agricultural income in total income, which was higher for agritourism operators
who owned animals than for those who did not own animals. Plus, it is also confirmed by
a higher share of income from agritourism in the group of farms with animals.

The surveyed facilities usually keep several species of animals. Their selection is
purposeful because these animals are not only key to increasing tourist attractiveness, but
they also provide a source of meat, products, and preserves.

The biodiversity conservation in agricultural holdings, especially in agritourism farms,
should, on the one hand, contribute to the protection and popularisation of husbandry of
local animal breeds and varieties of native plants and, on the other hand, make the offering
more attractive for guests.

This study does not exhaust the problem of keeping animals in agritourism farms.
Therefore, it is important that such research is continued in the future, taking into account
the opinions of various players in the agritourism market, both farmers and tourists.
The survey used a questionnaire to obtain farmers’ opinions on keeping farm animals
on agritourism farms. We believe that the research can be extended to include in-depth
interviews with farmers running agritourism farms and keeping animals and those who
stopped keeping animals completely. This would enable a better understanding of the
importance of animals in creating a farm tourism product and the problems that arise for
farmers from combining the two businesses.

Future research should aim to gain knowledge concerning the preferences of po-
tential agritourists regarding which livestock they would like to encounter during their
agritourism trips. In addition, further research is needed among farmers running agri-
tourism activities in various regions of Poland and other European Union countries and
the comparison of these results.
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95. Migdał, W.; Golian, J.; Marcinčák, S.; Král, M.; Walczycka, M.; Domagała, J.; Najgebauer-Lejko, D.; Migdał, Ł. The influence of the
Wallachians on the pastoral culture and cuisine of the Carpatians. Anim. Prod. Rev. 2020, 5, 1–7.
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