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Abstract:



Agritourism has achieved a greater importance in the last decade, but despite this relevance, the definition is not aligned everywhere, depending on the contingency variables of the context in which agritourism is located. This paper aims at analyzing the business model’s key success factors of Italian agritourism by studying their structural, social and economic features, integrated with a sustainability approach. The empirical analysis is based on a sample of agritourism, located in an Italian region. The empirical results show relevant and useful elements to support the sustainable development of agritourism business models in Italy, linking theory, policy and practices. Indeed, these results, together with others related to the economic dimension of the farms, their specialization, and the characteristics of the farmers make it possible to argue that there are common elements, which offer potential for agritourism. In addition, it was possible to identify two different models of agritourism. Agritourism can open new horizons in rural sustainable development, with possible beneficial effects on the environment, society, agricultural heritage and economic growth. In particular, regional policy developers should take into consideration these elements in order to direct correctly efforts. The research shows also some interesting theoretical implications as it contributes to enrich the literature on this particular kind of business model. At the same time, it helps family owners to increase the overall understanding of their agritourism, in order to finalize adequate planning and communication.
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1. Introduction


This paper illustrates the results of research conducted on Italian agritourism, which is here considered as a particular form of innovation in the more traditional agricultural Business Model (BM). Agritourism is a complex and differentiated phenomenon [1] that has been widespread worldwide since the early twentieth century [2,3] and it is affected by the socio-economic characteristics of each individual territory, landscape and regulations. In Italy, agritourism was imported during the 1960s by agricultural entrepreneurs who travelled around the world (especially in Austria and France), and they immediately developed this in a country in which rural outmigration was particularly intense and many abandoned buildings were available for this utilisation [4]. Consequently, it has gained economic and social relevance, with an increasing diffusion in all regions [5]. Italian agritourism represents a truly unique case in the international scene, because the national legislation regulates it in a particular way in comparison to other forms of rural tourism worldwide [6,7]. Indeed, Italian agritourism can only be managed by the farmer and his family, and the tourist activities of the farm must be connected and complementary to agriculture, which remains the fundamental activity of the farm [4,8]. In addition, the predominance of agricultural activity is explicitly determined in terms of number of working hours and not in terms of income [6,7], as occurs in other countries.



Agritourism can be seen as an innovative and diversification strategy for farms, by including recreation and leisure activities for tourists, with many economic and non-economic benefits for farmers, visitors and communities [9]. Visitors can enjoy and reinforce the atmosphere of the agricultural life, while the agricultural entrepreneurs have the opportunity to increase their income providing touristic services, remaining in the business and creating additional employment. The agricultural heritage is preserved, and the economic situation of local communities is improved. In other words, agritourism can be considered as “a sustainable strategy: in its stated objectives, it promotes the conservation of a broadly conceived rural environment through its socioeconomic development” [4]. Agritourism is perceived as the “missing link in a quality territorial system that integrates agricultural, tourist, environmental, cultural and historic resources” [4]. It likely represents “the most radical product innovation that has ever concerned the national agriculture” and has different characteristics in comparison with other more traditional forms of agricultural farms [7]. Agritourism offers good opportunities for business and employment, conserving and developing rural landscape and biodiversity [7], while answering to a tourist demand. In other words, agritourism can be considered as a peculiar form of innovation in the more traditional agricultural Business Model (BM). This is because a BM represents a general and holistic understanding of how an organization creates value through its activities and processes, involving several actors in its value chain and creating various interdependencies and dynamics with stakeholders [10,11]. Business Model Innovation (BMI) can refer to both the development of new BMs for start-ups and to the reconfiguration of existing BMs [12]. In our research, we refer to this second interpretation of BMI when analyzing the agritourism phenomenon. Indeed, agritourism can be interpreted as a reconfiguration of the existing model of agricultural farms to a new one.



Usually companies and institutions develop new ideas and value creation through their existing business models, investing extensive resources in research activities, and the results they reach are often not so satisfactory if they do not invest any effort in changing the business models, through which new ideas and technologies will pass. Indeed, the same idea or technology that passes through different BMs can lead to different results. Therefore, it might be appropriate for companies and institutions to develop the capability to innovate their BMs [13].



A certain part of the literature on BMI has emphasized the importance of the innovation in terms of a firm’s success, while a new literature strand has investigated the relevance of the BMI in terms of sustainability, considering the consequences of BMI in terms of corporate social and environmental impact [12]. This means that an innovative and sustainable BM should try to align the firms’ profitability with economic and non-economic benefits for society and the local community. In our work, agritourism is interpreted as a BMI aimed at generating sustainability. In these terms, if agritourism is meant as a BMI towards sustainability, it is important to study this phenomenon through the BM’s key success factors.



As observed by Choo [14], agritourism research still needs a framework for systematically studying and creating knowledge. Indeed, it is necessary to observe the management, planning, and policy implications, since agritourism studies and related researches are still in the early stage of development and there is great scope for theoretical advances [14]. Based on this evidence and trying to answer to a general call for more research directed at identifying the drivers of the agritourism success [7], the present article aims to analyze the features of agritourism in order to provide a more holistic picture about these kinds of businesses. It tries to capture the key elements in their value creation process and to improve the understanding of an innovative and sustainable BM. To analyze the key success factors at the centre of agritourism-sustainable BMs, we used the Osterwalder [15] approach, which explains a BM through 9 components, underlining the sustainable features adopting the Schaltegger [16] approach. We based our empirical analysis on a sample of 110 companies from Piedmont, an Italian region located in the North-West. The agritourism business is particularly interesting for the Italian economy due to its continued growth, and the main concentration of agritourism farms is in the Italian northern regions [17]. To conduct our research, we adopted a questionnaire as the main tool of analysis, and the following research questions have been formulated:

	-

	
R.Q. 1: what are the key success factors of Italian agritourism BMs that enable a sustainable value creation?




	-

	
R.Q. 2: is there any correlation among these key factors affecting the agritourism BMs?




	-

	
R.Q. 3: is it possible to identify different groups of BMs inside the sample?









The rest of the paper is structured as follows: the next section illustrates the theoretical background of the agritourism phenomenon and the BMI framework, which informs our research under a sustainability perspective. The methodological design is presented in Section 3, while Section 4 offers a reading of the empirical results achieved and the discussion. In the last section, conclusions and future research are presented.




2. Theoretical Background


2.1. Agritourism Overview


Despite the relevance of agritourism around the world, an agreed upon definition of this phenomenon does not exist in international tourism research. The lack of an unambiguous definition and the presence of cognitive differences about the meaning and features of agritourism create some difficulties in conducting research, especially in the academic literature, and in favouring the development of a homogeneous field of studies [18].



In particular, the inconsistencies in defining agritourism in literature are correlated to four ontological issues [3], that are: (i) the identification of an appropriate setting; (ii) the typology of experiences by customers in agritourism; (iii) the kind of activities that agritourism should offer; and (iv) the clear definition of the term “tourism” in the concept of “agritourism”.



With respect to the first issue, it is unclear if agritourism can be carried out only on a farm or also in any other agricultural establishment, such as ranches, nurseries and others, and if it is possible to expand the setting to off-farm facilities, such as markets in which the agricultural products of the farmers are sold. The difficulty in identifying a proper setting for agritourism may depend on different meanings that are present in various regulations about the concept of “farm”. In the E.U., a farm is a single managed agricultural entity that is also engaged in non-agricultural activities [19], while in U.S., the definition is strictly correlated with the amount of revenues that come from the production or distribution of agricultural products [20]. In any case, the academic literature has recently separated the agritourism settings from the concept of “rurality”, and the “rural tourism” is something different from agritourism.



Concerning the second issue, it is ambiguous if the farm or any other agricultural establishment should be considered working or if it can be accepted as a non-working farm. There are few researchers [18,21] that consider an “authentic” experience in agritourism demonstrated by agricultural activities, and if not real, through non-working models.



The third issue depends on different government policies around the world [4]. Sometimes they include in the definition of agritourism activities hospitality and lodging, education, food services, event programming, recreational activities, etc. In other cases, these kinds of services are excluded (e.g., Australia). For example, in the Italian National Framework for Agritourism [22], hospitality is included in the agritourism activities.



Finally, the fourth issue is about the ambiguous meaning of the term “tourism” in the word “agritourism”. In particular, for some authors it refers to the need for travel, and the term agritourism implies a sort of farm-stay or any kind of accommodation [4].



Despite the ontological issues above mentioned, in the last few years several scholars [3,18,23] tried to develop a shared definition of agritourism, basing it on empirical researches. In particular, Arroyo [3] investigated the preferences expressed by various agritourism stakeholders (farmers, residents and Extension Faculty) and, as a result, they formulated the following definition of agritourism: “Farming-related activities carried out on a working farm or other agricultural settings for entertainment or education purposes” [3]. This definition includes agritourism products based either on a working farm or on a different agricultural setting. Consistent with this definition, Flanigan [23] suggests the existence of the following typologies of agritourisms: (i) agritourism based on a working farm; (ii) agritourism not based on a working farm.



However, the limitation of these studies is that their empirical analysis is restricted to some specific geographical area, and the agritourism definition may depend on the geographical/contextual locality identified [18]. In our study, the Italian agritourism based on a working farm is taken into consideration, as the Italian legislation states that hospitality activities, which are not based on a working farm, cannot be defined as agritourism activities. Indeed, under a normative perspective, the E.U. refers to agritourism in generic terms as a particular “form of holiday which is carried out in rural areas” [7] and this approach implies limited involvement of farms in carrying out agritourism in Europe. On the contrary, the meaning of the term “agritourism” in Italy is strictly defined by the current regulation (Law n. 96/2006) as “the hospitality activities practiced by agricultural entrepreneurs […] through the use of their firms, in connection with the farming activities, the forestry-related activities, and livestock activities”, with the limitation that “agricultural activities prevail [over the agritourism activities]”. In other words, Italian agritourism has distinctive features with respect to other European countries, thanks to the particular national legislation.



Lupi [7] identified the rational foundations of the Italian legislation, which pursued 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 country-side, 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 the marginal areas, with the aim of limiting the exodus of the young and female labour force.



The goals identified by Lupi [7] underline the sustainability aims of this kind of business. Indeed, agritourism is a significant part of the sustainable expansion and country revolution. Furthermore, the management of agritourism businesses not only contains all fundamentals of traditional farm management, but also requires farm operators to manage the intangible resources in a sustainable way [24].



Considering Lupi [7], it emerges that agritourism can be considered as a particular form of the more traditional BMs operating in the agriculture context. In particular, Lupi [7] suggests that: “it could be interesting to identify the drivers that mostly boost agritourism income. In other words, through the analysis of economic, environmental and social variables, representing internal factors (i.e., direct sales of farm products, educational activities, organic certifications, forest cover), it will be possible to identify the determinants that mostly contribute to the development of agritourism and that could be used by policy maker as instruments for sustainable rural development”.



Following this vision and trying to cover this suggested gap, we deepen the analysis of the key elements for value creation in this kind of business, adopting the Osterwalder’s [15] framework on BMs, integrated within a sustainability perspective [16].




2.2. BMs and Sustainability in Agritourism: Theoretical Framework


The BM is often studied without an explicit definition of the concept itself. Sometimes studies do not define the concept at all, others define or conceptualize the BM by enumerating its main components, and others refer to the work of other scholars in defining the concept itself [25].



Due to this confusion and the risk in research dispersion, Zott [25] summarized some of the most prevalent definitions, underlining that the BM concept has been employed mainly in trying to address or explain, among the others, strategic issues, such as value creation, competitive advantage, and firm performance.



Following this approach, the BM is an additional unit of analysis for researchers and it is nestled between the business and its network of exchange partners [12]. To be more precise, the value generation mainly occurs in a value network [10,11], which includes suppliers, partners, distribution channels and coalitions that extend the company’s resources. In a BM there is a so-called “focal” organisation that manages value-added relations with a plethora of actors, who become strategic in the dynamic and interdependent process of value creation for the whole community. The collaboration between firms and other key stakeholders is very important [26] and “value is no longer created by firms acting autonomously, but by firms acting together with parties external to the firm through informal arrangements or formal alliances” [27].



The framework of Osterwalder [15] and of Osterwalder and Pigneur [28,29] decomposes a BM into 9 components that are worthy of being mapped and analysed, in order to individualise the key success factors of the BM itself.



This framework is useful to help both academics and practitioners to understand deeply the context in which a BM works. In particular, it suggests studying BMs in a more holistic perspective. The 9 key value factors are:

	
key activities: the core processes and the corresponding characteristics, both intra- and inter-organizations, that will guarantee the achievement of better outcome performances;



	
partner network: the main actors involved in BMs and the characteristics of their reciprocal partnerships;



	
key resources: the human, physical and monetary resources that are necessary to adequately support processes and networks;



	
cost structure: the structure of costs and the optimal efficiency level. Indeed, the cost minimization behaviour is relevant for firms, in order to achieve profitability;



	
revenue flows: the structure of revenues and the main sources, the volumes to quantify them, the targeted selling prices and the targeted selling mix to maximise profitability;



	
distribution channels: how to deliver goods and services to customers;



	
value proposition: the reason for which customers should purchase goods and service of a value chain, instead of others. The needs and the features of clients’ behaviour are to be studied, since they influence their purchasing choices;



	
client segments: how a customer base is segmented into groups of people that are similar in their behaviours, especially for the marketing purposes;



	
client relationships: how long-term relationships are protected and maintained between suppliers and their customers, which are relevant to generate revenues in the future.








Focusing on agritourism BMs and their value creation, some authors emphasize the perceived value by the customers adopting a five dimensional model based on functional, convenience, emotional, social and educational components [30]. Other authors focus on benefits perceived by the agritourism provider [9], showing that agritourism should be considered not only in terms of increased profits but also as a marketing tool.



A strand of the literature also categorized agritourism focusing on different goals, identified in profitability, customer orientation, role of the family and interests of the farm operator such as the enjoyment of the rural life style [9,31,32,33,34].



Furthermore, a part of the literature discusses three external environment elements, that are community, economic status, and organizational support [35,36,37], as core factors for these kinds of organizations. Doh et al. [38] proposed a model based on perceived external environment factors, internal conditions, managerial behaviour and business performance, mainly financial ones.



Despite this evidence, rural tourism constitutes a valuable tool for the sustainable development of many rural areas [30] and makes a positive contribution to the culture of host communities [39], and it sensitises communities to the cultural and economic value of their landscape and habitats. Hence, rural tourism has become a powerful tool in diversifying activities in rural areas, providing a sustainable alternative to traditional resort tourism [40,41].



Recently, scholars have been attracted by BMs represented by new organizational architectures that are oriented not only to profitability purposes, but also to solve social problems and sustainability issues [12].



Based on this last consideration, we integrated the Ostewalder’s BM approach [15,28,29] with the Schaltegger’s et al. [16] considerations to design the Business Model for Sustainability. Following Schaltegger et al. [16], a business model for sustainability helps describing, analysing, managing and communicating (i) a company’s sustainable value proposition to its customers and all other stakeholders; (ii) determines how it creates and delivers this value; (iii) and how it captures economic value while maintaining or regenerating natural, social and economic capital beyond its organizational boundaries.



The definitions of sustainable tourism vary based on the multidimensionality of both sustainability and tourism terms [42,43], and it is influenced also by the political and environmental approach. Furthermore, there is common consideration that tourism activities are sustainable only when they are economically viable without destroying the environment and the social wellbeing [44].



In the case of agritourism, it is possible to translate sustainable principles into the ability of preserving the farmer’s historic ties to the land and traditional knowledge, employing sustainable agricultural practices, increasing farm revenues and profits, sustaining the landscape, habitats and soil productivity. Consequently, it is possible to preserve the family farmland for future generations and sustain rural economies [31,39,45,46,47]. Agritourism farms approach sustainability producing multiple environmental, sociocultural and economic benefits for their farms, households and even society [32].



This means that the sustainable value proposition must provide value in both ecological or social and economic terms, also through offering products and services in line with this concept. In addition, the business infrastructure must be rooted in principles of sustainable supply chain management, the customer interface must enable close relationships with customers and other stakeholders, to take responsibility for production and consumption systems (instead of simply “selling stuff”), and the financial model should distribute economic costs and benefits equitably among actors involved [48].



Even if previous studies on sustainable tourism have focused on understanding the attitudes and perceptions of local residents, tourists and other stakeholders [45,49,50,51,52], analysing the agritourism BM framework shows a lack of studies that try to capture the key factors for value creation in agritourism, including the three sustainability dimensions [32]:

	-

	
economic, e.g., increased revenues for agritourism farms can boost local economies through increased sales taxes, generation of local employment and stimulation of local businesses;




	-

	
sociocultural, e.g., agritourism has been suggested as a means to provide employment for family members, preserving the farmland for future generations, or as a plan for farm succession;




	-

	
environmental, e.g., preservation of the rural landscapes and natural habitats, offering ecotourism activities.









Due to this gap in the literature research, this article tries to deepen the sustainability perspective of the Italian agritourism BMs.





3. Methodological Design


The research focuses on agritourism located in the Piedmont, a North-West Italian region. Italy is a regionally administered country, with a general national legislative corpus for agritourism, but in which each region decides, based on the agricultural characteristics of the area, to what extent the general criteria stated in national laws should apply to local needs [8]. The agritourism business is particularly interesting for the Italian economy due to its continued growth. In particular, in the North of Italy there is a high concentration of agritourism farms, providing accommodation (41%); in addition, 45% of agritourism providing food services is located in the Italian northern regions [17]. The choice of the Piedmont region is driven by the relevance of this geographical area, as the Piedmont is one pre-eminent region in terms of agritourist supply and which has a strong attraction for tourists such as natural resources, countryside and food and wine. Moreover, the Piedmont is at the top position in Italian ranking for number of agritourism businesses and the first region for didactical agri-farms [17]. Furthermore, the Piedmont territory of Langhe-Roero and Monferrato became a World Heritage Site of UNESCO in 2014.



A questionnaire-based survey was conducted among a sample of 110 Italian agritourism businesses located in the Piedmont Region. The sampling list was drawn from the regional lists of Italian agritourism farms. In detail, the initial sample of 1030 agritourism farms represented the whole regional universe and the questionnaire was sent by e-mail to all the agritourism businesses located in the Region. The respondents were selected using the database provided by the same Region and were sent a description of the research aims, a compilation guide and a link to an online questionnaire. The compilation period was about 3 months, with several requests made by telephone in order to solicit the answers. The final sample was composed of 110 agritourism businesses, which corresponded to a response rate of 11%; this compares favourably with rates reported in previous online surveys among tourism and hospitality operators [53].



The questionnaire included questions in the following areas of research: company profile, key financial data, type of services offered, type of customers, involvement of family/external managers, and key activities. Answers included both opened and closed questions, as well as a five-point Likert scale. In addition, free spaces were given to the operators to write any additional comments about their experience with agritourism.



The questionnaire method was chosen because it allows researchers to obtain a significant amount of data that can be used for statistical investigation. Based on the methodology followed by different studies on this topic [3], the data were analysed using SPSS software and evidence was studied using descriptive and inferential statistics. Specifically, the Pearson coefficient was used as it enables, better than other types of correlations, to measure the relationship between linearly related variables.



The Sample Features


The sample is composed of 110 predominantly “young” agritourism businesses as they are mainly managed by the first generation of owners. The next Table 1 shows the number of generations involved with agritourism.



Table 1. Generations involved in agritourism.







	
Number of Generations Involved in Agritourism Activities

	
Percentage






	
1

	
51%




	
2

	
40%




	
3

	
9%




	
Total

	
100%










With respect to the agritourism features, the role of the family members in agritourism was also investigated, and the results are shown in Table 2.



Table 2. Role of family members.







	
Role Covered by Family Members in Agritourism Management

	
Percentage






	
Management and coordination activities

	
11%




	
Operating activities

	
15%




	
Both

	
75%




	
Total

	
100%










As it emerges from Table 2, families with both managerial and operating roles characterize the great majority of agritourism businesses.



Moreover, it is possible to affirm that, referring to the gender diversity of family and non-family members, the women involvement in running agritourism slightly predominates (see Table 3).



Table 3. Gender diversity.







	
Does Female Component Predominate?

	
Percentage






	
No

	
45%




	
Yes

	
55%




	
Total

	
100%












4. Findings and Discussion


In order to answer the first R.Q.: what are the key success factors of Italian agritourism BMs that enable a sustainable value creation?, we used the questionnaire responses and depicted the 9 key success factors identified by Osterwalder [15] and by Osterwalder and Pigneur [28,29], integrated within the sustainability dimension through the Schaltegger et al. [16] approach.



4.1. Key Activities


The next Table 4 shows the activities carried out by the agritourism businesses of the sample.



Table 4. Main agritourism activities.







	
Main Agritourism Activities

	
Percentage

	
Ranking






	
Accomodation

	
85%

	
1




	
Additional activities (harvesting grapes, fruits, etc.)

	
26%

	
6




	
Camping

	
6%

	
8




	
Catering & Restaurants

	
54%

	
3




	
Excursions and nature trails

	
34%

	
4




	
Learning farm activities

	
25%

	
7




	
Others (excursions and guided tours, learning laboratories, wellness, and agricultural production)

	
32%

	
5




	
Sales of own agricultural products

	
80%

	
2










Analysing this table, it emerges that the most widespread activities are those linked with the accommodation and sales of one’s own agricultural products. The majority of the samples also offer catering and restaurant services, while camping is not particularly widespread.



The activities considered as particularly relevant in agritourism in this sample, especially for the value creation in their business, are represented by:

	-

	
the offering of complementary products and services (agricultural products, cooking courses, cultural events, agri-camping, swimming pools, and didactical farms);




	-

	
restaurants and catering.









In particular, 47.64% stated availability to address more investments to support the offering of complementary products/services, while 8.19% indicated support for restaurants and catering services. Furthermore, they affirmed the activities considered strategic for the agritourism business are constantly monitored under the point of view of cost (87.50% of the sample) and quality (95.74% of the sample).



Under a sustainability perspective, a strong link with the land and the natural environment emerges, also highlighted by the offering of one’s own agricultural products, excursions and nature trails, learning farm activities and additional activities such as harvesting grapes and fruits.




4.2. Partner Network


A total of 98% of the sample declared not to have key supplier partners; according to the Italian agritourism laws, they have to internally produce the products destined for restaurants or for sale. Under a sustainability perspective, this aspect indicates a very short supply chain, while, adopting a particular point of view, key partners can be considered the employees working in agritourism, as will be analysed in the following section.




4.3. Key Resources


The resources considered strategic by the respondents in order to run the agritourism business are represented by the involved family and not family employees and the required financial resources to support agritourism investments. The next Table 5 shows the number of family members involved in the agritourism activity.



Table 5. Number of family members involved in agritourism.







	
Number of Family Members Involved in Agritourism

	
Percentage






	
0

	
1%




	
1

	
25%




	
2

	
43%




	
3

	
15%




	
4

	
11%




	
5

	
5%




	
Total

	
100%










A total of 43% of respondents declared that two family members are involved in running the business, both at the managerial and operational levels. A total of 31% of agritourism businesses is run by more than two family members, while one quarter of agritourism is run by one family member. These data show good involvement and presence of the family in managing the agritourism.



Under a sustainability perspective, this result highlights the increase of wellbeing and the safeguard of the cultural heritage of rural families, carrying on the traditions and laying the foundation for job creation for future generations of the family.



With respect to the number of employees not belonging to the family, the results are shown in the following table (Table 6).



Table 6. Number of employees not belonging to the family-owner.







	
Number of Employees Not Belonging to the Family-Owner

	
Percentage






	
0

	
54%




	
1

	
16%




	
2

	
15%




	
3

	
7%




	
4

	
4%




	
6

	
2%




	
7

	
1%




	
10

	
1%




	
11

	
1%




	
Total

	
100%










The majority of agritourism (54%) does not involve “external” personnel, while a number of non-family employees, between one and three, characterizes 38% of the sample. The maximum number of external employees involved does not exceed 11 units (1% of the sample). Matching the results of Table 5 and Table 6, it emerges that there is a limited dimension of these organizations in terms of people involved.



Under a sustainability perspective, it has to be underlined how, despite the limited opportunities of employment due to the small average dimension of agritourism, the high involvement of family members confirm the previous evidence and the effort by the family in passing on the business and consequently creating value for the future generations.



After investigating the human key resources, the financing sources used by the agritourism businesses of the sample were analysed, and the results are shown in Table 7.



Table 7. Financing sources.







	
Financing Sources

	
Percentage






	
Bank loans

	
32%




	
Governmental grants

	
1%




	
Own investments

	
66%




	
Own investments and bank loans

	
1%




	
Total

	
100.00%










The previous table highlights the considerable involvement of the family from a financial point of view, as the key financial resources are mainly represented by financing of the owners, while the bank loans are widespread across 33% of the sample. Only 1% declared the use public sources.



Under a sustainability perspective, there emerges a strong self-financing in covering the new agritourism investments, and this aspect can create a virtuous circle due to the reinvestment of the gained earnings internally.




4.4. Cost Structure


The next table focuses on the cost structure of agritourism of the last three years (2013–2015). Firstly, the weight of the total costs on the turnover was investigated (Table 8).



Table 8. Annual average costs over the last three years.







	
Annual Average Costs over the Last Three Years Represent

	
Percentage






	
Less than the 50% of turnover

	
27%




	
More than the 70% of turnover

	
15%




	
Between 50% and 60% of turnover

	
31%




	
Between 60% and 70% of turnover

	
27%




	
Total

	
100%










Table 8 shows how in the majority of the sample (58%), the percentage of annual average costs is between 50% and 70% of the company’s turnover, while for 27%, the cost weight is lower than 50% of the turnover.



Subsequently, the cost composition analysis was deepened. From the questionnaire, it emerged how the cost structure is represented mainly by the cost of personnel, the raw materials, and the depreciation of fixed assets. Table 9 shows this cost structure composition.



Table 9. Breakdown of costs.







	
Percentage of Costs Relative to the Total

	
Cost of Personnel (% of Respondents)

	
Raw Materials (% of Respondents)

	
Depreciation (% of Respondents)






	
0%

	
0%

	
0%

	
9%




	
10%

	
46%

	
10%

	
15%




	
20%

	
17%

	
36%

	
21%




	
30%

	
10%

	
28%

	
15%




	
40%

	
10%

	
14%

	
11%




	
50%

	
10%

	
7%

	
13%




	
60%

	
5%

	
4%

	
12%




	
70%

	
1%

	
2%

	
4%




	
80%

	
0%

	
0%

	
1%




	
Total

	
100.00%

	
100.00%

	
100.00%










Analysing the data included in Table 9 shows that:

	-

	
in 63% of agritourism businesses, the cost of personnel represents between 10% and 20% of total costs, confirming family management;




	-

	
in 64% of agritourism businesses, the cost of raw materials represents between 20% and 30% of costs;




	-

	
the depreciation cost, compared to the previous two categories, is more distributed, highlighting a generally higher incidence.









Under a sustainability perspective, the ability of agritourism to optimize the direct cost is evident, especially by self-producing the raw material goods, preserving the natural environment and the wellbeing of the local community.




4.5. Revenue Flows


The next table shows the average turnover declared by agritourism businesses.



Table 10 shows a significant prevalence of small businesses, with the average turnover of the last three years (2013–2015) lower than 100,000 euros. Only 2% of the sample declared a turnover higher than 300,000 euros. This result confirms the limited development of agritourism in terms of revenues flows.



Table 10. Average turnover.







	
Average Turnover of Agritourism over the Last 3 Years

	
Total






	
Less than 100,000 €

	
88%




	
Between 100,000 € and 200,000 €

	
10%




	
More than 300,000 €

	
2%




	
Total

	
100%










Under a sustainability perspective, the small dimension could represent an advantage as it enables preservation of cultural and product heritage. Indeed, the exploitation of the local resources to achieve turnover is not so greedy as in a large industrial-scale production. In addition, the scarce presence of agritourism with a turnover greater than 300,000 euro underlines a limited ambition to increase the dimension, confirming the will to focus more on quality than quantity, also preserving the territory.




4.6. Distribution Channels


The distribution channel is predominantly direct (80% of the sample), because agritourism offers services and sells products without intermediation of customers. However, when the absorption capacity is not sufficient (20% of the sample), the businesses use a fragmented distribution channel represented by distributors or retail shops. The choice of the distribution channel is strongly represented by the type of final product (food or beverage).



Under a sustainability perspective, this aspect again shows a short supply chain, offering “farm to table” products.




4.7. Value Proposition


Within the questionnaire, we also investigated the perceived needs and the features behind the customer behaviour choice (Table 11).



Table 11. Main value proposition elements.







	
Main Value Proposition Elements

	
Percentage

	
Ranking






	
Compliance with quality standards and certification

	
75%

	
3




	
Genuine products and strong link with the territory

	
92%

	
1




	
Maintaining a high and consistent product quality

	
88%

	
2




	
Maintaining strong ties with clientele

	
64%

	
4




	
Keeping abreast of market trends

	
32%

	
5










Analysing the previous table, it emerges that the elements perceived as the most important to address customer’s behaviour are the offer of genuine products, ability to valorise the link with the territory, followed by the high quality of the same.



Moreover, in order to improve the business, 45% of the agritourim businesses declared to have finalized activities to reorganize the company’s structure from the point of view of activities and of the role of employees.



Under a sustainability perspective, the will to preserve cultural and product heritage, protecting the environment, is again observed.



The main benefits achieved thanks to these reorganizational interventions are described in the following table (Table 12).



Table 12. Main reorganization benefits.







	
Main Benefits Resulting from Reorganization

	
Percentage

	
Ranking






	
Turnover increase

	
52%

	
3




	
Cost savings

	
65%

	
2




	
Customer satisfaction

	
77%

	
1










The main benefits resulting from the reorganization are recognized in an increase in efficiency turnover and customer satisfaction.



Under a sustainability perspective, this aspect shows a cost saving implementing recycling programs.




4.8. Client Segments


The next tables (Table 13 and Table 14) show the customer composition by age and nationality. We firstly distinguished three clusters by age: the first one is represented by young (18–35 years) customers; the second one by families (with parents and children) and the third one by customers over 65.



Table 13. Customer composition by age.







	
Customer Composition by Age

	
Young (18–35 Years)

	
Families

	
Over 65






	
0%

	
3%

	
1%

	
5%




	
10%

	
15%

	
5%

	
11%




	
20%

	
26%

	
9%

	
28%




	
30%

	
31%

	
15%

	
16%




	
40%

	
10%

	
25%

	
19%




	
50%

	
6%

	
21%

	
5%




	
60%

	
1%

	
11%

	
5%




	
70%

	
0%

	
5%

	
2%




	
80%

	
1%

	
2%

	
2%




	
90%

	
0%

	
2%

	
0%




	
100%

	
1%

	
1%

	
0%




	
Not answered

	
5%

	
4%

	
6%




	
Total

	
100%

	
100%

	
100%










Table 14. Customer composition by nationality.







	
Customer Composition by Nationality

	
Italian Customers

	
Foreign Customers






	
10%

	
9%

	
9%




	
20%

	
4%

	
10%




	
30%

	
8%

	
13%




	
40%

	
8%

	
5%




	
50%

	
14%

	
16%




	
60%

	
16%

	
14%




	
70%

	
5%

	
8%




	
80%

	
13%

	
8%




	
90%

	
10%

	
4%




	
100%

	
9%

	
9%




	
Not answered

	
5%

	
5%




	
Total

	
100%

	
100%










Analysing the previous table, it emerges that around 30% of the sample works with 30% of young customers, while 25% of the sample works with 40% of families and 28% of the sample works with 20% of customers over 65 years.



The next table (Table 14) shows the customer composition differentiated between Italian and foreign customers.



The previous table shows different classes—Italian and foreign—of customers declared by the sample. For example, 14% of the sample works with 50% of Italian customers, another 14% works with 60% of foreign customers and 5% of the total sample works with 70% of Italian clients and 40% of foreign clients.



Under the sustainability perspective, no particular patterns emerge.




4.9. Client Relationships


With the questionnaire, the perception of the importance of maintaining and improving relations with customers was also investigated. A total of 96% declared they invested in activities to increase customer loyalty, while 4% did not invest in them.



Furthermore, we identified the main tools applied to increase customer loyalty (Table 15).



Table 15. Tools to maintain and improve customers’ loyalty.







	
Tools to Maintain and Improve Customers’ Loyalty

	
Percentage

	
Ranking






	
Discounts

	
75%

	
1




	
Promotional activities

	
45%

	
3




	
Compliments

	
73%

	
2




	
Service customization

	
30%

	
5




	
Quality

	
43%

	
4










From Table 15, it emerges how discounts, compliments and promotional activities are some of the most used tool to maintain and improve customer loyalty.



Under a sustainability perspective, the capability to improve customer loyalty emerges, as well as communicating value and raising awareness for the safeguard of the environment. Furthermore, it should also be highlighted that a loyal customer can increase the wellbeing, not only of the family behind the agritourism, but also of the local community.



Answering the second R.Q. 2: is there any correlation among the key success factors affecting the agritourism BMs?, we analyzed the results of the Pearson correlations (Table 16), taking into consideration the main variables previously described and characterizing the key factors of the Osterwalder and Pigneur [28,29] BM.



Table 16. Pearson correlations.







	
Correlations (Pearson)

	
Italian Customers

	
Foreign Customers

	
Young Customers

	
“Families” Customers

	
Over 65 Customers

	
Family Members Involved in Agritourism

	
Role of Family Members within Agritourism

	
Number of Generation Involved in Agritourism

	
Gender Diversity

	
Non-Family Members Involved in Agritourism

	
Average Turnover of the Last Three Years

	
Average Annual Costs of the Last Three Years

	
Financing Sources

	
Investment in Activities to Increase Customer Loyalty

	
Reorganization Activities






	
Italian Customers

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Foreign customers

	
−0.703 **

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Young customers

	
0.257 **

	
−0.108

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
“Families” customers

	
0.204 *

	
0.036

	
−0.260 **

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Over 65 customers

	
−0.103

	
0.240 *

	
−0.262 **

	
−0.412 **

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Family members involved in agritourism

	
0.023

	
0.051

	
−0.011

	
−0.075

	
0.075

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Role of family members within agritourism

	
−0.076

	
0.046

	
−0.016

	
0.183

	
−0.194 *

	
0.150

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Number of generation involved in agritourism

	
0.187

	
−0.135

	
0.006

	
−0.009

	
0.163

	
0.430 **

	
−0.118

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Gender diversity

	
−0.035

	
−0.002

	
0.003

	
−0.132

	
0.083

	
−0.036

	
−0.075

	
0.150

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Non-family members involved in agritourism

	
0.166

	
−0.103

	
0.116

	
−0.034

	
0.037

	
0.235 *

	
−0.019

	
0.006

	
−0.189 *

	
1

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	

	

	

	




	
Average turnover of the last three years

	
0.167

	
−0.145

	
0.114

	
−0.004

	
−0.028

	
0.134

	
0.032

	
−0.111

	
−0.148

	
0.762 **

	
1

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	

	

	




	
Average annual costs of the last three years

	
0.148

	
−0.081

	
0.147

	
0.033

	
−0.053

	
0.099

	
0.114

	
0.153

	
−0.029

	
0.320 **

	
0.250 **

	
1

	

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	

	




	
Financing sources

	
0.111

	
−0.107

	
−0.014

	
−0.081

	
0.019

	
−0.035

	
−0.034

	
−0.168

	
0.026

	
0.036

	
0.121

	
−0.065

	
1

	

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	

	




	
Investment in activities to increase customer loyalty

	
−0.081

	
0.055

	
−0.362 **

	
0.114

	
0.134

	
0.085

	
−0.040

	
0.015

	
−0.080

	
0.119

	
0.067

	
0.062

	
0.134

	
1

	




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	




	
Reorganization activities

	
0.120

	
−0.056

	
0.095

	
−0.089

	
0.156

	
0.089

	
0.115

	
0.022

	
0.083

	
0.163

	
0.201 *

	
0.017

	
0.058

	
0.076

	
1




	
N

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110

	
110








Notes: ** Significant at 0.01 level; * significant at 0.05 level.








Based on the Pearson correlation, it is possible to highlight some interesting results. Positive and strong correlations involve:

	-

	
young customers, with an age between 18 and 35 years old, of Italian nationality;




	-

	
the number of generation involved in agritourism with the presence of family members;




	-

	
average turnover of the last three years with non-family members involved;




	-

	
average costs of the last three years with non-family members involved;




	-

	
average costs of the last three years with the average turnover of the last three years.









Some moderate correlations are also present between (i) customers over 65 and foreign customers and (ii) reorganization activities and average turnover of the last three years.



These strong and moderate correlations, previously listed, highlight that, at the basis of agritourism value proposition, there are some emerging key elements.



In particular, from the customer perspective, it is possible to suggest that the key factors are based on Italian young customers and families and foreign customers over 65.



A relevant result that characterizes the analyzed agritourism shows that an increase in the turnover is linked to an increase in non-family members involved in running the business.



In addition, the regression result was calculated; a significant result refers to the link between the presence of non-family members and the average turnover of the last three years, with an R2 of 0.59 and a β of 0.744.



Based on the results of Table 17, there is an increase in average turnover influenced by an increase in non-family members within company staff.



Table 17. Regression.







	
Model

	
R

	
R-Squared

	
R-Squared Adjusted

	
Beta

	
Sign.






	
1

	
0.774

	
0.599

	
0.592

	
0.744

	
0.000










Despite the previous evidence about the strong involvement of the family within the business, this result suggests that, if agritourism aims at expanding and growth, they should involve external personnel, not belonging to the family.



Answering the last research question—R.Q. 3: is it possible to identify different peculiar groups of BMs inside the sample?—the agritourism businesses were clustered in “New Generation” (NG), when these businesses were in their first stage of generational succession and in “Old Generation” (OG), when the businesses were in their second or third generation. More specifically, NG represents 50.91% of the sample, while OG represents 49.09%. From the clustering, two different BMs emerged and their peculiarities are described below, according to the 9 key success factors identified by the Osterwalder [15] and by Osterwalder and Pigneur [28,29] model, integrated with the sustainability dimension of Schaltegger et al. [16].




4.10. Key Activities in NG and OG


The next Table 18 shows the activities carried out through agritourism, clustered in NG and OG.



Table 18. Main NG and OG agritourism activities.







	
Main Activities of Agritourism

	
NG

	
OG




	
%

	
Ranking

	
%

	
Ranking






	
Accomodation

	
42.73%

	
1

	
42.73%

	
1




	
Additional activities (harvesting grapes, fruits, etc.)

	
14.55%

	
6

	
11.82%

	
4




	
Camping

	
3.64%

	
8

	
2.73%

	
5




	
Catering & Restaurants

	
23.64%

	
3

	
30.00%

	
2




	
Excursions and nature trails

	
18.18%

	
4

	
15.45%

	
3




	
Learning farm activities

	
10.00%

	
7

	
15.45%

	
3




	
Others (excursions and guided tours, learning laboratories, wellness, and agricultural production)

	
16.36%

	
5

	
15.45%

	
3




	
Sales of own agricultural products

	
37.27%

	
2

	
42.73%

	
1










Analysing the table, it emerges that NG and OG are similar in some key activities for value creation, such as:

	-

	
Accommodation;




	-

	
Camping;




	-

	
Excursions and nature trails;




	-

	
Others;






while some differences, relevant for value creation, are shown in:

	-

	
Additional activities;




	-

	
Catering and Restaurant;




	-

	
Learning farm activities;




	-

	
Sales of own agricultural products.









In both NG and OG the accommodation activity is the most relevant for value creation, while camping is not particularly significant. On the contrary, catering & restaurant, learning farm activities, and sales of own agricultural products are considered more important in OG than in NG.



Under a sustainability perspective, there is a strong link with the land and the natural environment, especially in OG where the focus is mainly concentrated on the offering of own agricultural products and learning farm activities.




4.11. Partner Network in NG and OG


The features of the partner network confirmed the results previously described in the general sample. The short supply chain is confirmed when considering the sustainability perspective.



The employees, as potential partners, will be analysed in the following section.




4.12. Key Resources in NG and OG


Analysing the key resources, in terms of employees belonging to the family, it emerged that the number of family members increases within OG agritourism.



Table 19 shows the number of family components involved in the NG and OG agritourism activities.



Table 19. Number of family components involved in agritourism.







	
Number of Family Components Involved in Agritourism

	
NG

	
OG




	
Percentage

	
Percentage






	
0

	
0.91%

	
0%




	
1

	
20.91%

	
4.55%




	
2

	
23.64%

	
19.09%




	
3

	
2.73%

	
12.73%




	
4

	
1.82%

	
9.09%




	
5

	
0.91%

	
3.64%










It emerged that 89.29% of NG agritourism involves between 0 and 2 family members (compared to 48.16% of OG), while 51.86% of OG agritourism involves between 3 and 5 family members (compared to 10.72% of NG).



Under a sustainability perspective, this result highlights the increase of wellbeing and the protection of the cultural heritage of rural families, especially in OG agritourism.



With respect to the number of employees not belonging to the family working within agritourism, the result between OG and NG agritourism is shown in the following Table 20.



Table 20. Number of employees not belonging to the family-owner.







	
Number of Employees Not Belonging to the Family-Owner

	
NG

	
OG




	
Percentage

	
Percentage






	
0

	
29.09%

	
24.55%




	
1

	
7.27%

	
9.09%




	
2

	
7.27%

	
7.27%




	
3

	
2.73%

	
4.55%




	
4

	
2.73%

	
0.91%




	
6

	
1.82%

	
-




	
7

	
-

	
0.91%




	
10

	
-

	
0.91%




	
11

	
-

	
0.91%










It can be observed that NG agritourism is more inclined to involve employees not belonging to the family, compared with OG agritourism. Indeed, 96.43% of NG agritourism involves between 0 and 4 employees not belonging to the family (compared to 94.45% for OG), and 3.57% of NG agritourism involves between 6 and 11 employees not belonging to the family (compared to 5.56% of NG).



Under a sustainability perspective, it is possible to confirm the limited employment opportunities in both NG and OG.



The financing sources used by the NG and OG agritourism are shown in the Table 21.



Table 21. Financing sources.







	
Financing Sources

	
NG

	
OG




	
Percentage

	
Percentage






	
Bank loans

	
20%

	
11.82%




	
Governmental grants

	
-

	
0.91%




	
Own investments

	
30.91%

	
35.345%




	
Own investments and bank loans

	
-

	
0.91%










Under a sustainability perspective, the NG propensity is greater toward bank loans, compared to the OG, which prefers own financing. Indeed, it emerges how OG agritourism prefers strong self-financing to support new agritourism investments.




4.13. Cost Structure in NG and OG


The next Table 22 focuses on the cost structure of NG and OG agritourism.



Table 22. Annual average costs over the last three years.







	
Annual Average Costs over the Last Three Years Represent

	
New Generation

	
Old Generation




	
Percentage

	
Percentage






	
Less than 50% of turnover

	
16.36%

	
10.91%




	
Between 50% and 60% of turnover

	
11.82%

	
19.09%




	
Between 60% and 70% of turnover

	
15.45%

	
11.82%




	
More than 70% of turnover

	
7.27%

	
7.27%










The table shows the propensity of the OG to contain costs, which is not that evident. The costs are under 60% of turnover in 61% of OG agritourism businesses (55.35% in NG), while they reach 60% of turnover in 44.63% of NG agritourism businesses (38.89% in OG).



The cost composition is quite similar in both NG and OG agritourism.



The cost structure, shown in Table 23, is mainly represented by the cost of personnel, the raw materials and the depreciation of fixed assets.



Table 23. Breakdown of costs.







	
Percentage of Costs Relative to the Total

	
New Generation

	
Old Generation




	
Cost of Personnel (% of Respondents)

	
Raw Materials (% of Respondents)

	
Depreciation (% of Respondents)

	
Cost of Personnel (% of Respondents)

	
Raw Materials (% of Respondents)

	
Depreciation (% of Respondents)






	
0%

	
0.00%

	
0.00%

	
4.55%

	
0.00%

	
0.00%

	
4.55%




	
10%

	
26.36%

	
6.36%

	
7.27%

	
20.00%

	
3.64%

	
7.27%




	
20%

	
8.18%

	
19.00%

	
10.00%

	
9.09%

	
16.36%

	
10.91%




	
30%

	
2.73%

	
11.82%

	
8.18%

	
7.27%

	
16.36%

	
7.27%




	
40%

	
3.64%

	
7.27%

	
3.64%

	
6.36%

	
6.36%

	
7.27%




	
50%

	
5.45%

	
4.55%

	
7.27%

	
4.55%

	
2.73%

	
5.45%




	
60%

	
3.64%

	
1.82%

	
9.09%

	
1.82%

	
1.82%

	
2.73%




	
70%

	
0.91%

	
0.00%

	
0.91%

	
0.00%

	
1.82%

	
2.73%




	
80%

	
0.00%

	
0.00%

	
0.00%

	
0.00%

	
0.00%

	
0.91%










From a sustainability perspective, it is confirmed, in both NG and OG, the ability to optimize the direct costs, especially by self-producing the raw material goods, preserving the natural environment and the wellbeing of the local community.




4.14. Revenue Flows in NG and OG


The Table 24 shows the average turnover declared by agritourism businesses.



Table 24. Average turnover.







	
Average Turnover of Agritourism over the Last 3 Years

	
NG

	
OG




	
Total

	
Total






	
Less than 100,000 €

	
43.64%

	
44.55%%




	
Between 100,000 € and 200,000 €

	
7.27%

	
2.73%




	
More than 300,000 €

	
0.00%

	
1.82%%










The table shows a significant prevalence of small businesses, both in NG and OG; however, only the OG declared a turnover greater than 300,000 and more than 4.50% of NG has revenues between 100,000 and 200,000.



Under a sustainability perspective, both NG and OG have a small dimension in turnover, and this aspect can favour cultural and product heritage, as indicated above.




4.15. Distribution Channels in NG and OG


The distribution channel is confirmed predominantly direct (80% of the sample), both in NG and OG, underlining, under a sustainability perspective, a short supply chain.




4.16. Value Proposition in NG and OG


With respect to the perceived needs and the features behind the customer behaviour choices, it is possible to confirm an inclination in OG toward genuine products and a strong link with the territory, while NG is more focused on obtaining quality certifications, as shown in Table 25.



Table 25. Main value proposition elements.







	
Main Value Proposition Elements

	
NG

	
OG




	
Percentage

	
Ranking

	
Percentage

	
Ranking






	
Compliance with quality standards and certification

	
44.65%

	
2

	
30.35%

	
4




	
Genuine products and strong link with the territory

	
42.20%

	
3

	
49.80%

	
1




	
Maintaining a high and consistent product quality

	
49.45%

	
1

	
38.45%

	
2




	
Maintaining strong ties with clientele

	
26.76%

	
4

	
37.24%

	
3




	
Keeping abreast with market trends

	
20.75%

	
5

	
11.25%

	
5










Under a sustainability perspective, it is confirmed, especially in OG, the will to preserve cultural and product heritage, protecting the environment.



The main benefits achieved thanks to these reorganization interventions are described in the Table 26.



Table 26. Main reorganization benefits.







	
Main Benefits Resulting from a Reorganization

	
New Generation

	
Old Generation




	
Percentage

	
Ranking

	
Percentage

	
Ranking






	
Turnover increase

	
21.29%

	
3

	
30.71%

	
3




	
Cost saving

	
32.17%

	
1

	
32.83%

	
2




	
Customer satisfaction

	
30.33%

	
2

	
46.67%

	
1








The NG is more inclined toward cost saving activities and customer satisfaction, while for OG, the benefits are inverted.









4.17. Client Segments in NG and OG


The next tables show the customer composition by age (Table 27) and nationality (Table 28) in NG and OG.



Table 27. Customer composition by age.







	
Customer Composition by Age

	
NG

	
OG




	
Young (18–35 Years)

	
Families

	
Over 65

	
Young (18–35 Years)

	
Families

	
Over 65






	
0%

	
1.25%

	
0.00%

	
3.00%

	
1.75%

	
0.91%

	
2.00%




	
10%

	
7.27%

	
3.64%

	
6.36%

	
8.18%

	
1.82%

	
4.55%




	
20%

	
13.64%

	
3.64%

	
20.00%

	
12.73%

	
4.55%

	
8.18%




	
30%

	
15.46%

	
4.55%

	
5.45%

	
15.45%

	
10.00%

	
10.91%




	
40%

	
3.64%

	
11.82%

	
8.18%

	
6.36%

	
13.64%

	
10.91%




	
50%

	
4.55%

	
10.91%

	
3.64%

	
1.82%

	
10.00%

	
1.82%




	
60%

	
0.91%

	
8.18%

	
0.91%

	
0.00%

	
2.73%

	
3.64%




	
70%

	
0.00%

	
3.64%

	
0.00%

	
0.00%

	
1.82%

	
1.82%




	
80%

	
0.91%

	
0.00%

	
0.91%

	
0.00%

	
1.82%

	
0.91%




	
90%

	
0.00%

	
0.91%

	
0.00%

	
0.00%

	
0.91%

	
0.00%




	
100%

	
0.00%

	
0.00%

	
0.00%

	
0.91%

	
0.91%

	
0.00%










Table 28. Customer composition by nationality.







	
Customer Composition by Nationality

	
NG

	
OG




	
Italian Customers

	
Foreign Customers

	
Italian Customers

	
Foreign Customers






	
10%

	
4.55%

	
0.00%

	
4.45%

	
9.09%




	
20%

	
1.90%

	
5.95%

	
2.10%

	
4.55%




	
30%

	
4.55%

	
9.09%

	
3.64%

	
3.64%




	
40%

	
2.73%

	
3.64%

	
5.45%

	
0.91%




	
50%

	
7.27%

	
11.82%

	
6.36%

	
4.55%




	
60%

	
11.82%

	
7.27%

	
4.55%

	
6.36%




	
70%

	
0.91%

	
4.55%

	
3.64%

	
3.64%




	
80%

	
6.36%

	
4.36%

	
6.36%

	
3.64%




	
90%

	
2.73%

	
3.64%

	
7.27%

	
0.00%




	
100%

	
3.64%

	
8.18%

	
5.45%

	
0.91%




	
Total (not including not answered)

	
46.46%

	
58.50%

	
49.27%

	
37.29%










Analysing the previous table it is possible to highlight that OG agritourism, compared with NG, is more focused on families and “Over 65”.



The previous table shows mainly how NG attracts more foreign customers, while OG is more oriented toward national clientele.




4.18. Client Relationships in NG and OG


Both NG and OG consider important the ability to maintain and improve the relations with the customer, as demonstrated by the following Table 29.



Table 29. Tools to maintain and improve customers’ loyalty.







	
Tools to Maintain and Improve Customers’ Loyalty

	
NG

	
OG




	
Percentage

	
Ranking

	
Percentage

	
Ranking






	
Discounts

	
29.24%

	
2

	
45.76%

	
1




	
Promotional activities

	
21.82%

	
3

	
23.64%

	
3




	
Compliments

	
30.34%

	
1

	
42.66%

	
2




	
Service customization

	
20.19%

	
4

	
9.81%

	
5




	
Quality

	
21.64%

	
5

	
21.36%

	
4










The peculiarity that emerges from the two different BMs is that the NG agritourism is more inclined to offer service customization, while OG is more oriented toward traditional methods such as discount and compliments.



Under a sustainability point of view, the capability to improve the customer loyalty emerges, raising awareness for the safeguard of the environment.



Analysing the Pearson Correlation, it is possible to discover additional peculiarities of the two different BMs investigated, as illustrated in Table 30 and Table 31.



Table 30. NG Pearson correlations.







	
New Generation




	

	
Italian Customers

	
Foreign Customers

	
Young Customers

	
“Families” Customers

	
Over 65 Customers

	
Family Members Involved in Agritourism

	
Role of Family Members within Agritourism

	
Gender Diversity

	
Non-family Members Involved in Agritourism

	
Average Turnover of the Last Three Years

	
Average Annual Costs of the Last Three Years

	
Financing Sources

	
Investment in Activities to Increase Customer Loyalty

	
Reorganization Activities






	
Italian Customers

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Foreign customers

	
−0.694 **

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Young customers

	
0.256

	
−0.069

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
“Families” customers

	
0.319 *

	
0.009

	
−0.148

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Over 65 customers

	
−0.190

	
0.403 **

	
−0.198

	
−0.227

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Family members involved in agritourism

	
−0.217

	
0.102

	
−0.083

	
−0.256

	
−0.122

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Role of family members within agritourism

	
0.046

	
−0.025

	
0.002

	
0.182

	
−0.171

	
0.112

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Gender diversity

	
−0.141

	
0.108

	
0.078

	
−0.231

	
0.088

	
0.194

	
0.148

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Non-family members involved in agritourism

	
0.326 *

	
−0.207

	
0.063

	
0.151

	
−0.090

	
−0.050

	
−0.211

	
0.035

	
1

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	

	

	

	

	




	
Average turnover of the last three years

	
0.237

	
−0.175

	
0.143

	
0.079

	
−0.152

	
−0.225

	
−0.125

	
−0.015

	
0.769 **

	
1

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	

	

	

	




	
Average annual costs of the last three years

	
0.307 *

	
−0.250

	
0.127

	
0.100

	
−0.088

	
−0.197

	
0.110

	
−0.058

	
0.336 *

	
0.315 *

	
1

	

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	

	

	




	
Financing sources

	
0.170

	
−0.277 *

	
0.070

	
−0.076

	
−0.157

	
0.093

	
−0.007

	
−0.029

	
0.168

	
0.151

	
−0.023

	
1

	

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	

	




	
Investment in activities to increase customer loyalty

	
−0.029

	
−0.010

	
−0.235

	
0.010

	
0.116

	
0.161

	
−0.113

	
−0.186

	
0.129

	
0.079

	
0.036

	
0.156

	
1

	




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	




	
Reorganization activities

	
0.008

	
0.051

	
−0.052

	
−0.030

	
0.264 *

	
0.152

	
0.116

	
−0.068

	
0.297 *

	
0.147

	
−0.100

	
−0.048

	
0.173

	
1




	
N

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56

	
56








Notes: ** Significant at 0.01 level; * significant at 0.05 level.








Table 31. OG Pearson correlations.







	
Old Generation




	

	
Italian Customers

	
Foreign Customers

	
Young Customers

	
“Families” Customers

	
Over 65 Customers

	
Family Members Involved in Agritourism

	
Role of Family Members within Agritourism

	
Gender Diversity

	
Non-family Members Involved in Agritourism

	
Average Turnover of the Last Three Years

	
Average Annual Costs of the Last Three Years

	
Financing Sources

	
Investment in Activities to Increase Customer Loyalty

	
Reorganization Activities






	
Italian Customers

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Foreign customers

	
−0.704 **

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Young customers

	
0.271 *

	
−0.154

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
“Families” customers

	
0.071

	
0.073

	
−0.381 **

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Over 65 customers

	
−0.080

	
0.135

	
−0.319 *

	
−0.604 **

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Family members involved in agritourism

	
0.073

	
0.127

	
0.061

	
0.041

	
0.098

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Role of family members within agritourism

	
−0.203

	
0.120

	
−0.032

	
0.183

	
−0.222

	
0.202

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Gender diversity

	
0.058

	
−0.108

	
−0.072

	
−0.026

	
0.066

	
−0.294 *

	
−0.295 *

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Non-family members involved in agritourism

	
0.037

	
−0.018

	
0.160

	
−0.176

	
0.091

	
0.375 **

	
0.102

	
−0.364 **

	
1

	

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	

	

	

	

	




	
Average turnover of the last three years

	
0.119

	
−0.127

	
0.090

	
−0.077

	
0.063

	
0.421 **

	
0.154

	
−0.261

	
0.770 **

	
1

	

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	

	

	

	




	
Average annual costs of the last three years

	
−0.068

	
0.138

	
0.175

	
−0.050

	
−0.062

	
0.257

	
0.116

	
−0.013

	
0.307 *

	
0.205

	
1

	

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	

	

	




	
Financing sources

	
0.103

	
0.053

	
−0.114

	
−0.081

	
0.229

	
−0.014

	
−0.059

	
0.107

	
−0.038

	
0.093

	
−0.074

	
1

	

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	

	




	
Investment in activities to increase customer loyalty

	
−0.137

	
0.123

	
−0.489 **

	
0.226

	
0.153

	
0.047

	
0.029

	
0.029

	
0.118

	
0.059

	
0.091

	
0.112

	
1

	




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	




	
Reorganization activities

	
0.243

	
−0.172

	
0.247

	
−0.154

	
0.068

	
0.061

	
0.115

	
0.243

	
0.075

	
0.249

	
0.146

	
0.178

	
−0.022

	
1




	
N

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54

	
54








Notes: ** Significant at 0.01 level; * significant at 0.05 level.








In particular, in NG agritourism is positive, and strong correlations involve:

	-

	
customers over 65 and foreign customers;




	-

	
average turnover of the last three years with non-family members involved.









In OG agritourism, positive and strong correlations involve the average turnover of the last three years with non-family members involved, while negative and strong correlations involve:

	-

	
investment in activities to increase customer loyalty and young customers;




	-

	
customers over 65 and families;




	-

	
non-family members involved in agritourism and gender diversity.











5. Conclusions and Future Research


Analyzing one of the main Italian regions, the Piedmont, where the agritourism business is a developing phenomenon, it was possible to identify the key factors that enable the sustainable value creation for these kinds of organizations, basing the research on a sample of agritourism businesses.



Analyzing the BMs of agritourism in the Piedmont, it emerged as a key activity the offering of complementary products and restaurant services and it emerged that rural culture and tourists' mutual engagement were critical for agribusiness to integrate the specific characteristics of internal service [54].



Generally, the internal employees are recognized as key partners and key resources; they support the core business and the key activities. The employees mainly belong to the family; they are limited in number, and show a prevalence of the female gender. Empirical evidence shows that the number of generations involved in agritourism is positively correlated with the presence of family members. However, a relevant finding underlines a positive relation between the average turnover of the last three years with the non-family members involved in running business. This evidence is also confirmed by the linear regression, suggesting that the ownership may enlarge the staff involving external members in order to improve the dimension of the business. This is also supported by the study conducted by Hung [55], which affirms that the quantity and quality of human resources are key success factors for mid- and high-performance agritourism.



Another key factor is represented by the financing sources, mainly characterized by the family investments, showing the will to strengthen the economic development and support the durability of the business.



In supporting agritourism, the main costs are strictly tied to raw materials and fixed assets, even if generating a limited turnover. Empirical evidence highlights a positive correlation between the average costs of the last three years with the non-family members involved and with the average turnover of the last three years. In this way, increasing staff with external members, the operating costs increase, but so does the company turnover.



To improve value proposition, some actions of reorganization have been implemented, generating customer satisfaction and an increase in efficiency. In addition, a moderate correlation between reorganization activities and average turnover of the last three years was highlighted, pushing towards a business reengineering approach.



Finally, the agritourism businesses are aware of their customer segmentation, showing an equal distribution among Italian, foreign, young, families and clients over 65. Furthermore, empirical implications show a strong correlation between young customers, with an age between 18 and 35 years old, and the Italian nationality and a moderate correlation between customers over 65 and foreign customers.



Under a sustainability perspective, according to Schaltegger et al. [16] and Barbieri [32], deepening the three pillars, it emerges that:

	-

	
from the economic point of view, there is an ability to optimize the direct and operating cost, especially by self-producing the raw material goods, preserving the natural environment and the wellbeing of the local community. However, the limited turnover clusters agritourism as small businesses. The small dimension should not be interpreted in negative terms, as it enables strengthening of the link with the territory, preserving cultural and product heritage. The ability to attract customers contributes not only to the economic growth of the company, but also to the local economy. In addition, a financial virtuous circle is created due to a relevant self-financing;




	-

	
from the sociocultural point of view, there is a strong link with the territory, highlighted by the offering of one’s own agricultural products. In this way, it is possible to increase the wellbeing of rural families, contributing to the employment of family members and future generations, and also of non-family members, attracting youth in rural communities;




	-

	
from the environmental point of view, the offer of ecotourism activities strengthens the preservation of the rural landscape, and can sensitize customers to preserve nature. In addition, the companies’ behaviour represented by recycling habits and the short supply chain shows the attention to safeguard the environment.









In addition, the study highlights the presence of two different groups of BMs, based on the number of successive generations in agritourism: the NG group and the OG group. In particular, observing the 9 key success factors integrated with a sustainability perspective, some differences arose between the NG and the OG. It seems that OG is more inclined toward sustainability practices, while NG stresses more attention on obtaining quality standards and certifications. This evidence emerges, in particular, by the activities carried out and by the main value proposition elements. NG attracts more foreign customers, while OG attracts a national clientele of families and those over 65, underlining a greater link with the local community.



It is possible to affirm that the agritourism business model generally plays a critical role in determining performance [55].



Practical implications could be addressed to implement adequate policies for the development of agritourism as an instrument for the sustainability of the rural community. In this way, the communication of the key factors to attract more customers could be more effective. Furthermore, this tourism form is not perceived as the prerogative of a particular market segment as it attracts both families with or without children as well as young people traveling in groups [56,57]. In addition, an ecologically and socially inclusive model of agritourism is put forward based on principles of sustainable; agroecological tourism strengthens the linkages between tourism and agriculture while fostering sustainability principles. [58].



From the theoretical point of view, this study contributes to the national and international debate on peculiarities of agritourism, trying to bridge the gap highlighted by Barbieri [32], especially under the sustainability dimensions.



Future research could involve other Italian Regions in order to expand the sample of analysis and better understand the meaning of key factors for sustainable value creation.
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