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Abstract: In recent decades, concepts such as sustainability, innovation, and competitiveness have 
become fundamental for the development of tourist destinations, and thus, particularly, for the 
generation of value co-creation processes. To understand the role of tourism firms in these 
processes, more theoretical and empirical research is required. This paper addresses this need by 
examining the increasing role played by religious accommodations, adopting a co-evolutionary 
approach to sustainability and the resulting value co-creation processes. The study focuses on the 
dynamics of the relationship between this new hospitality model, territories, and tourists, through 
the analysis of six case studies localized in the historic centre of Rome (Italy). Findings show that 
religious accommodations can be considered as a new sustainability-oriented hospitality model 
that, by creating effective multi-level co-evolutionary adaptations with its territory and tourists, 
positively affects sustainable development as well as the generation of value co-creation processes. 
The paper contributes significantly both to sustainability literature and to the study of new 
hospitality models. Thus, theoretical and managerial implications emerge, together with 
suggestions for future research. 

Keywords: religious accommodations; sustainability; co-evolution; value co-creation; multiple case 
studies 

 

1. Introduction 

In the current globalized and interconnected context, competition in tourism increasingly 
focuses on sustainability-oriented factors (such as uniqueness and distinctiveness) that are difficult 
to replicate or reproduce outside a specific territory. Therefore, tourism development is increasingly 
based on the virtuous cycle that is being established between sustainability, innovation, and 
competitiveness, aimed at creating value through co-creation processes between tourism firms and 
other actors (i.e., local community, tourists, policy makers) operating within their territory and able 
to produce a unique experience [1–11]. 

In particular, according to Ritchie & Crouch [12], tourist destinations can maintain a 
competitive advantage only if they orient themselves towards sustainability [13–18]. This means that 
the competitive capabilities of a tourist destination need to be designed according to a holistic view 
of the three sustainability dimensions, namely economic, environmental, and social [19,20]. This 
means creating and co-creating value (through economic prosperity, well-being of the host 
community, and satisfaction of tourists’ requirements) without damaging the historical, cultural, 
and natural environment [21,22]. 

The debate around these topics has been deeply enriched by tourism literature in the last two 
decades, especially underlining the links between sustainability, local identity, historical and 
cultural heritage, and their importance for destination development and competitiveness [23–35]. In 
line with this, 2017 has been designated by the United Nations as the International Year of 
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Sustainable Tourism for Development; while, 2018 has been proclaimed by the European 
Commission as the European Year of Cultural Heritage. In this vein, the General Director of 
UNESCO in 2017 confirmed that 

“the importance […] of the designation of an international year of sustainable tourism for 
development, in fostering better understanding among peoples everywhere, in leading to 
a greater awareness of the rich heritage of various civilizations, and in bringing about a 
better appreciation of the inherent values of different cultures, thereby contributing to the 
strengthening of peace in the world”. 

Thus, the historical and cultural heritage of a territory becomes a source of relationships and 
interdependencies (local and multi-local) able to promote new business models and generate value 
for all the involved actors [36,37]. The importance of the role of small tourism firms has clearly been 
emphasized (e.g., [12,14–16,18,38]). 

In Italy there are great opportunities for sustainable development related to the valorisation of 
territorial identity and based on the enhancement of the enormous cultural and historical real estate 
heritage spread throughout the country (e.g., palaces, villas, castles, rural farmhouses, villages, 
monasteries, and convents). In this regard, an increasing role could be played by religious 
accommodations as a new hospitality model able to enhance the local historical and cultural heritage 
and meet the sustainability requirements [7,39] according to the evolution of tourists’ needs [40,41]. 
Moreover, this new hospitality model allows value co-creation processes based on effective 
interactions between tourist firms, tourists, and local communities, determining the value of the 
tourism experience [10,11,36,42,43] and improving the welfare of individuals and communities, as 
well as tourist firms’ performance [1,2,4,6,44,45]. 

Based on such assumptions, the purpose of this study is to increase our understanding of the 
role of religious accommodations in the sustainable development of the territories in which they are 
rooted. The study adopts a co-evolutionary approach to sustainability, focusing on the dynamics of 
the interactions between religious accommodations, territory, and tourists, in order to determine 
and explain the main determinants of the creation and development of religious accommodations 
and their effects on sustainable development and value co-creation processes. 

In particular, the analysis has focused on the following research questions (RQ): 

RQ (1)—Why and how does the co-evolutionary approach explain the sustainability characteristics 
of religious accommodations, as well as their creation and development? 

RQ (2)—What is the contribution of religious accommodations in terms of sustainable development 
and, thus, to value co-creation processes generation?  

In order to reach its aim, the paper analyzes six case studies of religious accommodations 
situated in prestigious historical and cultural buildings in Rome’s city center, the Pope’s city, and 
Vatican See, which is characterized by a high concentration of religious accommodations. 

The paper is structured as follows. First, an in-depth description of the phenomenon of 
religious accommodations is provided, together with an analysis of the related literature. In the 
second part, an interpretative framework is presented. In the third section, the proposed framework 
is tested through the investigation of multiple case studies and findings are gathered. The final part 
is devoted to discussion and conclusions, with suggestions for future studies. 

2. The Phenomenon of Religious Accommodations: Its Origins and Related Literature  

The tradition of hosting travellers at religious houses has been on-going since early biblical 
times [46–48] as reported in the Book of Genesis (18:1–15) and in the Gospel according to St. 
Matthew (Mt 25:34–40). Later, St. Benedict included hospitality in chapter 53 of his Rule (De 
Hospitibus Suscipiendis) as an important aspect of monastic life: each monastery should have a space 
specifically devoted to host guests. 

Historically, hospitality at religious houses run by priests, monks, and nuns was designed to 
host pilgrims travelling on foot, horseback, and mule to reach the main destinations of Christianity 
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(Jerusalem, Rome, and Santiago de Compostela) [49–51]. Indeed, the success of a pilgrim route was 
largely dependent on the presence on the way—especially in the most arduous places—of these 
religious houses. In this context, Rome has been a main destination of Christian pilgrimage since the 
Middle Ages. All those who travelled long roads to reach Rome were hosted at religious houses as a 
sign of Christian charity. 

Grounded on this ancient tradition, the current religious hospitality model is the result of an 
evolutionary process triggered by a combination of the following key factors: (1) the steep decline in 
Catholic religious vocations [52,53], which has led to the presence of underused or vacant (when not 
deteriorating) religious houses, some of which were founded by saints, frequently located in 
buildings of historic and cultural value; (2) the Italian government funds (approximately 1.7 billion 
euros) received by Rome, along with the Lazio region, to facilitate the mobility and accommodation 
needs of 30 million pilgrims expected for the Great Jubilee celebrations of 2000. 

As a consequence, Jubilee 2000 represented for most religious houses a unique opportunity to 
revitalize their underused buildings and to organize well-structured accommodation activities on 
the basis of their historic traditions. Thus, since 2000, this phenomenon has grown 
rapidly—especially in Rome—and the National Office for Pastoral Leisure, Tourism and Sport 
(which is part of the Italian Episcopal Conference) has assumed the role of national coordinator of 
religious accommodations, thanks to its numerous connections with relevant public and private 
stakeholders (institutions, policy makers, public administrations, financial institutions, etc.). In 
addition, other specific associations (e.g., Centro Italiano Turismo Sociale—CITS, Centro Nazionale 
Economi di Comunità ed Enti Cattolici—CNEC, and Centro Turistico Giovanile—CTG) linked to 
Catholic organizations have supported the development of religious accommodations through 
consultancy activities (ranging from revenue management and web communications to 
administrative law, taxation, and training programs). Moreover, a growing number of organizations 
now facilitate the connection between religious accommodations and pilgrims, religious and 
non-religious tourists, through their websites (e.g., www.ospitalitareligiosa.it, www.hospites.it, and 
www.istituti-religiosi.org).  

The academic and non-academic debate around the phenomenon has quickly come to the 
attention of the international press [54–57], which has highlighted how many underused or vacant 
Christian religious houses have been renovated and turned into religious accommodations in Italy, 
as well as worldwide. However, regarding the academic debate, the literature on religious 
accommodations is quite narrow. In fact, the existing contributions are mostly related to some 
aspects not specifically devoted to religious accommodations and come from authors belonging to 
different disciplines (e.g., tourism and hospitality, geography, management). To our knowledge, 
Shackley [58] is the only scholar of management who has analyzed the process of the creation and 
management of a specific type of religious accommodations (i.e., retreat houses). The other 
contributions around the topic mainly address: the religious needs of religious tourists in the 
hospitality industry (e.g., [51,59–62]); the role played by religious tourism in the development of 
business activities, including accommodations [50,63–65]; and, the tourist experience at a specific 
religious settlement turned into a tourism destination [66]. Moreover, only two of these 
contributions [50,66] highlight the importance of religious tourism and related hospitality activities 
in fostering the sustainable development of territories. 

Consequently, what emerges is the need to increase the understanding of the phenomenon 
regarding the role and contribution of religious accommodations, and their relationships with 
tourists and territories, according to sustainable tourism development requirements. This paper 
aims to specifically address this need.  

3. The Relationship between Sustainability, Co-Evolution, and Value Co-Creation 

In this section, sustainability is reinterpreted through the co-evolutionary perspective, adopting 
and adapting a theoretical framework that has already shown its effectiveness in similar research in 
the tourism industry (e.g., [39,67,68]). In particular, through this reinterpretation, the value 
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co-creation processes are seen as the result of the effective dynamic interaction between religious 
accommodations, territories, and tourists. 

The concept of sustainability became popular in the 20th century and has always been closely 
connected to the development concept [69]. In fact, according to the triple bottom line proposed by 
Elkington [19], sustainability is usually decomposed into three interdependent dimensions 
(economic, social, and environmental) that, by interacting with each other, are able to determine 
livable, fair, and feasible development conditions. Moreover, the concepts of sustainability and 
sustainable development have been particularly applied in tourism, with the consequent birth of the 
concept of sustainable tourism and the need to establish a lasting balance between resource 
consumption and economic growth (e.g., [23,31,44,70–77]). In this vein, the UNWTO [78] states:  

Sustainable tourism should not be regarded as a separate component of tourism […] but 
rather as a […] tourism that takes full account of its current and future economic, social 
and environmental impacts, addressing the needs of visitors, the industry, the 
environment and host communities.  

Therefore, sustainable tourism is able to generate a balanced relationship between the needs of 
various actors (i.e., tourism firms, tourists, policy makers, local communities, etc.), determining 
value co-creation processes between them [1,2,4,6,10,21,36,73,79–82].  

Thus, full realization of the sustainability objective can be achieved only by taking into account 
all three sustainability dimensions. However, academic studies have addressed only one of these 
dimensions, generating the lack of a holistic and systemic view of the phenomenon [83]. Moreover, 
tourism literature has emphasized the need for a perspective capable of jointly considering sustainability 
and the relationships within and across micro (tourism firms), meso (territories), and macro 
(destinations) levels, together with the corresponding actors, in order to determine their potential in 
terms of strategic development and the competitive capabilities of a tourism destination [84–96]. 

This issue can be properly addressed by reinterpreting sustainability through a co-evolutionary 
perspective, which holistically considers both interdependencies and mutual relationships between 
tourism firms, territories, and tourists, their variations over time, and the resulting capability to 
generate value co-creation processes between all the actors involved. 

The co-evolution concept—relying mostly on Darwin’s biological assumptions [97]—has been 
widely used in economic literature (e.g., [98–100]), management studies (e.g., [101–103]), and by 
economic geographers (e.g., [104]) in order to explain the relationship between firms and their 
environment. In the tourism industry, the adoption of these co-evolutionary ideas, fertilized by the 
evolutionary economic geography (EEG) literature, helps to understand and explain the evolution of 
regional and local economies [67,105–108]. As a result, the role played by new 
sustainability-oriented business models in enabling novel modes of value co-creation between firms, 
tourists, and territories, through new effective forms of behaviours between firms and individuals 
characterized by participation and collaboration [1,4,6,10,36,43,109] is emphasized. These increasing 
levels of contact enhance the value of the tourists’ experience, with positive effects for firms in terms 
of tourists’ loyalty and satisfaction. Good examples of this are: the Qbic Design Hotels, which offer 
their guests the opportunity to change the color of their room depending on their mood; and “Like a 
local”, a Dutch organization that facilitates tourists stepping into the daily life of inhabitants, to 
better experience the local culture [2]. 

Moreover, the co-evolutionary perspective allows joint consideration of the interdependencies 
and dynamics of interactions at micro, meso, and macro levels, in their separate value as well as in 
their mutual relationships. In fact, co-evolution is multilevel: it occurs not only within firms, but also 
among them, their territories and society as a whole [98]; therefore, it helps to understand how to 
encourage synergies between firms and territories in order to pursue a common sustainable 
development, preserving its benefits over time. In this regard, the importance of organizational 
adaptation emerges. All actors are required to effectively adapt to each other. In co-evolutionary 
terms, the firm-environment relationship is the result of the dynamics of the relationship between 
firm’s strategic intentionality and environmental pressures [110]. The central aspect is that neither of 
these two forces (i.e., firm and environment) is sufficient by itself to define the organizational adaptation, 
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but both are necessary. Therefore, the firm is not only an object, but also subject to evolutionary change 
[103], and adapting means proactively researching solutions to common problems [111]. 

According to this approach, two aspects are of particular importance: (1) the territory (meso 
level) becomes a key agent for linking tourism firm (micro level) with destination (macro level), 
extending interdependencies and positive externalities [99,104,112]; (2) the systemic approach of 
both firms and territories is assumed as a basic condition to adapt, mutually and effectively [113]. 

Therefore, only tourism firms and territories that have a systemic organization will be able to 
develop competitive capacities and effectively adapt to environmental changes, generating 
sustainable development and, consequently, value co-creation processes. These will positively affect 
the local and national systems and, according to the circular relationship, the firms and territories as well. 

Figure 1 graphically shows the interpretive framework that is proposed and adopted in this 
work. 

 
Figure 1. Interpretive theoretical framework. 

In accordance with the purpose of this paper, the proposed framework is applied to analyze the 
dynamics of the interactions between religious accommodations, their territories, and tourists. In 
doing so, the main determinants of the creation and development of religious accommodations, and 
their effects on sustainable development and value co-creation processes are determined and explained. 

In their evolution, religious accommodations and territories co-evolve in that they are 
interdependent, with mutual influences, and each supports the other [14,104,112]. Moreover, 
religious accommodations and territories co-evolve with the social supra-systems, adapting 
constantly according to a circular relationship. The effects of this relationship are largely influenced 
by the ability to change and the path-dependence of these entities [114,115]. In other words, the 
environment generates dependence (through the dynamics of tourism demand, regulation, 
technological progress, etc.) and the firms tend to be independent by strengthening their technical 
core over time [116,117]. This mutual dependence has important effects on competitiveness, on the 
possibility for religious accommodations and territories to regenerate themselves, and on social 
well-being.  

The relationship between religious accommodations, their territories, and tourists is circular 
and particularly tight within a destination. In fact, in this case, the territory is not external to the 
religious accommodations and tourists are not external to the territory. In particular, tourists live 
temporarily in the territories that they have chosen to visit, interacting with the local communities 
and religious accommodations that host them, producing and enjoying many different experiences 
[2,10,41,43,118]. This allows the sharing of beliefs, values, knowledge, and culture among all the 
actors involved, who become co-protagonists of the value co-creation processes of the service offered 
[1,2,4–6,10,36,119–121].  

Therefore, the creation and development of religious accommodations are possible if all the 
actors involved at multiple levels synergistically cooperate on the basis of common interests and 
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values. This cooperation is fundamental to generate effective adaptations, promoting the sustainable 
development of the territory [122] with beneficial effects in terms of value co-creation. Three main 
determinants can promote these effective adaptations between religious accommodations, territories 
and tourists: (1) tourist experience; (2) systemic approach; and (3) social responsibility. The tourist 
experience [123] is the ability to interpret the changing environment and to have a holistic view of 
the relationships between tourists and inhabitants. The systemic approach [104,113,124] refers to the 
ability to organize and manage religious accommodations, territories, and the system of 
relationships between them in an integrated way, as basic conditions for effective multi-level 
co-evolutionary adaptations able to generate positive externalities. Finally, social responsibility 
refers to: the attention devoted to emerging values from contexts in evolution [125]; the general 
principles of sustainable development, also through appropriate regulations [126]; and, the 
community economic development [31,127]. Thus, the management of these determinants is a 
fundamental condition for the creation and development of religious accommodations.  

In conclusion, there is a relationship of mutual functionality between religious 
accommodations, territories, and tourists. This relationship is variable over time, necessarily 
co-evolutionary and sometimes contradictory (i.e., dialectic). This suggests that to ensure the long-lasting 
benefits of new sustainability-oriented business models—such as religious accommodations—effective, 
on-going, and co-evolutionary adaptations between multiple actors at different levels are needed. 

4. Methodology 

This research relies on case study analysis following a qualitative approach and a collective 
multiple-cases perspective [128,129]. This methodology is appropriate for investigating new and 
complex business models that have a strong relationship with their environment according to a 
co-evolutionary approach [101,105,112,127,130–133]. 

The unit of analysis is the individual organization. The research started in 2010 in collaboration 
with the Tourism Department of Rome and the Vatican (through the religious organization of Opera 
Romana Pellegrinaggi). Preliminary results of the research have been presented at a Conference held 
at the University LUISS Guido Carli. From 2010 until September 2017, the research was carried out 
in three main steps: firstly, religious accommodations and selection criteria for the case studies were 
identified; secondly, data were gathered and analyzed; thirdly, information was interpreted. 

Religious accommodations identified in the first step of the research were revealed to be highly 
diversified in the types of buildings used (e.g., convents, monasteries, houses of religious orders, 
Vatican historic residences, and villas) but less fragmented regarding ownership (around 85% of 
total religious accommodations in Rome is owned by religious organizations, while the remaining 
15% is owned by secular organizations). Moreover, star ratings were found to be inapplicable to 
evaluate religious accommodations as their distinctive features are not at the level of standardization 
of service quality but, first and foremost, in their religious origins. Lastly, the complexity of the 
phenomenon is also a result of the fragmented customer-base [49–51]. In fact, the demand for 
religious accommodations comes from individuals, families, and groups who make a journey to 
Rome for strictly religious reasons (i.e., pilgrims) or for spiritual, social, and cultural interests (i.e., 
religious tourists), or even from individuals, families, and groups without any religious affiliation. 

Owing to a lack of national official data on religious accommodations, in order to identify the 
total population of religious accommodations in Rome, the following documentation has been taken 
into consideration: (1) the official list of religious holiday houses provided by the Cultural Tourist 
Information Office of the city of Rome; (2) the database of the “Ospitalità Religiosa” Association; (3) 
direct observations; (4) web pages of religious accommodations (where available).  

In September 2017, a total of 376 religious accommodations were identified in Rome and 
classified into two main categories (see Table 1). The first one refers to “Holiday Homes” (HH), 
which are mainly involved in hospitality activities. These are structured organizations that comply 
with rules and regulations for tourist accommodations and are required to communicate arrivals 
and attendances of tourists to the competent administrative authorities. The second group refers to 
“Non-Holiday Homes” (NHH), which are mainly engaged in spiritual activities (e.g., spiritual 
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exercises, meditation, retreats, and contemplation) and residually on hospitality. As such, NHH are 
first and foremost spiritual centers. Consequently, their accommodation activities are not subject to 
the rules and regulations imposed by tourist administrative authorities. 

Table 1. Classification of religious accommodations 

Classification of Religious 
Accommodations by Type 

Number of 
Structures 

Total Number of 
Rooms 

Total Number of Beds 

Holiday Homes (HH) 256 7571 12,964 
Non-Holiday Homes (NHH) 120 2704 6209 

Total 376 10,275 19,173 

Within each category, three cases were selected (see Table 2 for details) according to the 
following selection criteria: (1) relevance to and consistency with the study aim; (2) availability and 
completeness of information; (3) temporal phases homogeneity (all the analyzed cases have passed 
through two phases: the first related to renovation and start-up and the second to development); (4) 
buildings of historical, architectural, and cultural value; and (5) religious ownership. 

Table 2. Selected religious accommodations 

Category Name Historic Origin 
(Century) 

Location Average Price (Double 
Room per Night) 

Nr. of 
Rooms 

Nr. of 
Beds 

HH Casa San Sofia XVIII Piazza della Madonna 
dei Monti (City Centre) 

€85 54 61 

HH Casa Santa Brigida XV 
Piazza Farnese (City 

Centre) €150 20 40 

HH Domus Carmelitana XIX 
Castel Sant’Angelo (City 

Centre) €150 54 99 

NHH Casa Bonus Pastor XX Via Aurelia (City Centre) €100 89 200 

NHH 
Casa Nostra Signora di 

Fatima XX 
Via del Gianicolo (City 

Centre) €40 45 60 

NHH 
Casa di accoglienza S. 

Spirito XIX 
Borgo Santo Spirito (City 

Centre) €96 13 38 

Data collection has been mostly obtained by interviewing key informants who belong to the 
selected religious accommodations (religious entrepreneurs), associations and cooperatives 
operating in the field (e.g., Ospitalità religiosa, Istituti religiosi), and guests. In particular, 
semi-structured interviews have been conducted, based on the following main themes: 

1. Dimension and characteristics of religious accommodations; 
2. Services offered and types of guests; 
3. Key business processes; 
4. Sustainability approach; 
5. Relationships with other actors and value co-creation processes. 

Moreover, courtroom questioning and event tracking techniques have been adopted [134]; the 
first is a technique that emphasizes facts and events, avoiding questions that yield inaccurate 
answers, while the second puts the informant back in the time frame of the events in order to 
produce a chronology of those events. 

In the last step, through a cross-interview analysis [134], four main aspects emerged: (1) the 
changes, over time, in the relationship between religious accommodations, their territories, and 
tourists; (2) the effects of this relationship on the co-evolution dynamics; (3) the consequences in 
terms of sustainability; and (4) the corresponding generation of value co-creation processes. These 
results were triangulated with data collected from other sources (i.e., direct examination, firms’ and 
associations’ websites, national and regional regulations, publications in economic and political 
newspapers, and scientific articles), in order to develop more robust causal relationships and to 
reinforce the confidence in, as well as the validity of, the case studies’ findings [135,136]. 

Findings are reported through the use of quotes derived from the interviews, according to the 
two phases of the phenomenon being observed: (1) renovation and start-up of religious 
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accommodations; and (2) development of religious accommodations. Moreover, each quote is 
marked with different letters for different informants (i.e., “RE” as “Religious Entrepreneur”; “A” as 
“Associations” and “G” as “Guests”). 

5. Findings 

The six case studies analyzed highlight the synergies between religious accommodations, 
tourists, and territories and how these synergies create value according to sustainability 
requirements. 

5.1. Phase 1: Renovation and Start-Up of Religious Accommodations  

The first aspect that emerges from the interviews is the presence of vacant, underused or 
deteriorating historic religious houses in Rome, that are well located with respect both to the 
Christian and cultural heritage sites. Traditionally, these religious houses used to host pilgrims 
travelling to Rome. 

“Our house is on the left side of St. Peter’s Square and as such you can have a wonderful 
view of St. Peter’s basilica, with the great awesome dome by Michelangelo and the 
beautiful Colonnades of Bernini. You can have the privilege of participating in the solemn 
celebrations and audiences with the Pope that take place in St. Peter’s Square.” (RE) 
“We are located between the Colosseum and the Vatican.” (RE) 
“Thanks to the hosting of tourists, now all the spaces of our house are used and this has 
brought new lifeblood.” (RE) 
“The location is very central: walking distance to the Vatican, Spanish Steps and Trevi 
Fountain.” (G) 
“As far as their location in the city is concerned, 49% of the 350 religious accommodations 
in our website are in the city centre, 36% in semi-central areas, and the remaining 15% in 
suburbs areas.” (A). 

Moreover, another two factors have been fundamental in this first phase: (1) the need to 
accommodate almost 30 million pilgrims expected to visit Rome for the Great Jubilee of 2000; and (2) 
the resulting need to allocate public funds to execute infrastructural works aimed at hosting pilgrims 
and facilitating their mobility. The resulting restructuring works were carried out respecting the 
religious needs and value of people living in the historic religious houses. In fact, there was a need to 
enhance these houses appropriately by respecting their typical features, as well as a need for a good 
governance of the territory as a result of the collaboration among public, private, and religious 
actors. In this respect, spaces dedicated to the residence and activities of the religious 
community—when still present—were kept separate from those intended to host pilgrims and 
tourists: churches and chapels were kept for the daily celebration of religious services; rooms for 
guests were left in their original size and shape, and as a consequence they remained small, simply 
furnished, sometimes without a private bathroom (replaced by a shared one), and mostly with 
facilities (such as TV, telephone, fridge, iron) placed in common rooms in order to facilitate social 
interactions.  

“Also thanks to the funds received for the Jubilee of 2000, the restoration works preserved 
original spaces to allow hosted tourists to experience the familiarity and fraternal life of the 
religious community.” (RE) 
“This is not a hotel, or a luxury property, and you should not expect that level of service. 
We have numerous rooms, each of which has a table, a chair, a wardrobe cupboard, a table 
lamp, a bedside table.” (RE) 
“Overall, our simply furnished and sober rooms are placed in a context of profound 
spirituality that enriches the stay in a religious context and in a relationship of respect, 
brotherhood, prayer, and cordiality with everyone, in addition to the beautiful historic and 
cultural skyline of Rome.” (RE) 
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“Our house has common rooms for guests, with TV, fridge, microwave, iron and ironing 
board and also common living room with chairs, TV and bathroom.” (RE) 
“The Great Jubilee of 2000 was a turning point for religious houses located in Rome who 
could benefit from public financial resources to revitalize their structures and 
accommodate pilgrims.” (A) 

Findings show that there is a strong awareness from entrepreneurs of the beneficial effects of 
the renovation of historic religious houses for tourism purposes, which positively affect the three 
sustainability dimensions.  

Regarding environmental sustainability, this is achieved by religious accommodations through 
the re-use of existing historical buildings and spaces. In fact, nothing new is being built and urban 
areas have been revitalized. 

“Our building has been deeply restructured while preserving its historic and architectural 
and cultural values as well as its religious intent.” (RE) 
“Thanks to the renovation we had the possibility to re-qualify not only our religious house 
but also to enhance the urban area around our house.” (RE) 

Regarding social sustainability, religious accommodations do not act in isolation but interact 
with tourists, local communities, and all the actors of the territory on an on-going basis, over time, 
and in a strong circular interdependent relationship. This shows how virtuous co-evolutionary 
processes take place between religious accommodations, their territories and tourists. According to 
the interviews, the same refurbishing processes of empty or under-utilized buildings have a positive 
impact on the local community. Moreover, the social aspects are emphasized by the offering of 
person-centred accommodation services and the attention paid to tourists’ well-being, combined 
with their spiritual needs. 

“We have always taken into great consideration all the persons that work within our house 
and all the persons with which we interact, whether they were public, private or religious.” 
“Besides the hospitality services, guests are offered a context where they have the chance 
to take part in the daily celebration of religious services—such as the Eucharist, the recital 
of the Angelus as well as of the Rosary and Vespers.” (RE) 
“There are convivial moments where we have the possibility to establish a dialogue with 
our guests.” (RE) 
“I came here because this religious lodging offers a unique possibility to know more about 
the local culture.” (G) 
“We like unusual places to stay. The people we encountered were some of the most 
interesting people we'd ever met.” (G) 
“The neighborhood is pleasant and we felt safe walking there in the evening.” (G) 

Lastly, referring to economic sustainability, religious accommodations’ distinctive features are: 
(1) the attention paid to the pilgrims’ and tourists’ spending capacity (level of prices is, on average, 
20–30% lower than those applied by other similar accommodations); (2) the use of the end-of-year 
results to fund charity and solidarity projects. In this vein, the religious accommodation hospitality 
model shows its economic effectiveness through its ability to achieve economic returns as well as to 
generate prosperity for the community while pursuing its statutory purpose. Moreover, the creation 
of this new hospitality model generates positive trickle-down effects on local commercial activities.  

“Our guests particularly appreciate the good value for money also in the light of our 
central position in respect to the main tourist sites.” (RE) 
“We use the revenues generated from tourist accommodations to care for those in need, 
especially the poor and the sick but also for the enhancement of the service offered as well 
as the maintenance of our historic building.” (RE) 
“I used to travel alone and a convent often offers a very good price for a single room.” (G) 
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During this first phase, interviews show that there are value co-creation processes between 
religious accommodations, their territories, and tourists. In fact, on the one hand, religious 
accommodations benefit from strong local Christian traditions that come from the territory in which 
they are rooted; on the other hand, they offer hospitality consistent with underlying religious and 
ethical values, transferring to their territory and tourists their knowledge, culture, and practices. 

“Regardless of their own religious persuasion, our guests might dine with Catholics 
staying for devotional purposes and atheists curious about the life of people who stay in 
religious houses.” (RE) 
“Here I got an interesting cultural exchange. Despite there being plenty of rules, like 
‘arrive for meals promptly’ and ‘be back in your room by curfew’, at the same time we 
loved our stay because basically we share the same values.” (G) 

5.2. Phase 2: Development of Religious Accommodations  

Evidence shows that, religious accommodations in Rome satisfy a non-negligible portion of 
tourist demand coming from believers and non-believers. According to the last available data [137] 
plus data from our direct observations, religious accommodations are estimated to account for 4% of 
the total accommodation offering (excluding hotels), to contribute nearly 17% of total bed spaces of 
similar accommodation establishments, and to accommodate around 1 million tourists, staying for 
an average of 3.1 nights. 

“Nowadays we represent a low cost alternative to the most traditional forms of 
accommodation that offers to guests of all faiths—and also to non-believers—the chance to 
experience a tradition largely unchanged for centuries.” (RE) 
“Three decades ago, no one used to go religious accommodations unless they were 
pilgrims, while now our guests are both pilgrims and tourists not interested in religion 
because they love the pace and feeling of our house.” (RE) 

This confirms the proactive role played by religious accommodations in the local development 
as well as their ability to generate value co-creation processes thanks to the sharing of core values 
able to produce authentic tourist experiences. In fact, according to management principles, all the 
guests at religious accommodations are required to respect some rules of conduct and to keep 
behaviors and clothing consistent with the religious origin of the structures. Moreover, religious 
accommodations also offer social and cultural initiatives (such as church retreats, training sessions, 
school trips, meetings, support to families of relatives hospitalized), as approaches to evangelization. 
Thus, the process of production-delivery of the tourist experience is both creatively and 
simultaneously created by the interactions of religious accommodations, their territories, and 
tourists.  

“We accommodate individuals, families and groups from all over the world that share our 
faith and spiritual path. In addition to the hospitality services, guests are offered a context 
where they have the chance to rediscover the human values of Christians in a relationship 
of respect, brotherhood and cordiality.” (RE) 
“Our home is a religious retreat house that seeks to advance the human and Christian 
values for the highest good of the people, therefore beds are mostly narrow twins, and 
when available we do not give a double room with boyfriends but two singles. Prints of 
Jesus, the Virgin or some Saints, and a crucifix are hung up on the wall above the beds.” 
(RE) 
“They provide a cultural experience that is unique. Here is the only place where you can 
wake up to a chorus of nuns softly chanting.” (G) 

However, especially in this phase, the circular interdependent relationship between religious 
accommodations, their territory, and tourists could be characterized by contradictions and 
discontinuity that can—if not properly managed—adversely affect this relationship. For example, 
some of those interviewed state that, especially in the past, problems could be generated by the fiscal 
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benefits provided to religious accommodations due to their religious origin. These contradictions 
have been partly solved thanks to the involvement of religious stakeholders (notably the Vatican 
City State) and national public institutions. The resolution of these contradictions is a good example 
of value co-creation processes between public, private, and religious stakeholders aimed at 
developing cooperative relationships among all the stakeholders.  

“Our activity is regulated in a consistent manner according to the main purpose of the 
same, and thanks to this we are able to offer our services with a reasonable price ratio for 
the guests.” (RE) 
“We use the benefits for the common good, which allows our religious community to fulfil 
the needs both of our guests and the territory.” (RE) 

In this circular dynamic, co-evolutionary adaptations are the result of the need for religious 
accommodations to keep up with changes that take place in the environment, such as the emerging 
of multiple forms of tourism experiences as well as the increasing role played by the web in holiday 
choices. On the one hand, religious accommodations are expected to treat tourists as co-creators of 
their experience, by involving them in different activities. On the other hand, internet platforms (e.g., 
Facebook) allow tourists to share their experience, contributing to the value co-creation processes 
coming from this new sustainability-oriented hospitality model.  

“Our website has been designed to be functional and offer a general overview of our house 
in a few seconds. We also have a profile page on Facebook where our guests can add their 
comments.” (RE) 
“We dedicate our days to praying encouraging guests to do the same.” (RE) 
“The sisters taught us the Our Father in Italian but we had also the opportunity to teach 
them the same prayer in English.” (G) 

Moreover, it is acknowledged that there cannot exist a production with economic, social, and 
environmental values, without effective co-evolutionary adaptations at multiple levels between, but 
also within, systems. In this regard, evidence shows that religious accommodations are not 
completely managed in a fully-integrated and systematic way yet. In particular, this new hospitality 
model faces problems related both to managerial aspects and maintenance costs. Concerning the 
former, there is no adequate support in terms of generational replacements of the religious 
entrepreneurs. These replacements could be done through the involvement of secular people able to 
implement governance and management principles within these religious accommodations 
consistent with their religious origins. Concerning the latter, the religious accommodations—due to 
the historic, architectural, and cultural value of their buildings—are subject to high maintenance and 
repair costs to avoid their deterioration.  

“Religious accommodations do not follow common guidelines for development and their 
offering is fragmented, uneven, and communicated to the public without referring to 
common features.” (A) 
“The support and the help of secular people is—for us—not only desirable but also 
indispensable to overcome the succession problems.” (RE) 
“One of the main problems is related to the maintenance costs of our house whose origins 
go back to the 15th century.” (RE) 

In this vein, there is a need for a greater involvement of all stakeholders in coordinating 
resources and activities of religious accommodations, which would certainly support their 
development, favoring the local community, tourists, and territories in which they are rooted.  

To sum up, evidence shows that religious accommodations are particularly appreciated by 
tourists as new contexts of experience able to generate value co-creation processes. In fact, sharing 
core values (ethical, religious and moral) and knowledge between all stakeholders involved is a 
prerequisite of tourism development. The development of this new hospitality model requires 
synergic actions aimed at developing cooperative relationships among all the stakeholders involved, 
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enhancing effective co-evolutionary adaptations at multiple levels, thus positively affecting 
sustainability and the resulting value co-creation processes. 

6. Discussion 

Findings of the case studies allow the definition of religious accommodations as a new 
sustainability-oriented hospitality model aimed at satisfying the needs of individuals, families, and 
groups of any or no religious affiliation. This new model is characterized by original structures as 
contexts of experiential authenticity, rooted in territories rich in religious, cultural, and historic 
traditions while involving different stakeholders in value co-creation processes. This definition is 
one of the main outcomes of this research, which is able to offer an important contribution to the 
development of the future literature on the topic. 

Moreover, the results of the multiple case studies presented are consistent with the proposed 
theoretical framework. They confirm that the creation and development of religious 
accommodations are possible through continuous, effective, and mutual adaptations between these 
new hospitality models, their territories, and tourists, favored by three main determinants (i.e., 
tourist experience, systemic approach, and social responsibility). This new hospitality model is able 
to respond to the sustainability requirements and—consequently—to guarantee the generation of 
value co-creation processes between all the different actors involved.  

Relevant theoretical and managerial implications emerge. 
Regarding theoretical implications, this study significantly contributes to the management 

studies on religious accommodations. In fact, currently, there is only one other academic 
management study on the topic i.e., [58], but it is focused on the analysis of internal business 
processes and refers to a specific type of religious accommodation (i.e., retreat houses). Moreover, 
the results of this investigation confirm that religious accommodations can contribute incisively to 
the sustainable development and competitiveness of a tourism destination 
[15,44,67,79,81,105,126,131,138,139]—such as the city of Rome—because they are able to establish 
dynamic relationships over time with their territories and tourists, generating effective 
co-evolutionary adaptations. These synergies positively affect all the three sustainability dimensions 
[19,20,31]. In fact, religious accommodations allow the renovation of historic buildings for tourism 
purposes, providing hospitality in fascinating experiential contexts, positively affecting territories, 
local communities, and tourists and their capacity to create (and co-create) a shared tourist 
experience and value [1,2,4–6,10,21,25,28,30,34,36,41,121,123,140]. Indeed, this new 
sustainability-oriented model is largely dependent on territory-specific factors and competitive skills 
cultivated by entrepreneurs and policy makers (especially public and religious), and is anchored to 
the sharing of knowledge, culture, and beliefs between all the actors involved in the relationship. 
This sharing implies slow and gradual processes of mutual adaptations [67,111,141] at multiple 
levels. In this vein, the territory (meso) becomes a key factor in both the creation and development of 
religious accommodations, because it allows connecting firms (micro) with destinations (macro), 
and with the supra-system of economy and society, to realize a tourist offering able to respond to a 
tourism demand that requires ever more cultural variety [38,137,138,142–145]. 

Regarding the managerial implications and taking into account the three determinants of 
religious accommodations’ creation and development (i.e., tourist experience, systemic approach 
and social responsibility), it is fundamental to consider the following aspects: 

1. The need for a critical and holistic vision of environmental trends and their possible effects on 
the development of territories where the religious accommodations are rooted; 

2. The awareness that tourists are the real protagonists of the value co-creation processes 
between demanded and offered hospitality models, with positive effects on the territories’ 
competitiveness; 

3. The organization and management of systemic and multiple relationships of mutual 
functionality among all the actors involved, at different interconnected levels, as a prerequisite 
for the generation of effective co-evolutionary adaptations; 
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4. The need to apply management principles consistent with the religious origins of this new 
hospitality model, especially related to succession problems and the involvement of secular 
people in the governance and management activities;  

5. The attention given to a new culture of hospitality, based on mutual functionality principles, 
sustainability objectives, social cohesion, and rigorous application of ethical and moral values. 

These aspects should be taken into account by decision makers and policy makers (public, 
private, and religious) to orient incentives and subsidies, as well as to resolve contradictions. 

7. Conclusions 

In conclusion, this study represents the first attempt to investigate the role played by religious 
accommodations in enhancing sustainable tourism development and the subsequent generation of 
value co-creation processes, through the adoption of a co-evolutionary perspective. 

The limits of this study are two-fold. Firstly, it addresses the religious accommodations 
localized in a single specific territory (i.e., the historic centre of Rome) chosen for its religious 
relevance. Consequently, more interesting investigations may be concerned with the application of 
the religious accommodation hospitality model in different contexts at both national and 
international levels, by assessing possible evolutions and their positive effects in those contexts. In 
doing so, future research can benefit from statistical and quantitative analysis (e.g., historical data on 
tourist flows). Secondly, future researches will have the opportunity to be supported by interviews 
with other actors, such as inhabitants, in order to verify their perception of this hospitality model.  

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank the Special Issue Editors and the two anonymous 
reviewers for their valuable comments and suggestions, which helped to improve the quality of the paper. 

Author Contributions: All authors conceived of the paper’s research questions and aim, and contributed 
substantially to it. They also all contributed to the Introduction and Conclusions sections. Paola M. A. Paniccia 
and Silvia Baiocco concentrated on the origins and the related literature of religious accommodations. Paola M. 
A. Paniccia and Luna Leoni focused on the theoretical framework. Luna Leoni concentrated on Methodology 
and Discussion sections; while, Silvia Baiocco focused on the Findings section.  

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest. 

References 

1. Aquilani, B.; Silvestri, C.; Ruggieri, A. Sustainability, TQM and Value Co-Creation Processes: The Role of 
Critical Success Factors. Sustainability 2016, 8, 995, doi:10.3390/su8100995. 

2. Binkhorst, E.; Den Dekker, T. Agenda for co-creation tourism experience research. J. Hosp. Mark. Manag. 
2009, 18, 311–327, doi:10.1080/19368620802594193. 

3. Caru, A.; Cova, B. Consuming experiences: An introduction. In Consuming Experiences; Caru, A., Cova, B., 
Eds.; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2007; pp. 3–16. 

4. Grissemann, U.S.; Stokburger-Sauer, N.E. Customer co-creation of travel services: The role of company 
support and customer satisfaction with the co-creation performance. Tour. Manag. 2012, 33, 1483–1492, 
doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2012.02.002. 

5. Holbrook, M.B. Consumption experience, customer value, and subjective personal introspection: An 
illustrative photographic essay. J. Bus. Res. 2006, 59, 714–725, doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.01.008. 

6. Lan, J.; Ma, Y.; Zhu, D.; Mangalagiu, D.; Thornton, T.F. Enabling Value Co-Creation in the Sharing 
Economy: The Case of Mobike. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1504, doi:10.3390/su9091504. 

7. Paniccia, P.M.A.; Pechlaner, H.; Valeri, M. Da borgo ad albergo. Il caso Sextantio. In La Rivista del Turismo; 
Touring Club: Milano, Italy, 2007; Volume 4, pp. 16–24. 

8. Paniccia, P.M.A.; Pechlaner, H.; Valeri, M. The Importance of the Time of Experience in the Innovation of 
Tourism Business. The Sextantio Albergo Diffuso. In Entrepreneurship and Innovation in Tourism; 
Weiermair, K., Go, F., Keller, P., Pechlaner, H., Eds.; Erich Schmidt Verlag: Berlin, Germany, 2010. 

9. Pilotti, L. (Ed.) Creatività, Innovazione e Territorio. Ecosistemi del Valore Per la Competizione Globale; GSA 
Aidea, il Mulino, Bologna, Italy, 2011. 



Sustainability 2017, 9, 2301  14 of 19 

10. Prebensen, N.K.; Vittersø, J.; Dahl, T.I. Value co-creation significance of tourist resources. Ann. Tour. Res. 
2013, 42, 240–261, doi:10.1016/j.annals.2013.01.012. 

11. Prebensen, N.K.; Foss, L. Coping and co-creating in tourist experiences. Int. J. Tour. Res. 2011, 13, 54–67, 
doi:10.1002/jtr.799. 

12. Ritchie, J.R.B.; Crouch, G.I. The Competitive Destination: A Sustainable Perspective. Tour. Manag. 2000, 21, 
1–7, doi:10.1079/9780851996646.0000. 

13. Ambrosie, L.M. Tourism enterprises and sustainable development: International perspectives on 
responses to the sustainability agenda. Tour. Manag. 2010, 31, 961–962, doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2009.10.007. 

14. Dwyer, L.; Kim, C. Destination competitiveness: Determinants and indicators. Curr. Issues Tour. 2003, 6, 
369–414, doi:10.1080/13683500308667962. 

15. Komppula, R. The role of individual entrepreneurs in the development of competitiveness for a rural 
tourism destination–A case study. Tour. Manag. 2014, 40, 361–371, doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2013.07.007. 

16. Marin, C.; Jafari, J. Sustainable Hotels for sustainable destinations. Ann. Tour. Res. 2002, 29, 266–268, 
doi:10.1016/S0160-7383(01)00023-8. 

17. Paniccia, P.M.A.; Silvestrelli, P.; Montella, M.M.; Rozera, C.; Valeri, M. Innovare nell’ottica della 
sostenibilità. L’esempio dell’Albergo Diffuso come progetto di valorizzazione per il territorio. In 
Management per la Sostenibilità Dello Sviluppo Turistico e la Competitività Delle Destinazioni; Franch, M., 
Martini, U., Eds.; Il Mulino: Bologna, Italy, 2013. 

18. Roberts, S.; Tribe, J. Sustainability indicators for Small Tourism Enterprises—An Exploratory Perspective. 
J. Sustain. Tour. 2008, 16, 575–594, doi:10.1080/09669580802159644. 

19. Elkington, J. Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century; New Society Publishers: Gabriola 
Island, BC, Canada, 1997. 

20. Tonini, N. Etica e Turismo: La Sfida Possibile; San Paolo Edizioni: Torino, Italy, 2010. 
21. Flagestad, A.; Hope, C.A. Strategic success in winter sports destinations: A sustainable value creation 

perspective. Tour. Manag. 2001, 22, 445–461, doi:10.1016/S0261-5177(01)00010-3. 
22. Williams, P. Sustainable alpine tourism development: Towards a self improvement approach. In 

Proceedings of the International Conference in Innsbruck, Innsbruck, Austria, 2–5 May 1996. 
23. Buckley, R. Sustainable tourism: Research and reality. Ann. Tour. Res. 2012, 39, 528–546, 

doi:10.1016/j.annals.2012.02.003. 
24. García-Hernández, M.; de la Calle-Vaquero, M.; Yubero, C. Cultural Heritage and Urban Tourism: 

Historic City Centres under Pressure. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1346, doi:10.3390/su9081346. 
25. Hughes, H.L. Redefining cultural tourism. Ann. Tour. Res. 1996, 23, 707–709, doi:10.1016/0160-7383(95)00099-2. 
26. Keller, P. Globalisation and Tourism: A fascinating topic of research. In Globalisation and Tourism; Keller, 

P., Ed.; Reports of 46th AIEST Congress in Rotorua (New Zealand); AIEST: St-Gall, Switzerland, 1996; pp. 
9–20. 

27. Macbeth, J.; Carson, D.; Northcote, J. Social capital, tourism and regional development: SPCC as a basis for 
innovation and sustainability. Curr. Issues Tour. 2004, 7, 502–522, doi:10.1080/1368350050408668200. 

28. McKercher, B.; Ho, P.S.Y. Assessing the Tourism Potential of Smaller Cultural and Heritage Attractions. J. 
Sustain. Tour. 2006, 14, 473–488, doi:10.2167/jost%20620.0. 

29. Pechlaner, H. Cultural Heritage and Destination Management in the Mediterranean. Thunderbird Int. Bus. 
Rev. 2000, 42, 409–426, doi:10.1002/1520-6874(200007/08)42:4%3C409::AID-TIE4%3E3.0.CO;2-F. 

30. Pedersen, A. Managing Tourism at World Heritage Sites; World Heritage Center: Paris, France, 2002. 
31. Pencarelli, T.; Splendiani, S. Il governo sostenibile delle destinazioni turistiche. In Marketing e Management 

del Turismo; Pencarelli, T., Ed.; Edizioni Goliardiche: Trieste, Italy, 2010. 
32. Romão, J.; Guerreiro, J.; Rodrigues, P. Regional tourism development: Culture, nature, life cycle and 

attractiveness. Curr. Issues Tour. 2013, 16, 517–534, doi:10.1080/13683500.2012.699950. 
33. Spaul, M.W.; Evans, S.H. Historic landscapes, cultural capital and sustainability: Interpreting ancient 

woodlands. Curr. Issues Tour. 2005, 8, 231–244, doi:10.1080/13683500508668216. 
34. Teo, P.; Yeoh, B. Remaking Local Heritage for Tourism. Ann. Tour. Res. 1997, 24, 192–213. 
35. Vuin, A.; Carson, D.A.; Carson, D.B.; Garrett, J. The role of heritage tourism in attracting “active” 

in-migrants to “low amenity” rural areas. Rural Soc. 2016, 25, 134–153, doi:10.1080/10371656.2016.1194324. 
36. Pencarelli, T.; Migliaccio, M. Creatività e innovazione nel turismo. In Creatività Innovazione e Territorio. 

Ecosistemi del Valore per la Competizione Globale; Pilotti, L., Ed.; Il Mulino: Bologna, Germany, 2011. 
37. Porter, M. The competitive Advantage of Nations; Free Press: New York, NY, USA, 1990. 



Sustainability 2017, 9, 2301  15 of 19 

38. Weidenfeld, A.; Williams, A.M.; Butler, R.W. Knowledge transfer and Innovation among attractions. Ann. 
Tour. Res. 2010, 37, 604–626, doi:10.1016/j.annals.2009.12.001. 

39. Paniccia, P.M.A.; Leoni, L.; Cicerchia, A. Residenze e borghi storici in Italia: Un’opportunità di crescita 
sinergica nell’ottica della sostenibilità per il management turistico e immobiliare. In Real Estate. Tendenze 
Evolutive Del Settore; Cafferata, R., Ed.; Il Mulino: Bologna, Italy, 2015; pp. 301–335. 

40. OECD. Tourism and the Creative Economy; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2014. 
41. Pine, B.J.; Gilmore, J.H. The Experience Economy; Harvard Business School Press: Boston, MA, USA, 1999; 

Volume 63. 
42. Meuter, M.L.; Ostrom, A.L.; Roundtree, R.I.; Bitner, M.J. Self-service technologies: Understanding customer 

satisfaction with technology-based service encounters. J. Mark. 2000, 64, 50–64, doi:10.1509/jmkg.64.3.50.18024. 
43. Sandström, S.; Edvardsson, B.; Kristensson, P.; Magnusson, P. Value in use through service experience. 

Manag. Serv. Qual. Int. J. 2008, 18, 112–126, doi:10.1108/09604520810859184. 
44. Pencarelli, T.; Splendiani, S.; Cerquetti, M.; Dini, M. Il ruolo delle imprese ricettive nei processi di sviluppo 

sostenibile dei territori a vocazione turistica: Evidenze empiriche dalla regione Marche. In Management per 
la Sostenibilità Dello Sviluppo Turistico e la Competitività Delle Destinazioni; Franch, M., Martini, U., Eds.; Il 
Mulino: Bologna, Germany, 2013. 

45. Pol, E.; Ville, S. Social innovation: Buzz word or enduring term? J. Socio-Econ. 2009, 38, 878–885, 
doi:10.1016/j.socec.2009.02.011. 

46. Kerr, J. Monastic Hospitality: The Benedictines in England, c. 1070–c. 1250; Boydell Press: Woodbridge, 
Suffolk, UK, 2007. 

47. Lashley, C. Religious Perspectives on Hospitality. In Routledge Handbook of Hospitality Studies; Lashley, C., 
Ed.; Routledge: Oxford, UK, 2017; Chapter 9. 

48. O’Gorman, K.D. The Origins of Hospitality and Tourism; Goodfellow, Oxford, UK, 2010. 
49. Atuire, A.C. Il Viaggio Della Vita. Il Pellegrinaggio. Available online: https://www.libreriauniversitaria.it/ 

ebook/9788897453833/autore-padre-caesar-atuire/il-viaggio-della-vita-e-book.htm (accessed on 11 
December 2017). 

50. Gupta, V. Sustainable tourism: Learning from Indian religious traditions. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 
1999, 11, 91–95, doi:10.1108/09596119910250751. 

51. Weidenfeld, A. Religious needs in the hospitality industry. Tour. Hosp. Res. 2006, 6, 143–159, 
doi:10.1057/palgrave.thr.6040052. 

52. Vatican Secretariat of State. Statistical Yearbook of the Church; Vatican Publishing House: Vatican City, Italy, 
2015. 

53. Vatican Secretariat of State. The Pontificial Yearbook, Vatican Publishing House: Vatican City, Italy, 2017. 
54. CNN—Travel. Religious Conversions: Renovating Monastery Resorts and More, 12th October 2012. 

Available online: http://edition.cnn.com/travel/article/monastery-stays-travel/index.html (accessed on 30 
September 2017). 

55. Fiorentino, F. Parchi a Tema, Congressi e Golf: Sarà “Su Misura” Il Turismo Del Futuro. Corriere Della 
Sera—Economia, 5 May 2010. Available online: https://www.pressreader.com/italy/ 
corriere-della-sera-roma/20100507/281616711583496 (accessed on 11 December 2017). 

56. Paolini, A. Colosseo Dimenticato, Schiaffo al Turismo. La Repubblica—Rome, 5 May 2010. Available online: 
http://ricerca.repubblica.it/repubblica/archivio/repubblica/2010/05/07/colosseo-dimenticato-schiaffo-al-tur
ismo.html (accessed on 11 December 2017). 

57. The New York Times—Travel. Monastic Doors Open for Travellers. The New York Times, 19 October 2008. 
Available online: http://www.nytimes.com/2008/10/19/travel/19journeys.html (accessed on 30 September 
2017). 

58. Shackley, M. Accommodating the spiritual tourist; the case of the religious retreat house. In Small Firms in 
Tourism: International Perspectives; Thomas, R., Ed.; Elsevier: London, UK, 2004; pp. 225–239. 

59. Henderson, J.C. Sharia-compliant hotels. Tour. Hosp. Res. 2010, 10, 246–254, doi:10.1057/thr.2010.3. 
60. Hung, K. Experiencing Buddhism in Chinese Hotels: Toward the Construction of a Religious Lodging 

Experience. J. Travel Tour. Mark. 2015, 32, 1081–1098. 
61. Sahida, W.; Rahman, S.A.; Awang, K.; Man, Y.C. The Implementation of Shariah Compliance Concept 

Hotel: De Palma Hotel Ampang, Malaysia. In Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on 
Humanities, Historical and Social Sciences, Cairo, Egypt, 21–23 October 2011; IACSIT Press: Singapore, 
2011; Volume 17. 



Sustainability 2017, 9, 2301  16 of 19 

62. Salleh, N.Z.M.; Hamid, A.B.A.; Hashim, N.H.; Omain, S.Z. The Practice of Shariah-Compliant Hotel in 
Malaysia. Int. J. Trade Econ. Financ. 2014, 5, 26–30, doi:10.7763/IJTEF.2014.V5.335. 

63. Rinschede, G. Forms of religious tourism. Ann. Tour. Res. 1992, 19, 51–67, doi:10.1016/0160-7383(92)90106-Y. 
64. Vukonic, B. Religion, Tourism and Economics: A Convenient Symbiosis. Tour. Recreat. Res. 2002, 27, 59–64, 

doi:10.1080/02508281.2002.11081221. 
65. Weidenfeld, A.; Ron, A.S. Religious Needs in the Tourism Industry. Anatol. Int. J. Tour. Hosp. Res. 2008, 19, 

357–361, doi:10.1080/13032917.2008.9687080.  
66. Ryan, M.M.; McKenzie, F.H. A monastic tourist experience: The packaging of a place. Tour. Geogr. 2003, 5, 

54–70, doi:10.1080/1461668032000034079. 
67. Paniccia, P.M.A.; Leoni, L. Co-evolution in tourism: The case of Albergo Diffuso. Curr. Issues Tour. 2017, 1–28, 

doi:10.1080/13683500.2017.1367763.  
68. Paniccia, P.M.A.; Minguzzi, A.; Valeri, M. Coevoluzione tra impresa e destinazione turistica. L’esperienza 

innovativa dell’albergo diffuso. In Creatività, Innovazione e Territorio. Ecosistemi del Valore per la Competizione 
Globale; Pilotti, L., Ed.; Il Mulino: Bologna, Italy, 2011; pp. 405–461. 

69. Brundtland, G.H. Our Common Future: Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development; 
United Nations: New York, NY, USA, 1987. Available online: https://www.sswm.info/sites/default/ 
files/reference_attachments/UN%20WCED%201987%20Brundtland%20Report.pdf (accessed on 11 
December 2017). 

70. Butler, R.W. Sustainable tourism: A state-of-the-art review. Tour. Geogr. 1999, 1, 7–25. 
71. Butler, R.W. Tourism—An evolutionary perspective. In Tourism and Sustainable Development: Monitoring, 

Planning, Managing; University of Waterloo, Department of Geography Publication Series, ON, Canada, 
1993; Volume 37. 

72. Gogonea, R.M.; Baltălungă, A.A.; Nedelcu, A.; Dumitrescu, D. Tourism Pressure at the Regional Level in 
the Context of Sustainable Development in Romania. Sustainability 2017, 9, 698, doi:10.3390/su9050698. 

73. Hunter, C. Sustainable tourism as an adaptive paradigm. Ann. Tour. Res. 1997, 24, 850–867, 
doi:10.1016/S0160-7383(97)00036-4. 

74. Moscardo, G.; Murphy, L. There is no such thing as sustainable tourism: Re-conceptualizing tourism as a 
tool for sustainability. Sustainability 2014, 6, 2538–2561, doi:10.3390/su6052538. 

75. Paunović, I.; Jovanović, V. Implementation of Sustainable Tourism in the German Alps: A Case Study. 
Sustainability 2017, 9, 226, doi:10.3390/su9020226. 

76. Quaranta, G.; Citro, E.; Salvia, R. Economic and Social Sustainable Synergies to Promote Innovations in 
Rural Tourism and Local Development. Sustainability 2016, 8, 668, doi:10.3390/su8070668. 

77. Villanueva-Álvaro, J.J.; Mondéjar-Jiménez, J.; Sáez-Martínez, F.J. Rural Tourism: Development, 
Management and Sustainability in Rural Establishments. Sustainability 2017, 9, 818, doi:10.3390/su9050818. 

78. World Tourism Organization (UNWTO). Sustainable Tourism for Development. 2013. Available online: 
http://cf.cdn.unwto.org/sites/all/files/docpdf/devcoengfinal.pdf (accessed on 30 September 2017). 

79. Bramwell, B.; Lane, B. Sustainable tourism: An evolving global approach. J. Sustain. Tour. 1993, 1, 1–5. 
80. Cater, E. Ecotourism in the third world: Problems for sustainable tourism development. Tour. Manag. 1993, 

14, 85–90, doi:10.1016/0261-5177(93)90040-R. 
81. Cronin, L. A strategy for tourism and sustainable developments. World Leis. Recreat. 1990, 32, 12–18, 

doi:10.1080/10261133.1990.10559117. 
82. Lane, B. Sustainable rural tourism strategies: A tool for development and conservation. J. Sustain. Tour. 

1994, 2, 102–111, doi:10.1080/09669589409510687. 
83. Barile, S.; Saviano, M.; Iandolo, F.; Caputo, F. La Dinamica Della Sostenibilità Tra Vortici e Correnti, 

XXXVII Convegno Nazionale AIDEA Sviluppo, Sostenibilità e Competitività Delle Aziende: Il Contributo 
Degli Economisti aziendali, 2015, Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore–Piacenza. Available online: 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/286756262_La_dinamica_della_sostenibilita_tra_vortici_e_corr
enti (accessed on 30 September 2017). 

84. Chávez-Cortés, M.; Maya, J.A.A. Identifying and structuring values to guide the choice of sustainability 
indicators for tourism development. Sustainability 2010, 2, 3074–3099, doi:10.3390/su2093074. 

85. Crouch, G.I.; Ritchie, J.B. Tourism, competitiveness, and societal prosperity. J. Bus. Res. 1999, 44, 137–152, 
doi:10.1016/S0148-2963(97)00196-3. 

86. Enright, M.J.; Newton, J. Tourism destination competitiveness: A quantitative approach. Tour. Manag. 
2004, 25, 777–788, doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2004.06.008. 



Sustainability 2017, 9, 2301  17 of 19 

87. Hunter, C.; Green, H. Tourism and the Environment: A Sustainable Relationship; Routledge: 
Abingdon-on-Thames, UK, 1995. 

88. Kozak, M. Destination competitiveness measurement: Analysis of effective factors and indicators. In 
Proceedings of the 39th Congress of the European Regional Science Association: Regional Cohesion and 
Competitiveness in 21st Century Europe, Dublin, Ireland, 23–27 August 1999. 

89. Martini, U. Introduzione. Approccio alla sostenibilità, governance e competitività delle destinazioni 
turistiche: Stato dell’arte e prospettive. In Management per la Sostenibilità Dello Sviluppo Turistico e la 
Competitività Delle Destinazioni; Franch, M., Martini, U., Eds.; GSA Aidea, il Mulino, Bologna, Italy, 2013. 

90. Mazanec, J.A.; Wöber, K.; Zins, A.H. Tourism destination competitiveness: From definition to 
explanation? J. Travel Res. 2007, 46, 86–95, doi:10.1177/0047287507302389. 

91. Middleton, V.T.; Hawkins, R. Sustainable Tourism: A Marketing Perspective; Routledge: Abingdon-on-Thames, 
UK, 1998. 

92. Mihalič, T. Environmental management of a tourist destination: A factor of tourism competitiveness. Tour. 
Manag. 2000, 21, 65–78, doi:10.1016/S0261-5177(99)00096-5. 

93. Molina-Azorin, J.F.; Pereira-Moliner, J.; Claver-Cortés, E. The importance of the firm and destination 
effects to explain firm performance. Tour. Manag. 2010, 31, 22–28, doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2009.02.009. 

94. Reed, M.G. Power relations and community-based tourism planning. Ann. Tour. Res. 1997, 24, 566–591, 
doi:10.1016/S0160-7383(97)00023-6. 

95. Sheehan, L.R.; Ritchie, J.B. Destination stakeholders exploring identity and salience. Ann. Tour. Res. 2005, 
32, 711–734, doi:10.1016/j.annals.2004.10.013. 

96. Zamfir, A.; Corbos, R.A. Towards Sustainable Tourism Development in Urban Areas: Case Study on 
Bucharest as Tourist Destination. Sustainability 2015, 7, 12709–12722, doi:10.3390/su70912709. 

97. Darwin, R.C. On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the 
Struggle for Life; John Murray: London, UK, 1859. 

98. Breslin, D. Interpreting futures through the multi-level co-evolution of organizational practices. Futures 
2011, 43, 1020–1028, doi:10.1016/j.futures.2011.07.001. 

99. Hodgson, G.M. Understanding organizational evolution: Toward a research agenda using Generalized 
Darwinism. Organ. Stud. 2013, 34, 973–992, doi:10.1177/0170840613485855. 

100. Lewin, A.Y.; Volberda, H. Prolegomena on Coevolution: A framework for research on strategy and new 
organizational forms. Organ. Sci. 1999, 10, 519–534, doi:10.1287/orsc.10.5.519. 

101. Abatecola, G. Interpreting corporate crises: Towards a co-evolutionary approach. Futures 2012, 44, 860–
869, doi:10.1016/j.futures.2012.09.002. 

102. Ahlstrom, D.; Bruton, G.D. Rapid institutional shifts and the co-evolution of entrepreneurial firms in 
transition economies. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2010, 34, 531–554, doi:10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00373.x. 

103. Cafferata, R. Darwinist connections between the systemness of social organizations and their evolution. J. 
Manag. Gov. 2014, 20, 1–26, doi:10.1007/s10997-014-9303-z. 

104. Boschma, R.; Martin, R. The aims and scope of evolutionary economic geography. In The Handbook of 
Evolutionary Economic Geography; Edward Elgar Publishing Limited, Cheltenham, UK, 2010; pp. 3–39, 
doi:10.4337/9781849806497.00007. 

105. Brouder, P.; Eriksson, R.H. Tourism evolution: On the synergies of tourism studies and evolutionary 
economic geography. Ann. Tour. Res. 2013, 43, 370–389, doi:10.1016/j.annals.2013.07.001. 

106. Essletzbichler, J. Evolutionary economic geography, institutions, and political economy. Econ. Geogr. 2009, 
85, 159–165, doi:10.1111/j.1944-8287.2009.01019.x. 

107. Essletzbichler, J. Generalized Darwinism, group selection and evolutionary economic geography. 
Zeitschrift für Wirtschaftsgeographie 2012, 56, 129–146, doi:10.1515/zfw.2012.0010. 

108. Robertsson, L.; Marjavaara, R. The Seasonal Buzz: Knowledge Transfer in a Temporary Setting. Tour. Plan. 
Dev. 2015, 12, 251–265, doi:10.1080/21568316.2014.947437. 

109. Prahalad, C.K.; Ramaswamy, V. The Future of Competition: Co-Creating Unique Value with Customers; 
Harvard Business Press: Brighton, MA, USA, 2004. 

110. Baum, J.A.C.; Singh, J. (Eds.) Evolutionary Dynamics of Organizations; Oxford University Press: New York, 
NY, USA, 1994. 

111. Lewontin, R.C. Adaptation. Sci. Am. 1989, 239, 157–169, doi:10.1038/scientificamerican0978-212. 
112. Murmann, J.P. Knowledge and Competitive Advantage: The Coevolution of Firms, Technology, and National 

Institutions; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2003. 



Sustainability 2017, 9, 2301  18 of 19 

113. Kast, F.E.; Rosenzweig, J.E. General Systems Theory: Applications for Organization and Management. In 
Contingency Views of Organization and Management; Kast, F.E., Rosenzweig, J.E., Eds.; Science Research 
Associates: Chicago, IL, USA, 1973; pp. 38–56.  

114. Arthur, W.B. Increasing Returns and Path Dependence in the Economy; University of Michigan Press: Ann 
Arbor, MI, USA, 1994; doi:10.3998/mpub.10029. 

115. Martin, R. Roepke lecture in economic geography—Rethinking regional path dependence: Beyond lock-in 
to evolution. Econ. Geogr. 2010, 86, 1–27, doi:10.1111/j.1944-8287.2009.01056.x. 

116. Child, J. Organizational structure, environment and performance: The role of strategic choice. Sociology 
1972, 6, 1–22, doi:10.1177/003803857200600101. 

117. Weick, K. The Social Psychology of Organizing; Random House: New York, NY, USA, 1969. 
118. Shaw, G.; Bailey, A.; Williams, A. Aspects of service-dominant logic and its implications for tourism 

management: Examples from the hotel industry. Tour. Manag. 2011, 32, 207–214, 
doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2010.05.020. 

119. Bowers, M.R.; Martin, C.L.; Luker, A. Trading places: Employees as customers, customers as employees. J. 
Serv. Mark. 1990, 4, 55–69. 

120. Poon, A. Tourism, Technology and Competitive Strategies; CAB International: Wallingford, UK, 1993. 
121. Xie, C.; Bagozzi, R.P.; Troye, S.V. Trying to prosume: Toward a theory of consumers as co-creators of 

value. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 2008, 36, 109–122, doi:10.1007/s11747-007-0060-2. 
122. Benson, J.K. Organizations: A Dialectial View. Adm. Sci. Q. 1977, 1, 1–21. 
123. Uriely, N. The tourist experience: Conceptual developments. Ann. Tour. Res. 2005, 32, 199–216, 

doi:10.1016/j.annals.2004.07.008. 
124. Pechlaner, H.; Volgger, M. How to promote cooperation in the hospitality industry: Generating 

practitioner-relevant knowledge using the GABEK qualitative research strategy. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. 
Manag. 2012, 24, 925–945. 

125. Paniccia, P.M.A. Nuovi fermenti di sviluppo sostenibile nel turismo: L’esempio dell’“albergo diffuso”. Tra 
borghi storici, residenze d’epoca e antichi casali rurali. Impresa Progett. Electron. J. Manag. 2012, 1, 1–26. 

126. Weaver, D.B. A broad context model of destination development scenarios. Tour. Manag. 2000, 21, 217–224, 
doi:10.1016/S0261-5177(99)00054-0. 

127. Brouder, P.; Fullerton, C. Exploring Heterogeneous Tourism Development Paths: Cascade Effect or 
Co-evolution in Niagara? Scand. J. Hosp. Tour. 2015, 15, 152–166, doi:10.1080/15022250.2015.1014182. 

128. Stake, R.E. The Art of Case Study Research; Sage: Newcastle, UK, 1995. 
129. Yin, R. Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 4th ed.; Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2009. 
130. García-Cabrera, A.M.; Durán-Herrera, J.J. Does the tourism industry co-evolve? Ann. Tour. Res. 2014, 47, 

81–83, doi:10.1016/j.annals.2014.05.004. 
131. Ma, M.; Hassink, R. An evolutionary perspective on tourism area development. Ann. Tour. Res. 2013, 41, 

89–109, doi:10.1016/j.annals.2012.12.004. 
132. Van Driel, H.; Volberda, H.W.; Eikelboom, S.; Kamerbeek, E. A co-evolutionary analysis of longevity: 

Pakhoed and its predecessors. Bus. Hist. 2015, 57, 1277–1305, doi:10.1080/00076791.2015.1026261. 
133. Volberda, H.W.; Van Den Bosch, F.A.J.; Mihalache, O.R. Advancing management innovation: 

Synthesizing processes, levels of analysis, and change agents. Organ. Stud. 2014, 35, 1245–1264, 
doi:10.1177/0170840614546155. 

134. Eisenhardt, K.M.; Graebner, M.E. Theory building from cases: Opportunities and challenges. Acad. Manag. 
J. 2007, 50, 25–32, doi:10.5465/AMJ.2007.24160888. 

135. Jick, T.D. Mixing qualitative and quantitative methods: Triangulation in action. Adm. Sci. Q. 1979, 24, 602–
611, doi:10.2307/2392366. 

136. Johansson, R. Case study methodology. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Methodologies 
in Housing Research, Stockholm, Sweden, 22–24 September 2003. 

137. Istat. Capacità Degli Esercizi Ricettivi e Movimento Dei Client Negli Esercizi Ricettivi. 2016. Available 
online: dati.istat.it (accessed on 13 October 2017). 

138. Brouder, P.; Ioannides, D. Urban tourism and evolutionary economic geography: Complexity and 
co-evolution in contested spaces. Urban Forum 2014, 25, 419–430, doi:10.1007/s12132-014-9239-z. 

139. Gill, A.M.; Williams, P.W. Mindful deviation in creating a governance path towards sustainability in resort 
destinations. Tour. Geogr. 2014, 16, 546–562, doi:10.1080/14616688.2014.925964. 



Sustainability 2017, 9, 2301  19 of 19 

140. Porter, M.E.; Kramer, M.R. Strategy and society: The link between corporate social responsibility and 
competitive advantage. Harvard Bus. Rev. 2006, 84, 78–92. 

141. Hrebiniak, L.G.; Joyce, W.F. Organizational Adaptation: Strategic Choice and Environmental 
Determinism. Adm. Sci. Q. 1985, 3, 363–349. 

142. Beritelli, P. Cooperation among prominent actors in a tourist destination. Ann. Tour. Res. 2011, 38, 607–629, 
doi:10.1016/j.annals.2010.11.015. 

143. Brouder, P. Creative outposts: Tourism’s place in rural innovation. Tour. Plan. Dev. 2012, 9, 383–396, 
doi:10.1080/21568316.2012.726254. 

144. Randelli, F.; Romei, P.; Tortora, M. An evolutionary approach to the study of rural tourism: The case of 
Tuscany. Land Use Policy 2014, 38, 276–281, doi:10.1016/j.landusepol.2013.11.009. 

145. Saxena, G.; Ilbery, B. Integrated rural tourism. A border case study. Ann. Tour. Res. 2008, 35, 233–254, 
doi:10.1016/j.annals.2007.07.010. 

© 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access 
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution 
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 


