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Business model replication is widely recognized as an effective strategy
for accelerating business growth. However, organizations adopting similar
business models often achieve markedly different performance outcomes. This
study aims to explain why business model replication fails to produce
comparable competitive performance by examining the strategic role of the
destination ecosystem in greenhouse-based agritourism. A comparative
qualitative case study was conducted at two greenhouse-based fruit-picking
destinations in East Java, Indonesia. Although both businesses adopted similar
business concepts, cultivation practices, and managerial approaches under the
guidance of the same mentor, they demonstrated substantially different business
performance.

Data were collected through field observations, semi-structured
interviews, and document analysis and were analyzed using the interactive
model of Miles, Huberman, and Saldafia, complemented by cross-case
comparison. The findings reveal that business model replication alone is
insufficient to achieve competitive success. Instead, differences in business
performance are primarily explained by the destination ecosystem in which the
businesses operate. Agritourism integrated with complementary attractions
benefits from visitor spillover, broader tourism experiences, higher purchasing
opportunities, and repeat visitation, whereas standalone agritourism relies
almost entirely on intentionally planned visits.

These findings suggest that the destination ecosystem functions as a
strategic context that determines how organizational capabilities are translated
into competitive performance. This study contributes to strategic management
by demonstrating that competitive advantage depends not only on internal
business capabilities but also on the strategic embeddedness of firms within
interconnected tourism ecosystems.

INTRODUCTION

Agritourism has emerged as one of the fastest-growing sectors within sustainable tourism by integrating agricultural

production, tourism experiences, and rural economic development. Beyond generating additional income for farmers, agritourism

contributes to environmental conservation, cultural preservation, and community empowerment, making it an important strategy for

achieving sustainable development. Recent bibliometric studies indicate a substantial increase in agritourism research over the past

two decades, with sustainability becoming one of the dominant research themes [1]. Nevertheless, existing studies remain heavily

concentrated on the economic contribution, tourist motivation, service quality, and environmental sustainability dimensions, while
strategic factors determining long-term competitiveness receive comparatively less attention.

Beyond generating additional income for farmers, agritourism is increasingly recognized as a strategic approach to
strengthening rural economies, creating employment opportunities, and promoting sustainable tourism. Recent bibliometric evidence
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also indicates that research on agritourism has expanded considerably during the post-pandemic period. Indonesia is currently the
second most frequently studied country in agritourism research after the United States, with publication trends increasing significantly
between 2020 and 2025 [2]. Nevertheless, existing studies continue to identify persistent challenges, including limited stakeholder
collaboration, inadequate destination management, weak promotional strategies, and insufficient integration among tourism actors.

The growing importance of agritourism is also reflected in its market performance. The global agritourism market was valued
at approximately USD 9.18 billion in 2025 and is projected to reach USD 28.38 billion by 2034, growing at a compound annual growth
rate (CAGR) of 13.36% [3]This rapid expansion reinforces previous findings that agritourism has evolved beyond a recreational
activity into a strategic instrument for rural development, agricultural diversification, and sustainable regional competitiveness [1], [4],
[5]-

The growing popularity of agritourism has encouraged researchers to investigate various determinants of destination
performance. Previous studies have predominantly emphasized product quality, service quality, visitor satisfaction, destination image,
marketing communication, and tourists' behavioral intentions as the primary drivers of agritourism competitiveness. These studies have
generated valuable insights into how agritourism operators improve customer experiences and increase visitor loyalty. However, such
perspectives largely examine competitiveness from the perspective of individual businesses rather than considering the broader
strategic environment in which agritourism destinations operate.[6], [7], [8], [9].

From a strategic management perspective, business performance is rarely determined by internal resources alone.
Competitive advantage is often influenced by the interaction between firms and the surrounding ecosystem, including complementary
attractions, supporting industries, accessibility, and stakeholder networks. Tourism destinations function as interconnected systems in
which visitors experience multiple attractions during a single trip. Consequently, the presence of complementary destinations may
generate visitor spillover, extend tourists' length of stay, increase purchasing opportunities, and stimulate repeat visitation. Although
destination competitiveness has been discussed extensively in tourism literature, empirical evidence explaining how the surrounding
destination ecosystem shapes the performance of agritourism businesses remains limited, particularly in the context of greenhouse-
based agritourism [10], [11], [12], [13].

This gap becomes more evident through observations conducted in two agritourism destinations with similar core products
but contrasting business performance. The first destination, operating as a standalone fruit-picking attraction, attracted only
approximately ten visitors over a two-day observation period, with most visitors purchasing only one or two melons. In contrast,
another greenhouse-based fruit-picking destination located adjacent to established tourist attractions sold approximately 1,500 melons
within the same period. These observations are consistent with previous studies suggesting that agritourism performance is influenced
not only by the attractiveness of the core product but also by destination management, accessibility, supporting resources, and visitors'
post-visit behavioral responses such as repeat visitation and positive word-of-mouth [14]. Interestingly, a substantial proportion of
visitors returned on the following day accompanied by family members or friends, indicating the emergence of repeat visitation and
positive word-of-mouth. These contrasting outcomes suggest that product similarity alone cannot adequately explain differences in
business performance. Instead, the strategic configuration of the surrounding tourism environment appears to play a decisive role.

Despite increasing attention to agritourism competitiveness, previous studies have largely overlooked the concept of
destination ecosystem as a strategic determinant of business performance. Existing research tends to evaluate destinations
independently by emphasizing internal managerial capabilities, while giving limited attention to how spatial proximity to
complementary attractions creates synergistic value that enhances visitor flows and market performance. Consequently, the strategic
implications of co-location within tourism ecosystems remain insufficiently explored in agritourism literature [13], [15], [16], [17],
[18].

This study addresses the above research gap by examining how destination ecosystem influences the competitiveness of
greenhouse-based agritourism through a comparative qualitative case study. Rather than focusing solely on product attributes or service
quality, this research positions destination ecosystem as a strategic asset capable of generating visitor spillover, repeat visitation, and
sustainable competitive advantage. The study contributes to the strategic management literature by extending discussions on destination
competitiveness from an ecosystem perspective and offers practical insights for policymakers and agritourism operators in designing
sustainable rural tourism development strategies.

METHODS

This study adopted a comparative qualitative case study to examine how the destination ecosystem influences the
performance of greenhouse-based agritourism businesses. The research was conducted at two fruit-picking destinations in Kediri East
Java, Indonesia, which offer similar tourism products but operate under different destination settings. The first case is situated within
an integrated tourism area surrounded by complementary attractions, whereas the second operates as a standalone agritourism
destination. This design enabled an in-depth comparison of the strategic factors contributing to differences in business performance
beyond product characteristics.

Data were collected through direct observation, semi-structured interviews, and document review. Observations focused on
visitor flow, purchasing behavior, accessibility, and the surrounding tourism environment, while interviews with destination managers
explored business strategies, operational conditions, and perceived drivers of competitiveness. The data were analyzed using the
interactive model of [19], comprising data condensation, data display, and conclusion drawing. A cross-case analysis was then
conducted to identify recurring patterns and strategic differences between the two destinations. To enhance the credibility of the
findings, data triangulation was applied by comparing evidence obtained from observations, interviews, and supporting documents.
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Figure 1. Research Design and Analitycal Procedure

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

RESULT

To address the research objective, this study conducted a cross-case comparison between two greenhouse-based agritourism
destinations that shared comparable business characteristics but exhibited substantially different business performance. The
comparative design enabled the identification of contextual factors beyond internal organizational capabilities that may explain why
similar business models produce contrasting competitive outcomes. The comparison focused on business characteristics, destination
context, visitor behavior, and business performance based on observations and semi-structured interviews with the managers of both
agritourism destinations.

As presented in Table 1, the two agritourism businesses demonstrated considerable similarities in their business models,
including the greenhouse-based fruit-picking concept, melon cultivation, operational practices, and technical guidance received from
the same agricultural mentor. These similarities establish that both cases are sufficiently comparable for cross-case analysis while
highlighting several important differences in destination context and business performance. The empirical evidence presented in Tables

1 forms the basis for identifying the strategic factors that explain the contrasting competitive outcomes observed in this study.
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Table 1. Empirical Evidence of Comparable Business Models but Contrasting Competitive Performance

No Aspect %g}%ggd Agritourism itgg(i?}gls; Interpretation

1 Business model Comparable Comparable Similar internal business model

2 Mentor Same mentor Same mentor Similar managerial knowledge

3 Product Melon greenhouse Melon greenhouse Comparable product

4 Visitor flow High Low Difterent tourism demand

5 Complementary Available Limited Different destination ecosystem

attractions

6 Visitor spillover Evident Not evident Different visitor movement
patterns

7 Repeat visitation High Low Different visitor engagement

8 Sales performance +1,500 melons/2 days 110 visitors/2 days Contrasting competitive
performance

9 Destination ecosystem Destination ecosystem Integrated tourism Different Strategic Context

area
a. Similar Business Models

64

The comparative analysis revealed that both agritourism businesses shared remarkably similar business characteristics
despite operating in different locations. Both destinations adopted a greenhouse-based fruit-picking concept, cultivated
comparable melon varieties, and offered visitors the experience of harvesting melons directly from the greenhouse. Furthermore,
interviews indicated that the managers of both destinations received technical guidance from the same agricultural mentor,

resulting in similar cultivation practices, greenhouse management techniques, and business concepts. These similarities suggest

that both businesses possessed relatively comparable operational knowledge and agricultural capabilities.

In addition to similarities in production systems, both destinations employed comparable marketing approaches by utilizing
social media platforms to introduce their agritourism activities and promote greenhouse melon products. The interview data also
showed that both businesses sought to provide educational and recreational experiences through fruit-picking activities rather than

merely selling agricultural products. These findings indicate that the two agritourism businesses operated under relatively similar

business models, allowing subsequent comparisons to focus on contextual factors beyond internal business characteristics.

Contrasting Business Performance

Despite adopting similar business models, the two agritourism destinations demonstrated substantially different business
performance. Field observations showed that the integrated greenhouse agritourism sold approximately 1,500 melons within two
days, whereas the standalone agritourism attracted only around ten visitors during the same observation period, with most visitors
purchasing only one or two melons. The integrated destination also experienced repeat visitation, where several visitors returned

on the following day accompanied by family members or friends. In contrast, repeat visits were rarely observed at the standalone

destination.

The interviews further supported these observations. The manager of the standalone agritourism acknowledged that visitor
numbers remained relatively limited despite adopting a business concept similar to that of the integrated destination. Conversely,
the manager of the integrated agritourism explained that visitors originated from various regions and often combined fruit-picking

activities with visits to nearby attractions before purchasing melons. These findings demonstrate that businesses operating under

similar managerial practices and production systems may experience substantially different competitive outcomes.

Evidence of Destination Ecosystem

The comparative findings suggest that the surrounding tourism environment played a significant role in shaping visitor
movement between destinations. Interviews with the manager of the integrated agritourism indicated that many visitors initially
came to nearby tourist attractions before extending their trips to the greenhouse. The destination was located within an area

offering multiple complementary attractions, including culinary facilities, riverside tourism, family recreation, and community-

based activities, enabling visitors to experience several tourism products during a single journey.

In contrast, the standalone agritourism was situated in an agricultural area with limited supporting attractions. The manager
explained that visitors generally came only with the specific intention of purchasing or harvesting melons, and the absence of
nearby tourism activities reduced opportunities to attract additional visitors. The participant also recognized that the integrated

destination benefited from its surrounding tourism environment, whereas the standalone greenhouse relied almost entirely on
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independently generated visitor demand. These findings provide empirical evidence that differences in business performance were
closely associated with differences in the surrounding destination ecosystem rather than with differences in products or production

capabilities.

DISCUSSION

a.

‘Why Business Model Replication Failed
The findings reveal that replicating a successful business model does not necessarily produce similar business performance.

Although both agritourism destinations adopted comparable greenhouse concepts, cultivated similar melon varieties, implemented
similar production systems, and received technical guidance from the same mentor, they achieved substantially different
outcomes. This indicates that business model replication alone is insufficient to guarantee competitive success because
organizational performance is influenced by contextual factors beyond operational similarity.

From the perspective of the Resource-Based View (RBV), firms achieve sustainable competitive advantage when they
possess valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable resources [20]. However, the present findings suggest that possessing
similar organizational resources and capabilities does not automatically generate comparable performance [21]. While both
agritourism businesses shared similar tangible resources and managerial knowledge, they operated within different external
environments that affected how those resources were transformed into competitive outcomes [15]. Therefore, the effectiveness of
organizational resources appears to depend on the context in which they are deployed rather than on the resources themselves
[21].

This finding also complements Porter's theory of competitive advantage, which emphasizes that firms do not compete in
isolation but within broader competitive environments[22]. Porter argues that business performance is shaped by interactions
among firms, supporting industries, customers, and surrounding institutions. The present study supports this argument by
demonstrating that similar business models may generate contrasting outcomes when they are embedded in different strategic
environments [23]. Consequently, successful business replication should not focus solely on copying products or operational

practices but also on understanding the strategic characteristics of the environment in which the business operates.

Destination Ecosystem as Strategic Explanation
The contrasting business performance observed in this study can be better understood through the concept of the destination

ecosystem. The findings indicate that the integrated agritourism destination benefited from the presence of complementary
attractions that continuously generated visitor movement across the tourism area. Rather than visiting the greenhouse as a single-
purpose destination, tourists incorporated fruit-picking into a broader travel experience that included culinary activities, recreation,
and other leisure attractions. Consequently, the greenhouse became part of an interconnected tourism experience rather than an
isolated business entity.

From the perspective of strategic management, this phenomenon illustrates that destination ecosystem functions as an
external strategic resource capable of enhancing business competitiveness [18]. Porter explains that geographical concentration
creates mutual benefits because interconnected businesses strengthen each other's competitive position through complementary
activities[22]. In the present study, the surrounding tourism attractions generated visitor spillover that increased purchasing
opportunities and encouraged repeat visitation [24]. Therefore, competitive advantage emerged not only from the agritourism
enterprise itself but also from its strategic embeddedness within a supportive tourism environment.

Unlike conventional perspectives that explain agritourism performance primarily through internal organizational factors, this
study suggests that the surrounding tourism ecosystem deserves greater attention as a determinant of business competitiveness
[1]. The findings indicate that destination ecosystem facilitates visitor spillover, extends visitor engagement, and creates additional
economic opportunities for individual businesses operating within the tourism area [25]. This perspective provides an alternative
explanation for why businesses with comparable organizational capabilities may experience substantially different competitive

outcomes when operating under different destination contexts.

Implications for Strategic Management
This study contributes to the strategic management literature by demonstrating that competitive advantage cannot be fully

understood through firm-level resources alone. Although the Resource-Based View emphasizes the importance of internal

capabilities, the present findings indicate that these capabilities become more valuable when firms operate within supportive
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external environments. Accordingly, business performance should be viewed as the result of interactions between organizational
capabilities and the surrounding strategic ecosystem.

The study also extends Porter's perspective on competitive advantage by highlighting the importance of destination
ecosystems in agritourism. Rather than considering agritourism businesses as independent entities, this research suggests that they
should be understood as components of interconnected tourism systems in which complementary attractions collectively generate
value [25]. Such interactions create visitor spillover, strengthen market opportunities, and enhance business sustainability beyond
what individual firms could achieve independently [26].

Based on these findings, this study proposes that the destination ecosystem may be conceptualized as a strategic asset within
agritourism management [27]. Its strategic value lies not only in geographical proximity but also in its capacity to connect tourism
activities, facilitate visitor circulation, stimulate repeat visitation, and strengthen sustainable competitive performance [27], [28],
[29]. This proposition enriches the strategic management perspective by emphasizing that sustainable competitive advantage
emerges from the alignment between firm-specific capabilities and the broader destination ecosystem in which those capabilities

are embedded [30].

Conceptual Explanation: Destination Ecosystem and Competitive Performance

Why Business Model Replication Fails in Agritourism
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Figure 2. Proposed Conceptual Explanation of Why Comparable Business Models Produce Different Competitive Performance.

The conceptual explanation presented in Figure 1 summarizes the central implication of this study. Although the two

agritourism businesses adopted comparable business models, their competitive performance differed because they operated within

different destination ecosystems. The findings suggest that business model replication alone is insufficient to achieve sustainable

competitive performance. Instead, destination ecosystems function as a strategic context that facilitates visitor spillover, enriches

complementary tourism experiences, and encourages repeat visitation. Consequently, agritourism managers and policymakers should

prioritize the development of integrated destination ecosystems rather than focusing solely on replicating successful business models,

as sustainable competitiveness emerges from the interaction between organizational capabilities and the surrounding tourism

environment. Accordingly, the proposed conceptual explanation extends the strategic management perspective by emphasizing that

sustainable competitive performance is not merely a consequence of internal organizational capabilities but also of firms' strategic

embeddedness within interconnected destination ecosystems.
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CONCLUSIONS

This study demonstrates that the competitive performance of greenhouse-based agritourism cannot be explained solely by business
model replication or firm-specific resources. Although the two agritourism businesses shared comparable products, operational
practices, and managerial knowledge, they achieved markedly different business outcomes because they operated within different
destination ecosystems. The findings indicate that destination ecosystems generate visitor spillover, create complementary tourism
experiences, encourage repeat visitation, and expand market opportunities, thereby enhancing competitive performance. These results
extend the strategic management perspective by suggesting that sustainable competitive advantage emerges not only from internal
organizational capabilities but also from firms’ strategic embeddedness within interconnected tourism ecosystems. Accordingly, this
study proposes destination ecosystem as a strategic external asset that strengthens the effectiveness of organizational resources and
contributes to long-term business competitiveness.

The findings also provide practical implications for agritourism managers and policymakers. Rather than focusing exclusively on
replicating successful business models, agritourism development should emphasize the creation of integrated destination ecosystems
through collaboration among tourism attractions, local communities, supporting businesses, and public institutions. Such integration
may generate broader tourism experiences that increase visitor circulation and business sustainability. Nevertheless, this study is limited
to two comparative cases within greenhouse-based agritourism, which may restrict the generalizability of the findings. Future research
should investigate the organizational values embedded in successful greenhouse-based agritourism management to better understand
how these values foster collaboration among stakeholders, enhance destination ecosystems, and support sustainable competitive
performance. Identifying these values will provide an empirical foundation for developing future value-based strategic management

frameworks in agritourism.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors gratefully acknowledge the financial support provided by the Ministry of Religious Affairs of the Republic of
Indonesia through the Litapdimas Research Grant Program. The authors also sincerely thank M. Kolid Fahmi A, M.Yamin

Bahreni, Nur Gimo, Anam, and Seyra Velin A, for their valuable support during the completion of this research.

REFERENCES

[1] E. Ndhlovu and K. Dube, “Agritourism and sustainability: A global bibliometric analysis of the state of research and dominant
issues,” Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism, vol. 46, Jun. 2024, doi: 10.1016/j.jort.2024.100746.

[2] N. W. Prasetyanto, I. Setiawan, E. Djuwendah, and S. Suhartini, “EMERGING ISSUES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF
AGRITOURISM IN INDONESIA: A BIBLIOMETRIC ANALYSIS,” SEPA: Jurnal Sosial Ekonomi Pertanian dan
Agribisnis, vol. 22, no. 2, p. 207, Sep. 2025, doi: 10.20961/sepa.v22i2.106970.

[3] Fortune Business Insights, “Agritourism Market Size, Share & Industry Analysis, By Type (Direct-market, Education &

Experience, and Event & Recreation), and Regional Forecast, 2026-2034 Source:
https://www.fortunebusinessinsights.com/agritourism-market-103297,” Fortune Business Insights.

[4] C. Barbieri, “Assessing the sustainability of agritourism in the United States,” Journal of Sustainable Tourism.,2013.

[5] S. Phillip, C. Hunter, and K. Blackstock, “A typology for defining agritourism. Tourism Management.,” Tour. Manag., 2010.

[6] M. Roman and N. Kawecki, “Agritourism in Academic Research: Literature Review and Cluster Analysis,” Tourism/Turyzm,
vol. 34, p. 45, 2024, doi: doi.10.18778/0867-5856.34.1.04.

[7] 1. Hidayah, A. W. Muhaimin, and R. Isaskar, “Intention to Revisit Agrotourism: Effect of Service Quality and Visitor

Experience,” Jurnal Teknik Pertanian Lampung (Journal of Agricultural Engineering), vol. 14, no. 6, pp. 2145-2156, Dec.
2025, doi: 10.23960/jtepl.v14i6.2145-2156.

[8] N. T. Tuan, L. A. Tuan, and N. Q. Vinh, “The Influence of Word-of-Mouth and Destination Image on Tourist Loyal-ty at
Agritourism Destinations in Hanoi,” Online, 2024.

[9] L. T. Dat, H. C. Wu, T. N. Li, W. S. Huang, G. B. Liou, and C. M. Hsieh, “The effects of landscape fascination on subjective
well-being and revisit intention: Evidence from agritourism destinations,” International Journal of Tourism Reseacrh, vol.
28, no. 1, Jan. 2024.

[10] A. Madanaguli, P. Kaur, and A. Mazzoleni, “The innovation ecosystem in rural tourism and hospitality — a systematic review
of innovation in rural tourism,” Journal of Knowledge Management, vol. 26, no. 7, p. 1732, 2022.

67



AYU FEBRI PUSPITASARI

[11]
[12]

[13]

[14]
[15]
[16]
[17]
[18]
[19]

[20]

[24]

[25]

[26]

(27]

68

M. Remondino, “Destination Strategies to Enhance Secondary and Niche Tourism Products: Literature Review and Case
Study,” International Journal of Business and Management, vol. 14, no. 5, p. 52, Apr. 2019, doi: 10.5539/ijbm.v14n5p52.

E. Azmi, R. A. Che Rose, A. Awang, and A. Abas, “Innovative and Competitive: A Systematic Literature Review on New
Tourism Destinations and Products for Tourism Supply,” Jan. 01, 2023, MDPI. doi: 10.3390/sul15021187.

L. Reina-Usuga, F. Camino, G. Gomez-Casero, and C. A. Jara Alba, “Rural tourism initiatives and their relationship to
collaborative governance and perceived value: A review of recent research and trends,” Dec. 01, 2024, Elsevier Ltd. doi:
10.1016/j.jdmm.2024.100926.

H. A. Mendoza, “Stakeholders Perspective on Competitiveness and Sustainability of Farm Destinations,” International
Journal of Academe and Industry Research, vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 26-47, 2021.

B. Hillebrand, “An ecosystem perspective on tourism: The implications for tourism organizations,” International Journal of
Tourism Research, vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 517-524, Jul. 2022, doi: 10.1002/jtr.2518.

S. Domi and G. Belletti, “The role of origin products and networking on agritourism performance: The case of Tuscany,” J.
Rural Stud., vol. 90, pp. 113-123, Feb. 2022.

M. Marpaung, Z. Nasution, Sirojulizam, and S. L. andayani, “The mediating role of integrated agritourism cluster development
on regional development in Indonesia,” Journal of Policy Research in Tourism, Leisure and Events ,vol. 17, no. 2, Jul. 2023.
J. Philipp, H. Thees, N. Olbrich, and H. Pechlaner, “Towards an Ecosystem of Hospitality: The Dynamic Future of
Destinations,” Sustainability, vol. 14, no. 2, p. 821, Jan. 2022, doi: 10.3390/su14020821.

M. B. Miles, A. M. Huberman, and J. Saldana, Qualitative Data Analysis, A Methods Sourcebook, Edition 3, 3rd ed. Sage
Publications, 2014.

J. Barney, “Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage,” J. Manage., vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 99-120, Mar. 1991, doi:
10.1177/014920639101700108.

M. S. Gueler and S. Schneider, “The resource-based view in business ecosystems: A perspective on the determinants of a
valuable resource and capability,” J. Bus. Res., vol. 133, pp. 158-169, Sep. 2021, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.04.061.

M. Porter, Competitive Advantage: Creating and Sustaining Superior Performance. New York: Free Press, 1998.

D. Pavelkova, M. Zizka, L. Homolka, A. Knapkova, and N. Pelloneova, “Do clustered firms outperform the non-clustered?
Evidence of financial performance in traditional industries,” Economic Research-Ekonomska IstraZivanja, vol. 34, no. 1, pp.
3270-3292, Jan. 2021, doi: 10.1080/1331677X.2021.1874460.

Y. R. Kim, A. Liu, J. Stienmetz, and Y. Chen, “Visitor flow spillover effects on attraction demand: A spatial econometric
model with multisource data,” Tour. Manag., vol. 88, p. 104432, Feb. 2022, doi: 10.1016/j.tourman.2021.104432.

K. Martinus, B. Boruff, and A. Nunez Picado, “Authenticity, interaction, learning and location as curators of experiential
agritourism,” J. Rural Stud., vol. 108, May 2024, doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2024.103294.

S.H. Chiu, T. Y. Lin, and W. C. Wang, “Investigating the spatial effect of operational performance in China’s regional tourism
system,” Humanit. Soc. Sci. Commun., vol. 11, no. 1, Dec. 2024, doi: 10.1057/s41599-024-02741-y.

A. Alzua-Sorzabal, V. Herasimovich, B. Guerefio-Omil, and D. Thiel-Ellul, “Extended destination ecosystems in smart
tourism: networking behaviours and leadership,” Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Insights, vol. 8, no. 11, pp. 276-293,
Dec. 2025, doi: 10.1108/JHTI-02-2025-0326.

H. Song, J. Sheng, P. Chen, Y. Chen, and S. Wang, “Exploring the value creation mechanism of agricultural heritage creative
tourism based on SEM and fsQCA,” npj Heritage Science, vol. 13, no. 1, Dec. 2025, doi: 10.1038/s40494-025-01744-5.

M. B. Clarkson, “A stakeholder Framework for Analyzing and Evaluating Corporate Social Performance,” Academy of
Management Review, pp. 168—177, 1995.

J.J. Coelho de Souza Filho, S. J. G. dos Anjos, F. A. dos Anjos, and V. R. Kuhn, “Tourism Innovation Ecosystems: Insights
from Theory and Empirical Validation,” Tourism and Hospitality, vol. 6, no. 5, Dec. 2025, doi: 10.3390/tourhosp6050272.

ICEFCI 2026



