
ABSTRACT 

LI, JING. A Psychosocial Assessment of Agritourism Associations: Members’ Incentives, 
Commitment, and Social Capital and Networks. (Under the direction of Carla E. Barbieri). 
 

 

Agritourism, referred as educational and recreational activities in working agricultural 

settings, has grown steadily since the 1980s. However, many of the farmers offering agritourism 

lack the entrepreneurial skills and business competencies to deal with the increasing demand. In 

response, agritourism associations have emerged to provide a diverse range of services aiming to 

increase members’ entrepreneurial preparedness. Despite the services association provide, many 

are struggling to survive because of high members’ inactivity and decreasing membership. Given 

the economic benefits agritourism brings to farmers, the entrepreneurial needs agritourism 

farmers have, and the role associations have in supporting entrepreneurial farmers, it is critical to 

understand the factors affecting associations’ performance.  

This study conducted among two agritourism associations (North America Farm Direct 

Marketing Association, North Carolina Agritourism Networking Association) undertook a 

psychosocial approach comprising three independent yet interrelated aims: 1) evaluate members’ 

incentives for joining agritourism associations; 2) assess members’ commitment to their 

affiliated agritourism associations; and 3) examine the impact of social capital and networks 

among members. The Incentive Theory, Psychosocial Commitment Framework, and Social 

Capital theory were used to guide this study. Web-based survey was adopted to address the study 

aims. 

Overall, the psychosocial assessment of agritourism associations showed an overall good 

performance of both associations examined. Study results show that members join agritourism 

associations seeking a variety of private (educational, networking, and economic) and public 



(policy and advocacy) incentives; yet the private incentives were perceived as more important 

than the later. Accordingly, members can be clustered into three distinct groups, Maximizers, 

Progressists, and Indifferents based on the incentives they seek; these groups statistically differ 

on their socio-demographic, agricultural, and membership profiles, as well as information needs 

and satisfaction levels with their affiliated associations. Members perceived high levels 

psychological commitment, following by affective, normative, and continued commitment. 

Several attributes (e.g., age, years of membership) were found to be statistically associated with 

members’ commitment and participation. Results also indicated high levels of relational, 

cognitive, and structural social capital among members of the studied association. They also 

perceived high levels of trust, cooperation and reciprocity among members in both directions 

(to/from). Social Network Analysis indicated that responding members were well connected 

(large number of social ties), and a healthy information flow existed amongst members. Beyond, 

this study enhanced the scholarly understanding of association performance, and carried 

significant managerial and marketing implications that can be used to improve association 

performance both short term and in the long run.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION  

!

Membership associations are formally organized groups gathering like-minded people 

together under a governance structure (Knoke, 1987). Defined broadly, membership associations 

are social structures that facilitate access to information (e.g., tacit knowledge), resources (e.g., 

capital), and referrals (e.g., specialized labor, suppliers) to support a diverse range of interests 

(e.g., social, political, recreational, professional), including entrepreneurial ventures (Aldrich & 

Zimmer, 1986; Bryce, 2006; Ibarra, 1997; Teckchandani, 2014). Based on different values and 

beliefs, membership associations can be classified into six broad subsets: business and 

professional, labor, civic and social, political, religious, and social advocacy (Teckchandani, 

2014).  

By gathering like-minded people together, membership associations have the capability 

to create a non-competitive environment that can foster social interactions across members 

(McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001; Teckchandani, 2014; Woolcock, 1998). Such social 

interactions tend to facilitate knowledge exchange and flow of information among members 

(Audia, Freeman, Reynolds, 2006; Galaskiewicz, 1979; Small, Jacobs, & Massengill, 2008; Tura 

& Harmaakorpi, 2005). Thus, associations tend to place special emphasis on providing a variety 

of information and advisory support to their members and creating a range of network-related 

opportunities (e.g., conferences, workshops), which opens ample opportunities for members’ 

capacity building (e.g., knowledge, skills) and innovation (Bennett & Ramsden, 2007; Knippels 

2008).  



!

2 
!!

Membership associations addressing the business (e.g., marketing, financial) and 

professional (e.g., certificate, license) needs of their members are growing in number and 

importance because of the suite of economic and non-economic benefits they deliver to their 

members. Economically, associations have the capability to enhance members’ economic gains 

by introducing access to credit and new sources of income (Jung et al., 2013; Matchaya & 

Perotin 2013; Newbery, Sauer, Gorton, Phillipson, & Atterton, 2013; Phillipson, Gorton, & 

Laschewski, 2006). Beyond economics, associations can help to release members’ psychological 

distress in career development by providing professional-specific information and advice and by 

increasing their social capital (Teckchandani, 2014; Thomas, Inniss-Richter, Mata, & Cottrell, 

2013; Woolcock, 1998).!  

In the agricultural sector, membership associations have played an important role in 

helping farmers to adjust to the changing context of agriculture. Over the years, the agricultural 

sector has experienced a steady reduction of profits caused by the concomitant increase of 

operating expenses and the decrease of prices received; this has favored large operations that are 

suitable for markets of scale while challenging family farms to remain in business and keep their 

farmland (Hansson, Ferguson, & Olofsson, 2010; Wilson, Fesenmaier, Fesenmaier, & Van Es, 

2001). As a result, many family farmers have sought to overcome their economic challenges and 

maximize their farm resources (farmland, labor, capital) through diversifying their 

entrepreneurial portfolio (Alsos, Ljunggren, & Pettersen, 2003; Barbieri, Mahoney, & Butler, 

2008; Ilbery, 1991; Mishra, El-osta, & Sandretto, 2002). Among farm entrepreneurial initiatives, 

agritourism (defined as educational and recreational activities offered in working agricultural 

settings) has become a popular option given its capacity to increase farm gross and net revenues 

and cash flow off agricultural season (Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008; Blacka et al., 2001; Che, 
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Veeck, & Veeck, 2005; Gil Arroyo et al., 2013; Ilbery, 1991; Nilson, 2002; Schilling et al., 2006; 

Tew & Barbieri, 2012) and create paid jobs for family members (Barbieri, 2013; McGehee & 

Kim, 2004; McGehee, 2007). 

However, the emergence of farm entrepreneurship has posited challenges to novel 

entrepreneurial farmers. They are faced with the need to acquire a set of business competencies 

(e.g., marketing, financial) and individual (e.g., innovation, risk-taking) and interpersonal (e.g., 

interacting with others) skills (Mishra et al., 2002; Nelson & Winter, 1982; Winter, 1990) to 

stimulate innovation, economic growth, and business success (Phelan & sharply, 2012; 

Lordkipanidze, Brezet, & Backman, 2005; Pyysiainen, Anderson, McElwee & Vesala, 2006). To 

respond to this need, agriculture-related membership associations have emerged to provide 

support and advisory opportunities to entrepreneurial farmers. Specifically, these associations 

aim to stimulate economic activities and farming practices among multiple groups (e.g., 

entrepreneurial farmers, businesses for-profit agencies, non-profit organizations, extension 

agents, industry suppliers, government representatives). Since their inception, these associations 

provide platforms to gather entrepreneurial farmers with similar interests and provide them with 

a variety of services, such as marketing and social networking opportunities in addition to 

lobbying and accreditation (Bennett & Ramsden, 2007; Bennett & Robson, 2011; Kingsbury & 

Hayter, 2006; Ring et al., 2010).  

 

Problem Statement and Study Justification 

Membership associations are suffering from high levels of inactive members (i.e., low 

participation and retention) and overall decreasing membership (Bennett, 1998; Lusthaus, 

Adrien, & Anderson, 2002; Newbery et al., 2013), which also seems to hold among some 
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agriculture-related associations (C. Touchette, personal communication, February 28, 2013; C. 

Mills, personal communication, January 14, 2016). Since associations help enhancing members’ 

skills and knowledge within a specific field by imparting professional advice and information 

(Heathcote, 1990; Rusaw, 1995), decreased membership and involvement is preventing 

associations ability to deliver significant benefits and services to their members (Phillipson et al., 

2006).   

Evidence indicates that high levels of membership inactivity and drop-out is likely due to 

three aspects. First, intention to remain in an association is related to the number and quality of 

services provided (Bennett, 1998). Broadly, associations provide their members with a wide 

range of services, altogether referred as the Logic of Membership, which stemmed from three 

collective goals: distribute direct services to individual members, dispense normative 

legitimation through information and public relations, and allot political efforts to influence 

public policy decisions (Knoke, 1987; 1988; Olsen, 1971; Streeck & Schmitter, 1985; van 

Waarden, 1991).  

Secondly, associations’ capacity to retain active members is dependent on the extent to 

which the association is fulfilling their motivations (Bennett, 1998; 1999; 2000; Moon, 2000) 

and developing commitment (Gahwiler & Havitz, 1998; Iwasaki & Havitz, 1998; Pritchard et al., 

1999). Active membership is sustained when members’ motivations, defined as the 

psychological process to initiate or direct deliberate actions towards a goal (Weinstein & 

DeHaan 2014; Weinstein, DeHaan, & Ryan, 2010), are in line with the types of services 

associations provide (Hager 2014). On the other hand, sustained membership is determined by 

members’ psychological commitment expressed through indicators of affection, perceived loss 
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from leaving the association, and sensed moral obligations to the association (Gruen, Summers, 

& Acito, 2000; Meyer & Allen 1991).  

Lastly, membership retention relates to associations’ ability to foster social capital, 

defined as an aggregation of actual or potential resources embedded in a network or 

“membership in a group” (Bourdieu 1986; p. 21). Social capital can activate and effectively 

mobilize individuals’ social connection within a network (Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1990; 

Yang, 2007), which in turn can collectively benefit the whole network (Fukuyama, 1995; 

Newton, 2001; Putnam, 1993; Granovetter, 1985). Within associations, social capital helps to 

facilitate the knowledge exchange and information sharing within networks (Paxton, 1999; Ring 

et al., 2009; Young, 2010). In doing so, associations stimulate trust, reciprocity, and cooperation 

among members (Cai et al., 2013; Huggins, 2000; Iyer et al., 2005), which enable them to act 

collectively towards a common goal (Adger, 2003; Coleman, 1988; Ellison, Steinfield, & 

Lampe, 2007; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). 

Although aforementioned studies point out the significance of members’ participation 

and retention to the success of association (Bennett & Robson 2011), reasons behind 

membership decline among farm entrepreneurial associations, especially those catering to 

agritourism professionals, are not readily available. This lack of information is problematic, 

taking into consideration the steady increase of agritourism and the stated contributions of 

associations to enhance entrepreneurial famers’ capability. Furthermore, this information is 

needed considering the benefits farm entrepreneurial diversification delivers to the broader 

society, including supplementing farm incomes, maximization and re-utilization of farmland, 

labor, or capital (Barbieri, 2013; Barbieri et al., 2008; Mishra, El-osta, & Sandretto, 2002). 
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Dissertation Purpose, Aims, Objectives and Structure  

Taking into consideration the benefits entrepreneurial agriculture brings to family 

farming and broader society and the role that membership associations have in capacity and 

network building, an interdisciplinary study spanning the disciplines of Business, Psychology, 

and Sociology was undertaken to comprehensively understand the reasons behind increased 

inactivity and reduced retention among memberships associations catering to entrepreneurial 

farmers. Given the suite of factors influencing inactive and reduced membership, this study 

undertook a psychosocial approach comprising three independent yet interrelated aims: 1) to 

evaluate members’ incentives for joining agritourism associations; 2) to assess members’ 

commitment to their affiliated agritourism associations; and 3) to examine the impact of social 

capital and networks among members.  

 

 

Figure 1.1.  Summary of dissertation purpose and manuscript themes and goals 
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Based on the aforementioned aims, this dissertation follows a three-manuscript format, in which 

each manuscript focuses on an independent theme, yet altogether addresses the overarching 

purpose of assessing agritourism associations to enhance membership retention and active 

involvement (Figure 1.1). Accordingly, each manuscript is driven by a set of specific objectives 

(Table 1.1).  

 

Table 1.1. Dissertation objectives by manuscript  

Manuscript 1: Members’ Incentives 
1.1 Assess the suite of incentives driving individuals to join agritourism associations. 
1.2 Reduce members’ incentives to fewer underlying factors.   
1.3 Identify clusters of members based on the incentives they seek.  
1.4 Profile clusters of members based on their demographic, farm, agritourism, and 

membership characteristics. 
1.5 Compare prevalent needs and levels of satisfaction across different types of members. 
Manuscript 2: Members’ Psychosocial Commitment  
2.1 Assess members’ levels of psychosocial commitment to agritourism associations. 
2.2 Test whether members’ demographic and membership attributes are associated with 

members’ levels of participation and commitment. 
2.3 Evaluate whether commitment contributes to participation within affiliated associations. 
Manuscript 3: Members’ Social Capital and Social Networks 
3.1 Measure the quantity and quality of social capital among members. 
3.2 Identify the number of ties (connections) amongst members. 
3.3 Evaluate members’ use of informational networks within their agritourism association. 

 

 

Research Methods Overview 

Two non-for-profit agritourism related associations were selected as case studies: the 

North American Farmers’ Direct Marketing Association (NAFDMA) and the North Carolina 

Agritourism Network Association (ANA). These associations were chosen because although 

both aim to serve entrepreneurial farmers, they differ on their size in terms of geographic scope 

and membership (Table 1.2). NAFDMA purpose is “Growing the prosperity of members, and 

become the world’s leading association for farm direct marketers and agritourism operators” 
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(NAFDMA website) while ANA’s is to “facilitate easily accessible and affordable liability 

insurance and consistent zoning and planning regulations for NC agritourism development” 

(ANA website). Both associations are ruled by a Board of Directors and target similar types of 

members. However, NAFDMA has a greater geographic and membership scope (North America, 

734 members) than ANA (North Carolina, 174 members).  

 

Table 1.2. An overview of the study associations 

Attributes NAFDMA ANA 

Headquarters Southampton (MA) Raleigh (NC) 
Year established  1986 2003 
Leadership Executive president & Board of 

Directors 
Board of Directors 

Geographical scope International (North America) State (North Carolina) 
Membership size 734 members 174 members 
Target members -! Entrepreneurial farmers 

-! Extension agents 
-! Industry suppliers 
-! Government representatives 

-!Entrepreneurial farmers 
-!Businesses & for-profit agencies  
-! Individual non-farmers  
-!Non-profit organizations  

 
 

Study participants were current NAFDMA and ANA members, who were surveyed using 

a web-based platform (Qualtrics). The survey instrument was designed to query members’ 

incentives (motivations) to join their association, their levels of commitment with their 

associations, and the level of social capital emerged from their associations; participants were 

also asked about their demographic and job-related information (Appendix B). Institutional 

Research Board (IRB) approved the survey instrument on April 14th, 2016 (Appendix A). Each 

association’s members were surveyed independently, as the survey wording had to be slightly 

reworded to capture the association names. The surveys were launched on May 31, 2016 

(NAFDMA) and June 29, 2016 (ANA) and respectively closed on July 31, 2016 (NAFDMA) 
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and on August 14, 2016 (ANA). Survey procedures followed a modified Tailored Design 

Method for online surveys (Dillman, Smyth, & Melani, 2009); it was modified because 

reminders were sent based on the pace of responses rather than established intervals. A total of 

four reminders were sent to non-respondents. Table 1.3 summarizes key survey events. A total of 

399 members responded to the survey (NAFDMA = 305; ANA = 94), representing an overall 

43.9 % response rate (NAFDMA = 41.6%; ANA = 54.0%).  

 

Table 1.3. Dates of survey communications and key survey events 

Key Survey Events NAFDMA ANA 

Survey launch (Invitation e-mail) May 31, 2016 June 29, 2016 
First reminder June 8, 2016 July 7, 2016 
Second reminder June 21, 2016 July 18, 2016 
Third reminder June 29, 2016 July 27, 2016 
Fourth reminder (Final call) July 11, 2016 August 3, 2016 
Thank you note July 25, 2016 August 9, 2016 
Survey closed July 31, 2016 August 14, 2016 

 

 

Data were analyzed through a combination of descriptive and inferential tests using 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS version 24), and Uci-net 7 software for social 

network analysis. Based on specific manuscript objectives, main statistical analysis included: 

cluster analysis, exploratory factor analysis, analysis of variance, multivariate analysis of 

variance, multiple liner regression, chi-square tests, and social network analysis (Table 1.4). 

Specific statistical procedures are described in detailed in each manuscript.  
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Table 1.4. Statistical analysis based on objectives per manuscript  

Objectives Statistical Analysis Variables 

Manuscript 1 – Members Incentives  
1.1  Descriptives  Motivational items 
1.2 Exploratory factor analysis  Motivational items 
1.3 Cluster analysis Motivational factors  
1.4 ANOVA, MANOVA  & Chi square tests DV:   Motivational clusters 

IVs: Demographic, farm & agritourism profiles  
1.5 MANOVA  DV:  Motivational clusters 

IV: Services provided (needs & satisfaction) 
Manuscript 2 – Members Commitment  
2.1 Descriptives & reliability tests Commitment items 
2.2 
 

Multiple linear regressions DV:  Participation and commitment 
IV: Demographic & membership attributes  

2.3 Multiple linear regressions DV:  Participation 
IV: Commitment  

Manuscript 2 – Members Social Capital and Social Networks    
3.1 Descriptives & reliability tests Social capital dimensions 
3.2 Descriptives Quality of social capital 
3.3 Descriptives Number of ties 
3.4 Social Network Analysis Types of information sources; frequency of receiving 

information 
 

 

Study Key Definitions  

Agritourism: A type of on-farm enterprise with the purpose of attracting visitors to the farm for 

education or recreational purposes (Barbieri et al., 2008; Gill Arroyo et al., 2013). 

Association: [Properly referring to Business and Professional Associations] “membership-based 

institutions possessing a governance structure independent of a single firm” (Newbery et 

al., 2013, p. 967) that provide professional information, marketing opportunities, and 

other business-related services to their members (Bennett & Ramsden, 2007; Bennett & 

Robson, 2011; Ring, Peredo, & Chrisman, 2010; Teckchandani, 2014).  
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Commitment: An individual’s consistence of activity and willingness to give their energy and 

loyalty to a social system (Kanter, 1968; Scott & Godbey, 1994) or the embracement -or 

rejection- of a social identity or expectation (Kiesler, 1971; Salancik, 1977). 

Incentive: The set of public and private rewards (services, benefits) associations offer (Knoke, 

1988; Olsen, 1965). Public incentives are the collective benefits that all members receive 

(Gazley & Dignam, 2010; Greenwood, Suddaby, & Hinings, 2002). Private incentives 

comprise the economic, and occupational and informational benefits individual members 

specifically seek (Barbieri & Mattozzi, 2009; Hager, 2014).   

Motivations: Psychological process initiated or directed through individual’s willingness that 

stimulates deliberate actions towards certain goal (Mozes, Josman, & Yaniv, 2011; 

Weinstein & DeHaan, 2014; Weinstein et al., 2010). Motivations influence or drive 

individual’s action towards potential benefits (de Tocqueville, 2000; Locke, 1997; Deci 

& Ryan, 1985). 

Psychological commitment: Tendency to resist change, which could be activated through 

formative informational, identification, and volitional processes (Pritchard, Havitz, & 

Howard, 1999). Informational processes are defined by the cognitive consistency, or 

congruence between beliefs or values and attitude (Rosenberg, 1960), while identification 

and volitional processes are the extent to which a decision to perform an action is based 

on a person’s free choice (Bagozzi, 1993). 

Social capital: Aggregation of actual or potential resources embedded in a network or 

“membership in a group” (Bourdieu, 1986; p. 21). 

Sociological commitment: Driving force that binds individuals with organizations through an 

underlying psychological attachment to an organization and its values (Bentein, 
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Vandenberg, Vandenberghe, & Stinglhamber, 2005; Cooper-Hakim, & Viswesvaran, 

2005; Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001; Riketta, 2002). 

Social networks: The relationship structure among actors, such as individuals, groups, or 

organizations (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982; Otte & Rousseau, 2002; Scott, Baggio, & 

Cooper, 2008). 

Social network analysis (SNA): A technique used to analyze social networks that focuses on 

patterns of relationships between actors rather than isolated individual actors (Knoke & 

Kuklinski, 1982; Scott, 1991; Wasserman & Faust, 1994; Wellman & Berkowitz, 1988). 
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CHAPTER II 

INCENTIVES BEHIND AGRITOURISM ASSOCIATIONS MEMBERSHIP:  

AN APPLICATION OF THE LOGIC OF MEMBERSHIP FRAMEWORK 

 

Abstract 

In the last decades, a suite of membership associations emerged to assist farmers who are 

seeking to diversify their revenues portfolio through innovative enterprises, such as agritourism. 

However, evidence indicates that these associations are experiencing a steady decline of their 

membership, which may affect the quality of the services they provide to entrepreneurial 

farmers. Thus, members of two agritourism associations were surveyed (n = 399) to identify the 

incentives they seek when joining their associations. Using the Logic of Membership 

Framework, 11 different incentives were identified, which were further reduced into four 

categories: educational, networking, policy and advocacy, and economic incentives. Results 

showed that educational incentives, such as learning how to better serve customers, were the 

most important incentives members seek. Based on the incentives sought, respondents were 

further clustered into three groups, Maximizer, Progressist, and Indifferent, which had 

statistically different socio-demographic, agricultural, and membership profiles. The groups also 

reported different levels of satisfaction with their affiliated associations, as well as different 

information needs. Study results contribute to the scholarly understanding of the Logic of 

Membership and to the marketing and management intelligence of associations as to better 

recruit and serve their members.  

 

Keywords: agritourism, association, incentive, logic of membership, motivation 
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Introduction 

Since the 1980s, the agricultural context (e.g., decrease in agricultural revenues, increase 

in operating expenses) has posed economic pressures to farmers who struggle to keep their 

farming jobs and farmland (Wilson, Fesenmaier, Fesenmaier, & Van Es, 2001). To cope with 

these challenges, farmers, especially owners of family farms, had to identify strategies to 

maintain their agricultural ventures and supplement their farm incomes (Alsos, Ljunggren, & 

Pettersen, 2003; Barbieri, Mahoney, & Butler, 2008). Farm entrepreneurial diversification 

became a commonly adopted strategy to supplement farm incomes because it could increase the 

economic values of traditional agriculture through the maximization and re-utilization of 

farmland, labor, or capital (Barbieri et al., 2008; Ilbery, 1991; Mishra, El-osta, & Sandretto, 

2002). Agritourism is one type of entrepreneurial venture that farmers have increasingly 

developed to cope with decreased agricultural revenues and increased operating expenses (Alsos 

et al., 2003; Barbieri et al., 2008; Wilson et al., 2001).  

Worldwide and particularly in the U.S., agritourism has increased over the last three 

decades (Barbieri, 2013; Das & Rainey, 2010; Flanigan, Blackstock, & Hunter, 2014; Gil Arroyo 

et al., 2013). In 2012, agritourism-related activities generated over $704 million income (average 

$21,231 per farm), representing an increase of nearly 20% as compared to 2007; in the same time 

span, the number of agritourism farms increased nearly 30% (USDA, 2007; 2012). The growth 

of agritourism is stimulated by an increased interest among urban and suburban residents to 

experience and reconnect with agricultural environments and lifestyles along with an overall 

increase of discretionary income and curiosity to engage in specialized forms of vacation 

experiences (Bernado, Valentin, & Leatherman, 2004). 
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Although the emergence of on-farm entrepreneurship and agritourism specifically opened 

economic opportunities to farmers, it also brought them with an additional burden (Mishra et al., 

2002; Phelan & Sharpley, 2012; Valdivia & Barbieri, 2014). Specifically, agritourism farmers 

tend to have a shortage of resources (e.g., labor, capital), entrepreneurial knowledge and skills, 

and marketing-related networks, which are deemed critical for business success (Embacher, 

1994; Sharpley, 2002; Sharpley & Vass, 2006). Meanwhile, agritourism success is largely 

determined by adequate management practices (Bernardo et al., 2004), which require attaining 

certain interpersonal skills (e.g., how to interact with visitors) and business competencies (e.g., 

advertising and promotion; Mishra et al., 2002).  

Given that many of these knowledge, skills and competencies are not innate (Lee, Chang, 

& Lim, 2005) and entrepreneurial success also depends on collective action (Clarke, 1999), farm 

entrepreneurs are seeking to join local, regional or national social networks to enhance the skills 

and resources they need to operate their enterprises (Greve, 1995). In this sense, agritourism 

associations generally aim to provide their members with marketing support (e.g., promotional 

materials, route maps to agritourism sites), networking with similar peers, and learning and 

training (e.g., training information, conferences, and recent research) opportunities (Agricultural 

Marketing Resource Center, 2007).   

However, after years in operation, many associations are struggling to remain in business 

because of high levels of inactive members and overall decreasing membership (Lusthaus, 

Adrien, & Anderson, 2002; Newbery et al., 2013). Such inactivity and withdraw were assumed 

to be associated with the decrease in the number and quality of the services associations provide 

to their members, as their decision is a relational choice from assessing the costs and benefits 

incurred/received (Bennett, 1998; Knoke & Wright-Isak, 1982). Thus, active membership 
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decreases when the suite of services associations provide no longer constitute actual incentives to 

join an association (Achim, Dragolea, & Balan, 2013; Hager 2014). In a broad sense, 

associations provide members a wide range of benefits, referred to as the Logic of Membership, 

which is posited to have three collective goals: distribute direct services to individual members; 

dispense normative legitimation through information and public relations; and allot political 

efforts to influence public policy decisions (Knoke, 1985; 1986; Olsen, 1971; Streeck & 

Schmitter, 1985; van Waarden, 1991).  

Agritourism associations are experiencing similar struggles, being especially affected by 

a significant decrease of their membership (C. Touchette, personal communication, March 2, 

2016; Chris Mills, personal communication, January 14, 2016). However, the reasons behind 

membership decline among agritourism associations is not readily available, especially because 

there is no prior knowledge regarding members’ motivations (i.e., incentives) behind joining 

agritourism associations. This lack of information is problematic because associations help 

enhance members’ skills and knowledge within their specific field (Heathcote, 1990; Rusaw, 

1995); thus, the failing of these associations can hinder their ability to deliver significant benefits 

and services to their members (Phillipson, Gorton, & Laschewski, 2006).  

Responding to this gap of knowledge, this study adopted the Logic of Membership 

framework to examine whether the services agritourism associations provide are in line with 

their members’ needs by addressing five objectives: (1) assess the suite of incentives driving 

individuals to join agritourism associations; (2) reduce members’ incentives to fewer underlying 

factors; (3) identify clusters of members based on the incentives they seek; (4) profile clusters of 

members based on their demographic, farm, agritourism, and membership characteristics; and (5)  

compare prevalent needs and levels of satisfaction across different types of members. Study 
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results are critical to inform agritourism associations in programming their services based on 

their members’ needs. In doing so, these associations will help to strengthen the agritourism 

industry, which despite its steady economic growth in the last three decades, calls for enhancing 

the entrepreneurial skills and network opportunities of their providers. From a broader 

perspective, strengthening the agritourism industry can not only increase the profits of family 

farms, but also provides an economic (e.g., revitalization of local economies), socio-cultural 

(e.g., preservation of agriculture-related heritage) and environmental (e.g., preservation of 

wildlife) benefits to rural communities (Barbieri, 2013).  

 

Literature Review 

Motivations, as a theoretical construct, describes the drivers behind individual behaviors. 

Although theories related to motivations first appeared in Psychology, over time they bridged to 

other disciplines to explain the breadth of social behaviors (Deci & Ryan, 1975; Weinstein & 

DeHaan, 2014). Within the motivations realm, the Incentive Theory, which refers to the suite of 

benefits or rewards that drives individuals to make certain decisions, was developed to explain 

business decisions. More specifically, the Logic of Membership focuses on the set of rewards that 

people seek when joining membership associations; these are classified into two groups: the 

logic of service (seeking individual’s benefits) and the logic of influence (in terms of collective 

benefits). The following sub-sections detail each of the aforementioned constructs, which 

provide the theoretical framework for this study. 
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Members’ Motivations  

Motivation is the psychological process that drives individuals’ actions towards certain 

goals. Such a term has different meanings when attached to certain disciplines. Psychology 

studies for example, define motivation as the psychological process initiated or directed through 

individuals’ willingness that stimulates deliberate actions towards a certain target or goal 

(Maslow, 1954; Mitchell, 1982; Robbins & Pearce, 1993; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Weinstein & 

DeHaan, 2014). Sociology studies assign a broader definition to motivation; they not only refer 

to the influencers or drivers inducing individual action towards satisfying a need or obtaining a 

potential benefit, but are also considered critical to strengthen or continuing a given behavior 

(Achim et al., 2013; de Tocqueville, 2000; Kreps, 1997; Locke, 1997; Mozes, Josman, & Yaniv, 

2011; Shukla, 2012). Motivations vary across individuals in terms of orientation (i.e., type of 

motivations) and level (i.e., intensity within motivations; Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

Deci (1976) proposed a taxonomy of motivations based on the set of intrinsic and 

extrinsic factors (i.e., underlying reasons or goals) driving a certain behavior. Intrinsic 

motivations satisfy individuals’ innate psychological needs for competence and autonomy, and 

are defined by the rewards a certain behavior produces; extrinsic motivations are the set of 

exterior material rewards or hidden interests (e.g., money, prize, promotion) that constitute an 

explicit and separable consequence (Cameron & Pierce, 2002; Herzberg, 1966; Ritz, 2009). 

Therefore, while intrinsic motivations are valued for the self-sustaining behavior itself (Deci, 

1976), extrinsic motivations satisfy individuals’ needs indirectly by obtaining additional 

resources (Swift, Balkin, & Matusik 2010). Although extrinsic motivations are more evident 

because of the tangible outcomes, intrinsic motivations are critical to facilitate the generation and 

transfer of tacit knowledge under conditions in which extrinsic motivation tends to fail (Swift et 
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al., 2010; Osterloh & Frey, 2000). Furthermore, both types of motivations contribute differently 

to the variation of the quality of experience and performance (Ritz, 2009); overall, intrinsic 

motivations trigger more positive attitudinal and behavioral outcomes than extrinsic motivations 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Connell, 1989). 

Variations on individuals’ motivations are determined by their personal interests (e.g., 

hobbies), their cultural (e.g., ethnic background) and historical (e.g., generational cohort) 

environments (Smith, 1994). Regarding the environment for example, the literature suggests that 

although managers from public and private organizations share similar intrinsic motivations, 

recognition is the main extrinsic motivation for managers working in the public sector, while 

payment has a greater importance for those working on the private sector (Khojasteh, 1993; 

Sussels & Magid, 2005). Nevertheless, both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations enhance 

organizational commitment and performance through the transfer of explicit knowledge and the 

increase of members’ participation (Moon, 2000; Swift et al., 2010).  

Some demographic factors also influence motivations to join associations. Hager (2014) 

found that education level is positively associated with individuals’ participation in associations’ 

activities; females also tend to volunteer more in their associations than males. Other attributes 

influencing members’ motivations are their level of career; for instance, professionals at entry-

level positions may seek more occupational information and advice from associations while mid-

level and senior professionals may seek opportunities for career advancement (Knoke, 1988). 

 

The Incentive Theory 

Within the context of associations, understanding members’ motivations is critical to 

assess associations’ performance because they influence members’ level of participation (active 
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to passive), their willingness to pay, and their commitment to the association (Moon, 2000; 

Newbery et al., 2013; Tschirhart, 2006). Membership retention and stay is also dependent on the 

extent to which the association is fullfilling members’ motivations and the levels of satisfaction 

with the services provided (Bennett, 1998; 1999; 2000; Moon, 2000). Furthermore, associations 

success, as perceived by their members, is often correlated to the value members attach to the 

benefits they receive (Barbieri & Moattozzi, 2009).  

Membership to associations can be viewed as a capital asset investment (Johnson, 1987) 

because individuals join and stay if the benefits or rewards (i.e., incentives) they receive 

outweighs the costs (Rothenberg, 1988). Thus, the decision to join or stay in a given association 

is extrinsically motivated, and defined by the set of public and private incentives the association 

offers (Hager, 2014; Knoke, 1988; Hockenbury & Hockenbury, 2003; Olsen, 1961). Those 

incentives are congruent to the set of collective (public) or individual (private) benefits the 

member is seeking (DeLeskey, 2003; Hager, 2014; Wilson, 1997).  

Public incentives, defined as the common or collective benefits that are non-excludable to 

all people (Olsen, 1965), encompass normative expectations (e.g., promotion of a field, increase 

public awareness, set professional standards) and lobbying on behalf of the interests (e.g., 

influence policies, change citizens’ values and beliefs) of a certain field or cause (Barbieri & 

Mattozzi, 2009; Gazley & Dignam, 2010; Greenwood, Suddaby, & Hinings, 2002; Knoke, 

1988). Private incentives comprise economic (e.g., increase members’ economic condition), 

occupational (e.g., help members with job search, provide professional contacts), and 

informational (e.g., newsletter or journals, data services, conferences and workshops) benefits; it 

also fosters social relational bonding either by increasing members’ recognition within a network 
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or enabling networking opportunities (Barbieri & Mattozzi, 2009; Hager, 2014; Knoke, 1988; 

Olsen, 1965).   

The extant literature suggests that both public and private incentives exert an influence in 

motivating individuals to join an association. Yet, public benefits are usually underlying 

motivations because individuals are highly motivated by their desire to maximize their private 

benefits (Olsen, 1965). Private incentives are determinant of members’ levels of involvement 

(DeLeskey, 2003; Hager, 2014; Wilson, 1997), although evidence suggest that members 

motivated by public incentives are also willing to participate and contribute time and money to 

their affiliated associations (Gazley & Dignam, 2010; Knoke, 1988). Besides the public and 

private incentives, the decision to join an association may also be influenced by the contextual 

conditions of a particular field or profession (Hager, 2014). 

 

Logic of Membership 

Members join certain associations for reasons (i.e., based on certain logic), referred to as 

the logic of membership (Bennett, 1998; Streeck & Schmitter, 1985; van Waarden, 1991), a 

concept evolving from the logic of collective action which comprises the bundle of benefits 

business provides to everyone without being able to exclude non-members (Olsen, 1971). The 

logic of membership comprises: the logic of service defined by sets of services offered to 

respond to members’ individual requests and enquiries, and the logic of influence defined by the 

set of actions associations undertake on behalf of all (or at least the majority) of its members’ 

interests (Bennett, 1998 & 1999).  

Taking into consideration that the set of individual or collective services associations 

provide can be offered for a fee (i.e., excludability) or for free (i.e., or non-excludability), 
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association services are further categorized into: excludable and non-excludable individual 

support services (e.g., information, advice and consultancy, training and/or recruitment); 

excludable support services available for members only  (e.g., group insurance, marketing, 

purchasing, social clubs, forums); non-excludable support services available to members and 

non-members (e.g., lobbying and representation, information dissemination, social responsibility 

activities); and self-regulation (e.g., voluntary standards, branding, benchmarking, and 

accreditation).   

As membership bodies, associations are a primary source of collaboration for many 

organizations by promoting cooperation between members, expanding social networks, and 

fostering collective efficiency among enterprises (Bennett, 1998; Gersick, Bartunek, & Dutton, 

2000; Kingsbury & Hayter, 2006; Newbery et al., 2013). Associations can also obtain 

advantages when bundling individual services (e.g., collective insurance plans) that can then pass 

to their members by reducing transaction costs for professional advice or services (Bennett & 

Robson, 2011). Subsequently, associations largely depend on their ability to improve the 

performance of individual enterprises by offering selective individual benefits through collective 

support (Bennett, 1998; Bennett & Ramsden, 2007; Ring, Peredo, & Chrisman, 2010). 

From the members’ perspective, association services are translated as benefits that 

encompass a wide range of private (e.g., newsletters and magazines, educational training, legal 

advice, insurance policies, career development advice, creation of networking colleagues, 

professional certificate and licensing, specialized field information) and public (e.g., advocacy, 

civic voice, normative standard of professional conduct of code) goods (Barbieri & Mattozi, 

2009; Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, & Tsai, 2004; Hager, 2014; Higgins & Kram, 2001; Smith, 



!

34 
!

1994). Thus, the perceived benefits are typically the driving force (i.e., motivations) for joining 

associations. 

 

Research Methods 

Study Sample 

The study sample is composed by members currently affiliated to two agritourism 

associations, the North American Farm Direct Marketing Association (NAFDMA) and the North 

Carolina Agritourism Network Association (ANA). NAFDMA caters to individuals related to 

farm direct marketing and agritourism in different ways (e.g., agritourism farmers, farmers’ 

market managers, extension agents, industry suppliers, government representatives). ANA is 

associated with the NC Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services and serves farmers, for-

profit and non-profit organizations/agencies, and any individual interested in agritourism. Both 

associations were selected because they mainly focus on the agritourism industry, yet differ on 

their geographic scope (North America vs. North Carolina), size in terms of number of members 

(NAFDMA = 734, ANA = 174), and main sponsorship (NAFDMA = non-for-profit members’ 

sponsored; ANA = non-for-profit members’ sponsored with state agency support). Such 

difference in geographic scope and membership size was deemed important to capture the major 

associations’ structural and agency-related characteristics that may influence members’ 

incentives (Newbery et al., 2013). Considering both associations together, the study sample size 

was 908.   
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Survey Instrument and Procedures 

A questionnaire to address the study objectives was drafted with the input of key 

representatives from NAFDMA (e.g., Executive Members) and ANA (Board of Directors). The 

survey collected information on member’s information related to: their membership attributes 

(e.g., length and types of membership); the extent of their involvement with agriculture and 

agritourism (e.g., whether they have or manage a farm; whether they offer agritourism 

opportunities); their satisfaction levels with the suite of services the associations provided; 

members’ information needs measured in terms of usefulness; and their socio-demographics 

(e.g., age, gender). Although the survey instrument sent to members of NAFDMA and ANA 

were identical in content, slight wording changes (e.g., association names, examples of events 

offered) were introduced to tailor the instrument to each association.   

In line with the purpose of this manuscript, a major component of the survey focused on 

the set of incentives members seek when joining their associations, following the Logic of 

Membership framework. Members’ incentives were queried using the Professional Association 

Membership scale (Hager, 2014), slightly modified to fit the agritourism context, because its 

comprehensiveness and inclusiveness of previous scales (e.g., Knoke, 1988; Olsen, 1971; Wells 

et al., 2008; Yeager, 1981). A total of 12 statements pertaining to a suite of public (e.g., 

“Promote public awareness of agritourism”), relational (e.g., “Develop my agritourism 

network”), economic (e.g., “Increase my number of customers”), and informational (e.g., “Get 

updated information on business licenses/permits”) incentives were included and measured on a 

5-point Likert-type scale (1 = “Extremely Unimportant” to 5 = “Extremely Important”).  

Data were collected using a web-based survey given that the internet is the main 

communication channel used between the study associations (NAFDMA and ANA) and their 
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members. Data collection followed the modified Tailored Design Method for internet surveying 

(Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). Although both procedures were similar in nature, the 

timing was different. An invitation e-mail describing the study purpose, confidentiality and 

privacy procedures, and participation incentives was sent to NAFDMA (May 2016) and in June 

to ANA members. The invitation email included the survey link, which was personalized so the 

system could capture response status for managing reminders. A total of four e-reminders were 

sent to non-respondents to encourage their participation; reminders were paced based on 

response rates. The survey was closed after being open for approximately two months. The 

survey yielded 399 valid responses (NAFDMA = 305; ANA = 94), representing an overall 

response rate of 43.9% (NAFDMA = 41.6%; ANA = 54.0%), which is higher than similar 

studies with farmers engaged in agritourism activities (Barbieri & Mahoney, 2009; Nickerson, 

Black, & McCool, 2001; Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007; Tew & Barbieri, 2012). 

Before merging both associations’ data, chi-square and independent t-tests, as 

appropriate, were conducted to examine whether their members had comparable social and 

economic characteristics. Results supported merging both datasets as respondents had 

comparable gender composition, level of education, household income, and occupation in terms 

of proportion of farmers and agritourism involvement (p > .05). However, results indicate that 

ANA members were significant older than NAFDMA ones (MANA = 55 years old, MNAFDMA = 51 

years old; p = .007).   

 

Data Analysis 

To address the study objectives, a series of descriptive and inferential statistical analysis 

were conducted. Descriptives were first used to profile respondents based on their socio-
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demographics, farm attributes, and the extent of their involvement with agritourism.  

Descriptives were also used to examine respondents’ satisfaction levels and perceived usefulness 

with association services, and the incentives members seek when joining agritourism 

associations. Exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was used to reduce the incentives 

to fewer dimensions. Eigenvalues over 1 and factor loadings over 0.6, along with the scree-plot 

interpretation, were used to determine the factors (Garson, 2012; Hair et al., 1998;). Cronbach’s 

alpha reliability tests were conducted to examine internal consistency among incentives loaded in 

each factor, adopting a conservative 0.60 alpha threshold (Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2005; 

Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Composite factor scores were then calculated by averaging the 

means of the original incentives variables within each factor.  

Both hierarchical and k-means cluster analysis based on the factor regression scores were 

conducted to classify respondents based on their incentives. The hierarchical cluster analysis was 

first performed to determine the number of desired clusters (ranging from 2 to 6 clusters), then k-

means cluster analysis was used to specify the number of clusters (Garson, 2012). A series of 

Multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) and chi-square tests were conducted, as 

applicable, to compare key socio-demographic, membership, farm and agritourism attributes, as 

well as perceived usefulness and satisfaction levels with association services, across members’ 

clusters. Significance levels for all statistical tests were measured at the .05 level. Pair-wise post-

hoc tests between clusters were conducted as applicable. Wilk’s lambda was used in MANOVA 

tests because it is suitable when comparing more than two groups (Garson, 2012). 
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Results 

Respondents’ Profile  

Respondents were mostly female (58.5%) and between 46 and 65 years old (62.9%; M = 

52.2 years old). Respondents were highly educated with 65.3% having at least a four-year 

college degree; only 4.5% were high school graduates or less. Consistent with such high 

education level, respondents also reported high household incomes; 63.0% made at least $75,000 

and 28.2% earned $150,000 or more. 

 

Table 2.1. Profile of respondents who held farm-related jobs  

a  Results only include those holding a farm-related jobs: full-time farmer, part-time farmer, farm manager or 
employee, or agritourism manager or employee. 

b  This adds to more than 100% because participants could check more than one response. 

Farmer Indicators a Number  Percent   

Farm-Related Occupation (n = 352) b   
Full-time farmer 198 56.3% 
Part-time farmer 63 17.9% 
Farm manager or employee 67 19.0% 
Agritourism manager or employee 124 35.2% 
Other (e.g., industry supplier, extension agent, consultant, 

tourism professional) 54 15.3% 

Generations of Family Farmers (n = 293)   
First generation 103 35.1% 
2 generations 51 17.4% 
3 generations 45 15.4% 
4 generations 50 17.1% 
5 or more generations 44 15.0% 

Likeliness of Passing the Farm to the Next Generation (n = 269)  
Very Likely 138 51.2% 
Likely 66 24.5% 
Undecided 19 7.1% 
Unlikely 23 8.6% 
Very unlikely 23 8.6% 

Family Employees (n = 285)   
0 (none) 27 9.5% 
1 - 2 101 35.4% 
3 - 4  72 25.2% 
5 - 9  73 25.7% 
10 or more  12 4.2% 

Mean (in number)  3.48 
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 As expected given the nature of the sample, most respondents had farm-related jobs; 

56.3% were full time farmers and 35.2% were involved in agritourism operations (Table 2.1). 

Among those who had a farm-related job, most were at least second generation farmers (64.9%) 

and were likely or very likely to pass the farm to the next generation (75.7%). A small proportion 

(9.5%) of respondents with farm-related jobs reported not employing family members on their 

operation; 35.5% hired one or two family members and 25.2% between three or four (M = 3.5 

family employees).  

Respondents directly involved in farming reported farm sizes ranging from small to large 

operations. In terms of farmland size, respondents had on average 281.3 acres; 40.5% reported 

small farmlands with less than 100 acres, while 15.8% had at least 500 acres (Table 2.2). As 

expected, respondents reported less farmed acres (M = 267.3 acres) than farmland size; most 

(52.9%) farmed less than 100 acres while a small proportion (15.2%) farmed 500 or more acres. 

In terms of 2015 gross income, 23.0% reported less than $50,000 while 35.5% made at least one 

million.  Although a fifth (20.5%) of participating farm operations did not hire any full-time 

year-around employees, 40.9% reported having at least five employees (M = 6 employee).  

The majority (n = 279, 79.3%) of responding farms offered agritourism activities on their 

farm (Table 2.3). The most common agritourism activities were educational and farm-based 

recreational activities (79.3%), closely followed by festivals and events (74.8%). The survey 

captured from small to large agritourism operations. In terms of years in business, 13.3% were 

recently established operations (less than 5 years) while 26.5% had at least 30 years of 

experience (M = 21.3 years). In terms of number of visitors, 29.3% hosted less than 5,000 

visitors in 2015, while 17.4% at least 100,000 (M = 60,406 visitors). Agritourism is the main 

source of income for most of these farms (M = 69.4%); 67.8% reported that agritourism 
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represents most (50% or more) of their farm income and it was the sole source of income for 

35.3% of responding farms. 

 

Table 2.2. Farm size indicators among respondents who reported a farm-related job 

a  This reports respondents’ income in a scale ranging from “1 = Less than $50,000” to “5 = $1 million or 
more”.  

 

 

 

Farm Size Indicators Number Percent  

Total Farm Acreage (n = 292)   
Less than 25 acres 39 13.4% 
25 -  49 acres 26 8.9% 
50 - 99 acres 53 18.2% 
100 - 199 acres 60 20.4% 
200 - 499 acres 68 23.3% 
500 or more acres 46 15.8% 

Mean (in acres)  281.3 
Acreage Farmed (n = 289)   

Less than 25 acres 78 26.9% 
25 -  49 acres 34 11.8% 
50 - 99 acres 41 14.2% 
100 - 199 acres 47 16.3% 
200 - 499 acres 45 15.6% 
500 or more acres 44 15.2% 

Mean (in acres)  267.3 
2015 Farm Gross Income (n = 282)  a   

Less than $50,000 65 23.0% 
$50,000 - $249,999 52 18.4% 
$250,000 - $499,999 27 9.6% 
$500,000 - $999,999 38 13.5% 
$1 million or more 100 35.5% 

Full-time Year-Round Employees (n = 283)   
0 (none) 58 20.5% 
1 - 2 72 25.4% 
3 - 4  44 15.5% 
5 - 9  59 20.8% 
10 - 19  23 8.1% 
20 - 49  22 7.8% 
50 or more  5 1.9% 

Mean (in number)  6.3 
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Table 2.3. Agritourism profile of participating farms  

a  Only respondents offering agritourism are reported (n = 279; 79.3%). 
b  This adds to more than 100% because participants could check more than one response. Only includes agritourism 

activities reported by at least 50% of responding agritourism farms. 
 

Members’ Satisfaction with Association Offerings and Information Needs  

Respondents were very satisfied with the overall performance of the association (M = 

2.91; SD = .752), as well as with their education-related (M = 2.81; SD = .692; α = 0.876) and 

networking-related (M = 2.75; SD = .677; α = 0.785) offerings (Table 2.4). In terms of individual 

offerings, the most satisfying offerings were networking opportunities (M = 2.90; SD = .835), 

promoting good business practices (M = 2.88; SD = .800), and communicating innovative 

Agritourism Profile Indicators a Number Percent 

Most Common Types of Agritourism Activities  b (n = 270)   
Educational activities (e.g., educational tour, workshop, classes) 214 79.3% 
Farm-based recreational activities (e.g., corn-maze, hayride) 214 79.3% 
Festivals or events (e.g., harvest festival, wedding) 202 74.8% 
Farm hands-on activities/experiences (e.g., U-pick, cow-milking) 167 61.9% 

Years of Offering Agritourism (n = 233)   
Less than 5 years 31 13.3% 
5 - 9 years 40 17.2% 
10 - 19 years 49 21.1% 
20 - 29 years 51 21.9% 
30 - 49 years 48 20.5% 
50 or more years 14 6.0% 

Mean (in years)  21.3 
Number of Visitors in 2015 (n = 234)   

Less than 1,000 37 15.9% 
1,000 - 4,999 31 13.4% 
5,000 - 19,999 39 16.6% 
20,000 - 49,999 54 23.1% 
50,000 - 99,999 32 13.6% 
100,000 - 199,999 29 12.3% 
200,000 or more 12 5.1% 

Mean (in number)  60,406 
Percentage of Agritourism-Related Sales (n = 249)   

Less than 25% 33 13.3% 
25% - 50% 47 18.9% 
51% - 75% 45 18.1% 
76% - 99% 36 14.4% 
100% 88 35.3% 

Mean (in percent)  69.4% 
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ideas/practices (M = 2.87; SD = .794). Respondents were less satisfied with the interactive 

directory maps of members both associations provided (M = 2.64; SD = .786).  

 

Table 2.4. Members’ perceived satisfaction with association current offerings 

Satisfaction Indicators (n = 348)  Not at all 
Satisfied 

Moderately 
Satisfied 

Very 
Satisfied 

Extremely 
Satisfied Mean a SD 

Association Satisfaction        
Overall 1.2% 29.5% 46.3% 23.0% 2.91 .752 

Education-Related (α = 0.876)       
Promoting good business practices  2.0% 30.1% 45.6% 22.3% 2.88 .800 
Communicating innovative 

ideas/practices  2.7% 30.1% 44.9% 22.3% 2.87 .794 
Links to external resources  4.4% 37.0% 44.6% 14.0% 2.68 .771 

Composite Mean     2.81 .692 
Networking-Related (α = 0.785)       

Networking opportunities  3.8% 28.4% 42.2% 25.6% 2.90 .835 
Referrals to trusted professionals  5.7% 35.1% 41.7% 17.5% 2.71 .820 
Interactive directory map of 
members  4.6% 40.9% 40.2% 14.3% 2.64 .786 

Composite Mean     2.75 .677 
a Measured on a 4-point scale, ranging from “1 = Not at all satisfied” to “4 = Extremely satisfied”. 

 

 

Respondents appeared to have some informational needs, as they found useful to receive 

further information from their associations on issues related to their clientele (M = 3.04; SD = 

.737; α = 0.817), overall agriculture (M = 3.03; SD = .700; α = 0.813), and business operations 

(M = 2.74; SD = .806; α = 0.842; Table 2.5). In terms of specific information needs, the most 

useful ones were related to agritourism liability, such as signage and insurance (M = 3.36; SD = 

1.073), marketing, such as strategizing marketing campaigns and branding (M = 3.33; SD = 

1.017), and agritourism updates such as new regulations (M = 3.33; SD = 1.037). Respondents 

found information related to business start-up information, such as how to write a business plan 

(M = 2.44; SD = 1.072) less useful. 
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Table 2.5. Respondents’ perceived usefulness of information needs 

Types of Information (n = 351) a Not at all 
Useful 

Moderately 
Useful 

Very  
Useful 

Extremely 
Useful Mean b SD 

Clientele-Related (α = 0.817)     3.04 .737 
Marketing  2.6% 11.4% 36.9% 49.1% 3.33 1.017 
Customer service  6.0% 19.8% 36.4% 37.8% 3.06 .995 
Event planning 8.6% 19.9% 31.3% 40.2% 3.03 1.062 
Social media  11.5% 30.4% 30.4% 27.7% 2.74 1.017 

Agriculture-Related (α = 0 .813)     3.03 .700 
Agritourism liability  2.6% 10.3% 36.1% 51.0% 3.36 1.073 
Agritourism updates  1.8% 12.3% 37.2% 48.7% 3.33 1.037 
Agricultural policy  8.0% 27.7% 33.4% 30.9% 2.87 1.010 
Agricultural practices  14.3% 35.0% 29.6% 21.1% 2.58 .979 

Business Operation-Related (α = 0.842)     2.74 .806 
Bulk purchasing of services  11.7% 21.7% 31.1% 35.5% 2.91 1.081 
Funding 14.9% 23.1% 27.7% 34.3% 2.81 1.111 
Finance  12.3% 26.1% 32.1% 29.5% 2.79 1.038 
Internet basics  10.3% 30.5% 33.6% 25.6% 2.74 .981 
Business start-up  24.0% 30.3% 23.4% 22.3% 2.44 1.072 

a  Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient for information items.  
b  Measured on a 4-point scale from “1 = Not at all useful” to “4 = Extremely useful”. 
 

 

Members’ Incentives to Join Agritourism Associations 

Results indicated that the greatest incentives for joining an agritourism association were 

private in nature, especially to learn how to better serve customers and visitors (M = 4.59; SD = 

.935), get business advice specialized to agritourism (M = 4.59; SD = .658), and learn how to 

maximize the use of resources (M = 4.53; SD = .724; Table 2.6). Public incentives, although still 

ranked as important, had the lowest rankings, especially in terms of influencing agritourism 

related policies (M = 4.26; SD = .784).  

The varimax-rotated factor analysis of the membership incentives resulted in four factors, 

accounting for 76.7% of total variance. The public incentive of promoting good business 

practices (M = 4.46; SD = .731) did not load on any factor, thus was removed from further 
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analysis. The factors, which showed strong internal consistency, were labeled based on their 

underlying themes, as follows: Networking Incentives (α = 0.918); Educational Incentives (α = 

0.832); Policy and Advocacy Incentives (α = 0.721); and Economic Incentives (α = 0.859). In 

order, Educational Incentives (M = 4.57) were the highest ranked as all their comprised 

incentives were considered as very important. Economic Incentives were the second ranked (M = 

4.41), closely followed by Networking (M = 4.36), and Policy and Advocacy (M = 4.32) 

Incentives.  

 

Table 2.6.  Mean and rotated factor matrix of members’ incentives to join agritourism 

associations 

Incentives by Factors (n = 358) Mean a SD Factor 
Loadings 

Explained  
Variance Eigenvalue 

Networking Incentives (α = 0.918) b 4.36   45.08% 5.41 
Expand connections with other businesses  4.32 .800 0.900   
Enhance overall business network  4.30 .804 0.887   
Develop a network  4.41 .806 0.850   

Educational Incentives (α = 0.832) 4.57   12.94% 1.55 
Get business advice specialized in agritourism  4.59 .658 0.791   
Learn how to better serve customers/visitors  4.59 .703 0.777   
Learn to maximize the use of my resources  4.53 .724 0.740   

Policy & Advocacy Incentives (α = 0.721) 4.32   10.11% 1.21 
Promote public awareness of agritourism  4.37 .843 0.822   
Influence agritourism related policies  4.26 .784 0.804   
Get updated information on regulations/guidelines  4.33 .801 0.640   

Economic Incentives (α = 0.859) 4.41   8.53% 1.02 
Increase the number of customers  4.32 .935 0.879   
Increase profits  4.49 .862 0.855   

a Measured on a 5-point scale from “1 = Very unimportant” to “5 = Very important”. 
b Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient for factors. Overall reliability (α = 0.871). 
 

Membership Segments 

Cluster analyses showed that a three-cluster combination was the most robust solution. 

Final clusters were composed of 186 (Cluster I), 100 (Cluster II), and 72 (Cluster III) cases, 

representing 52.0%, 27.9%, and 20.1% of the respondents, respectively. As expected, the three 
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clusters had significantly different incentives behind their decision to join the associations; these 

differences were used to name the clusters (Table 2.7).   

Cluster I was labeled the “Maximizer” as their members were strongly seeking a variety 

of incentives. Although this group highly loaded in the “Networking Incentives”, they had 

significantly higher mean scores in the Educational (M = 4.87) and the Policy and Advocacy (M 

= 4.57) incentive factors than their counterparts in Clusters II (M = 4.68, M = 4.21, respectively) 

and Cluster III (M = 3.65, M = 3.83, respectively). Although the Maximizer group also had the 

highest mean score in the “Economic Incentives” (M = 4.58), it was only significantly higher 

than Cluster II (M = 4.55).  

Cluster II was labeled “Progressist”, as their cluster center fell within the “Education 

Incentives”. Pairwise comparisons indicated that this cluster was significantly less interested in 

in Networking (M = 3.68) than Cluster I (M = 4.86) and Cluster III (M = 3.95), while very 

interested in attaining educational and economic benefits, although to a lesser extent than Cluster 

I.  

The last Cluster was labeled the “Indifferent” because all their cluster centers were 

negative, indicating that their members join their associations without pursuing any specific type 

of incentive. Furthermore, members of this cluster, although received high factor means, showed 

the lowest scores in all the incentive factors as compared to their counterparts, except for 

networking opportunities, where they showed a significantly higher interest (M = 3.95) than 

Cluster II (M = 3.68).  
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Table 2.7. Cluster center and factor mean scores across incentive clusters 

Factors (n = 358) Maximizer 
(52.0%) 

Progressist 
(27.9%) 

Indifferent 
(20.1%) Statistical Values 

Networking Incentives       F = 195.506  p < 0.001 
Cluster Center 0.618  -1.074  -0.104    
Factor Mean 4.86 a 3.68 b 3.95 c   

Educational Incentives       F = 232.307  p < 0.001 
Cluster Center 0.338  0.448  -1.496    
Factor Mean 4.87  a 4.68  b 3.65  c   

Policy & Advocacy Incentives      F = 13.311 p < 0.001 
Cluster Center 0.250  -0.215  -0.347    
Factor Mean 4.57  a 4.21  b 3.83  c   

Economic Incentives       F = 12.200  p < 0.001 
Cluster Center -0.045  0.354  -0.374    
Factor Mean 4.58  a 4.55  a 3.77  b   

a, b, c:  Different superscripts indicate significant differences in post hoc pairwise comparisons. 
 

 

Demographic, Agricultural and Membership Indicators across Membership Clusters 

Results indicated few significant differences in the demographic composition across 

clusters (Table 2.8). A significantly larger proportion of the Maximizer were females (67.9%) as 

compared to the Progressist (49.4%) and the Indifferent (42.4%). No significant differences were 

found across membership clusters in their age, level of education, and employment status. In 

terms of farm-related occupation, a significantly larger proportion of respondents within the 

Progressist (66.3%) were full-time farmers as compared to the other two clusters (55.7% 

Maximizer; 45.6% Indifferent). Significantly more Indifferent members (27.9%) held other 

positions indirectly related to agriculture (e.g., industry supplier, consultant), as compared to the 

“Maximizer” (14.2%) and “Independent” (5.6%) members. As expected given the associations’ 

focus on agritourism, no differences were found in the proportion of agritourism-related 

positions across members.  
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Table 2.8. Demographic, agriculture, and membership attributes across membership clusters 

 Maximizer 
(51.8%) 

Progressist 
(27.1%) 

Indifferent 
(21.1%) Statistical Values 

Respondent Gender       χ2 = 15.586  p < 0.001 
Female 67.9%  a 49.4%  b 42.4% b   
Male 32.1%  50.6%   57.6%    

Respondents’ Age       F = 0.835 p = 0.435 
Mean (in years) 51.4  53.5  51.9    

Respondents’ Level of Education 1       F = 0.730 p = 0.483 
Mean  3.6  3.7  3.8    

Respondents’ Employment Status        
Full-time employed 77.4%  78.3%  71.9%  F = 0.994 p = 0.608 
Retired 4.3%  4.8%  7.8%  F = 1.210 p = 0.546 
Other 19.5%  18.1%  20.3%  F = 0.127 p = 0.938 

Respondents’ Farm-related Occupation        
Full-time farmers 55.7%  66.3% a 45.6% b χ2 = 6.813 p = 0.033 
Agritourism employees 37.5%  31.5%  35.3%  χ2 = 0.943 p = 0.624 
Other 14.2% a 5.6% b 27.9% c χ2 = 15.384  p < 0.001 

Farm Size Indicators         
Acreage farmed 322.8  173.9  249.8  F = 1.610  p = 0.202 
Full-time year-around employees 6.6  5.4  7.6  F = 0.616 p = 0.541 
Farm gross income (2015) 2 3.45 a 2.74 b 3.23  F = 5.037  p = 0.007 

Agritourism Indicators         
Years in agritourism 23.4  18.2  19.7  F = 2.268  p = 0.106 
Number of visitors (2015) 53,771.6  40,540.4 a 110,162.5 b F = 3.460 p = 0.033 
Agritourism income (%) 72.8  62.5  69.1  F = 2.286 p = 0.104 

Association Composition       χ2 = 3.437  p = 0.179 
ANA 21.0%  25.0%  31.9%    
NAFDMA 79.0%  75.0%  68.1%    

Membership Length       χ2 = 8.841  p = 0.356 
Less than 1 year 7.6%  16.2%  9.7%    
1 - 2 years 18.4%  21.2%  19.4%    
3 - 5 years 24.3%  23.2%  25.0%    
6 - 9 years 19.5%  14.1%  11.1%    
10 years or more 30.3%  25.3%  34.7%    

Number of Associations Affiliated       χ2 = 10.636  p = 0.223 
1  15.9%  22.7%  21.5%    
2 22.0%  27.8%  21.5%    
3 23.6%  18.6%  30.8%    
4 15.9%  12.4%  4.6%    
5 or more 22.5%  18.6%  21.5%    

a, b, c:
  Different superscripts indicate significant differences in post hoc pairwise comparisons. 

1  Education level was measured in a scale ranging from “1 = High school graduate or less” to “5 = Postgraduate 
studies”. 

2  Farm gross income was measured in a scale ranging from “1 = Less than $50,000” to “5 = $1 million or more”.  
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In terms of respondents’ farm size, only farm gross income was found to be significantly 

different across clusters. Members of the “Maximizer” cluster (M = 3.5) reported a higher 

income in 2015 than the “Progressist” (M = 2.7). No differences were found in terms of acres 

farmed and number of full-time year round employees. Similarly, very few differences were 

found on the agritourism indicators examined. Members of the Indifferent cluster hosted the 

highest number of visitors in 2015 (M = 110,162.5), a number that was statistically higher than 

the Progressist (M = 40,540.4). Finally, all clusters had comparable membership indicators as no 

significant differences were found on their members’ association affiliation, the length of their 

membership, and the number of associations to which they were affiliated. 

 

Satisfaction Levels and Information Needs across Membership Clusters 

Results showed significant differences in the level of satisfaction with the association 

overall (F = 30.385, p < 0.001) and their educational (Wilk’s lambda = 0.874; F = 7.462; p 

< .001) and networking (Wilk’s lambda = 0.836; F = 9.560; p < .001) offerings across clusters 

(Table 2.9). However, pairwise comparisons revealed few differences between clusters. The 

Maximizer cluster was most satisfied with the overall performance of the association and all the 

networking services they receive, with no differences between the Progressist and the Indifferent 

clusters (MMAX= 3.19; MPRG = 2.69; MIND = 2.51). In terms of educational opportunities, results 

indicate that the Maximizer group was still the most satisfied when compared to the other two 

clusters in all indicators. In turn, the Progressist cluster was found to be more satisfied than the 

Indifferent group in terms of communicating innovative ideas/practices (MMAX = 3.07; MPRG = 

2.76; MIND = 2.41) and links to external resources (MMAX = 2.85; MPRG = 2.60; MIND = 2.27). 

Related to networking opportunities, the Maximizers were very satisfied while the other two 
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clusters were only moderately satisfied with no differences between them. Such results were 

constant in all three networking indicators, namely overall networking opportunities (MMAX = 

3.17; MPRG = 2.58; MIND = 2.50), referrals to trusted professionals (MMAX = 2.93; MPRG = 2.53; 

MIND = 2.32), and with the interactive directory map of members (MMAX = 2.84; MPRG = 2.49; 

MIND = 2.30). 

 

Table 2.9. A comparison of respondents’ level of satisfaction across membership clusters 

Satisfaction Indicators 1 Maximizer 
(53.0%) 

Progressist 
(27.1%) 

Indifferent 
(19.9%) Statistical Values 

Association Satisfaction         
Overall  3.19 a 2.69 b 2.51 b F = 30.385 p < 0.001 

Education-Related 2         
Promoting good business practices  3.08 a 2.74 b 2.54 b F = 14.615 p < 0.001 
Communicating innovative 

ideas/practices  3.07 a 2.76 b 2.41 c F = 18.931 p < 0.001 

Links to external resources  2.85 a 2.60 b 2.27 c F = 14.860 p < 0.001 
Networking-Related 3         

Networking opportunities  3.17 a 2.58 b 2.50 b F = 25.392 p < 0.001 
Referrals to trusted professionals  2.93 a 2.53 b 2.32 b F = 16.248 p < 0.001 
Interactive directory map of 

members  2.84 a 2.49 b 2.30 b F = 13.899 p < 0.001 
a, b, c:  Different subscripts indicate significant differences in post hoc pairwise comparisons. 
1.
! Measured on a 5-point scale ranging from “1 = Not at all satisfied” to “4 = Extremely satisfied”. Measured 

using multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) statistics. ANOVA was used to test overall satisfaction 
and MANOVA to test Education and Networking indicators. 

2.
! MANOVA statistics: Wilks’s lambda = 0.874; F = 7.462; p < 0.001. 

3.
! MANOVA statistics: Wilks’s lambda = 0.836; F = 9.560; p < 0.001. 

 

Results yielded three significant models when comparing the information needs of 

clusters related to their clientele (Wilk’s lambda = 0.782; F = 10.617; p < 0.001), agriculture 

(Wilk’s lambda = 0.806; F = 9.213; p < 0.001), and business operations (Wilk’s lambda = 0.837; 

F = 6.009; p < 0.001), as displayed in Table 2.10. Pairwise comparisons showed that most 

clientele-related information (marketing, customer service, event planning) was perceived by the 

Maximizer cluster as the most useful while by the Indifferent as the least useful; the Maximizer 



!

50 
!

group also found the information on social media more useful than their counterparts, with no 

significant differences between the Progressist and the Indifferent clusters.  

 

Table 2.10.  A comparison of respondents’ perceived usefulness of information across 

membership clusters 

Types of Information 1 Maximizers 
(52.5%) 

Progressist 
(28.1%) 

Indifferent 
(19.4%) Statistical Values 

Clientele-Related 2         
Marketing  3.57 a 3.29 b 2.78 c F = 30.127 p < 0.001 
Customer service  3.38 a 2.99 b 2.41 c F = 35.768 p < 0.001 
Event planning  3.29 a 2.96 b 2.45 c F = 19.791 p < 0.001 
Social media  2.95 a 2.63 b 2.28 b F = 12.605 p < 0.001 

Agriculture-Related 3         
Agritourism liability  3.58 a 3.36 b 2.77 c F = 31.899 p < 0.001 
Agritourism updates  3.56 a 3.25 b 2.88 c F = 24.143 p < 0.001 
Agricultural policy  3.02 a 2.79  2.53 b F = 7.196 p = 0.001 
Agricultural practices  2.75 a 2.56 a 2.17 b F = 9.183 p < 0.001 

Business Operations-Related 4         
Bulk purchasing of services  3.13 a 2.90 a 2.38 b F = 13.674 p < 0.001 
Funding  3.01 a 2.85 a 2.23 b F = 13.622 p < 0.001 
Finance  3.07 a 2.68 b 2.26 c F = 18.738 p < 0.001 
Internet basics  2.97 a 2.70 a 2.20 b F = 17.226 p < 0.001 
Business start-up  2.61 a 2.37  2.05 b F = 6.875 p = 0.001 

a, b, c: Different subscripts indicate significant differences in post hoc pairwise comparisons. 
1.
! Measured on a 4-point scale from “1 = Not at all useful” to “4 = Extremely useful”.  

2.
! MANOVA statistics: Wilks’s lambda = 0.782; F = 10.617; p < 0.001. 

3.
! MANOVA statistics: Wilks’s lambda = 0.806; F = 9.213; p < 0.001. 

4.
! MANOVA statistics: Wilks’s lambda = 0.837; F = 6.009; p < 0.001. 

 
 

As for agricultural-related information, the three clusters found different levels of 

usefulness related to agritourism liability (MMAX = 3.58; MPRG = 3.36; MIND = 2.77) and 

agritourism updates (MMAX = 3.56; MPRG = 3.25; MIND = 2.88). The Indifferent found less useful 

information on agricultural policy than the Maximizers (MMAX = 3.02; MPRG = 2.79; MIND = 2.53) 

and on agricultural practices (MMAX = 2.75; MPRG = 2.56; MIND = 2.17) than the other two groups. 

Regarding information on business operations, the Indifferent perceived significantly less 
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usefulness related to bulk purchasing of services (MMAX = 3.13; MPRG = 2.90; MIND = 2.38), 

funding (MMAX = 3.01; MPRG = 2.85; MIND = 2.23), internet basics (MMAX = 2.97; MPRG = 2.70; 

MIND = 2.20) than the Maximizer and Progressist clusters, with no differences between the latter. 

The Maximizer rated information on finance as the most useful, while the Indifferent perceived 

them the least useful (MMAX = 3.07; MPRG = 2.68; MIND = 2.26). Significant differences were 

found on the usefulness of information of business start-ups between the Maximizer (M = 3.07) 

and the Indifferent (M = 2.05).  

 

Discussion of Results 

Study participants include a mix of farmers, farm or agritourism managers or employees, 

and other professionals indirectly related to agriculture (e.g., extension agents, agricultural 

suppliers). Participants involved in farming fit with the prevailing definition of agritourism as 

they offer a variety of educational and recreational activities while being engaged in agricultural 

production (Gil Arroyo et al., 2013). Different from studies sustaining that agritourism only 

supplements agricultural income (McGehee, 2007; Nickerson et al., 2001; Veeck et al., 2006), 

respondents reported that agritourism-related sales contribute largely to their farm income, which 

is likely associated with their maturity in the industry in terms of number of years hosting 

visitors on their farms. These results also call for further exploration on the marketing role of 

agritourism, as greater numbers of visitors may have an indirect result on the sale of other farm 

products (Tew & Barbieri, 2012). Respondents reported high levels of satisfaction with their 

association’s offerings. Satisfaction levels were especially high related to learning about good 

business practices and innovative ideas, and for networking opportunities, results that speak for 
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the critical mission associations as education and networking catalysts (Audia et al., 2006; 

Bennett & Robson, 2011; Hager, 2014; Tschirhart, 2006).  

Previous studies had identified public and private incentives that members seek when 

joining membership associations, which the Logic of Membership framework broadly describes 

as the suite of specific services that associations offer to their members (logic of service) and the 

actions associations undertake to enhance the overall welfare of their members within their 

industry (logic of influence) (Bennett, 1998; 1999; 2000; Hager, 2014; Knoke, 1988; 

Hockenbury & Hockenbury, 2003). Study results contribute to the scholarship of the Logic of 

Membership by identifying the specific incentives sought by joining agritourism associations, but 

most importantly by categorizing them into four different groups: networking, educational, 

policy and advocacy, and economic incentives. As expected, educational, networking and 

economic incentives were perceived as more important than those related to the agritourism-

related policy and advocacy because individuals tend to be more motivated by the desire to 

maximize their private benefits than by the public benefits they can obtain (DeLeskey, 2003; 

Hager, 2014; Olsen, 1965; Wilson, 1997). 

The incentives categorization that resulted in this study is also useful for associations as it 

can help them to identify, measure, and assess the tangible and intangible services they want to 

provide to their members (Evans, 2016). In doing so, associations can advertise their services, 

translated as benefits, in a more targeted way, thus increasing the effectiveness of their 

recruitment efforts and membership loyalty over time (Baran, Galka, & Strunk, 2008; Oliver, 

1999). For example, the highest educational incentives suggest associations to advertise 

themselves as an important platform of education to attract potential market with such needs and 

sustain them as loyal membership body. Likewise, a clear understanding of the services and 
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benefits associations provide can help constituents make informed choices of the association that 

better fits their needs (Markova, Ford, Dickson, & Bohn, 2013; Noel & Luckett, 2014). The clear 

identification of the services associations provide while helping potential members to make an 

informed decision can help associations find their own niche and better serve their members. 

This outcome is especially pertinent for agritourism associations because they have a critical role 

in helping farmers to improve their entrepreneurial readiness and develop their networks within a 

relatively incipient, yet rapidly growing, industry.  

Based on the incentives members seek, this study also identified three distinct types of 

members that associations can use for recruitment purposes (e.g., tailor advertisement messages) 

and to enhance the performance of their services by strategically allocating resources (e.g., 

information materials) based on members’ needs (Heathcote, 1990; Phillipson et al., 2006; 

Rusaw, 1995; Wedel & Kamakura, 2012). In doing so, agritourism associations could better 

portray their services and build or strengthen their image and brand identity (Nandan, 2005). 

Results indicate that there is a group of members, the Maximizers, who strongly pursue all types 

of incentives when joining their associations and are the ones in need of more information to 

improve their agritourism enterprises. Although this group may appear as difficult to please 

given their broad desires, they are also the ones most satisfied with their association’s services. 

Thus, it is advisable that associations maintain and nurture their relationship with the Maximizers 

as their high levels of satisfaction can make them a good source of referral. The second group, 

the Progressist, would be best approached through educational and economic incentives. Results 

indicate that associations need to increase their effort to improve the satisfaction levels of this 

group, which may be the ones with greater entrepreneurial needs as they have a greater 

composition of full-time farmers. In doing so, this group can help to recruit peer farmers seeking 
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to offer agritourism activities. The last cluster, the Indifferent, appeared as valuable members in 

terms of low maintenance. They are mainly composed by professionals indirectly related to 

agriculture (e.g., suppliers, consultants), which may explain their relative interest in networking 

but overall disinterest in all remaining incentives. However, they have remained as members of 

their association for a comparable time relative to the other two groups. In addition, the 

significant different gender dispersion within the three clusters suggest female as an important 

group that associations can target to become potential maximizers.   

The aforementioned scholarly and practical contributions of this study should be 

generalized with caution given that only two associations were included in the study. Although 

special efforts were paid when selecting both associations as to capture membership diversity 

(e.g., geographic scope) within the same industry focus (i.e., agritourism), they do not represent 

the mosaic of national, regional, state and local level of agritourism associations. Therefore, 

members’ incentives may be different in other circumstances, for example in regions where the 

agritourism industry is well-developed. Although the response rate is acceptable and similar to 

other studies on agritourism (Barbieri & Mahoney, 2009; Nickerson et al., 2001; Ollenburg & 

Buckley, 2007; Tew & Barbieri, 2012), it may have been affected by the time when data were 

collected (May through August), as these months fall within very busy agricultural and 

agritourism seasons. These limitations along the extent of the scholarly and practical 

contributions of this study as aforementioned identify some directions for future research. To 

have a greater picture of the incentives members seek, it is advisable that the study is replicated 

among associations with similar structural (e.g., membership size) and agency (e.g., leadership, 

resources) characteristics, and also across a more diverse group of associations ranging from 

overall agritourism-focused associations to those with a more specific agritourism-focus (e.g., 
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dude ranches; u-pick operations). The relative low interest on public incentives, confirming 

previous studies, suggests that the role of associations in policy and advocacy efforts should be 

revisited using more in-depth qualitative methods of inquiry as to determine whether agritourism 

associations should divert such efforts when economic resources are limited. 

 

Conclusion  

This study investigated the types of incentives that members seek when joining 

agritourism associations. By borrowing theoretical frameworks from Business (Logic of 

Membership) and Psychology (Incentives Theory), this study has advanced the scholarship of 

agritourism by concluding that the broad set of private and public incentives members seek when 

joining professional and business associations also apply to agritourism associations. For the first 

time, these incentives were reduced into fewer dimensions (networking, education, economic, 

policy and advocacy). As a result, this study has equipped future studies with the convenience of 

dealing with a smaller number of incentives and with the capacity to adapt the incentives scale to 

associations with different foci or within different contexts. For example, studies on small 

hospitality-related associations that are heavily driven by private incentives (e.g., Bed & 

Breakfasts) may consider removing the policy and advocacy dimension. Furthermore, the 

resulting incentives dimensions allowed us to identify three types of members (Maximizer, 

Progressist, and Indifferent), which although very comparable on their socio-demographic, 

membership, and farm-related attributes, seek different incentives and expect different 

informational resources from their associations.  

This study restated the critical role of associations in providing benefits to their members, 

especially association’s positive performance may impact the extent of benefits members 
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received. Altogether, study results can help agritourism associations better communicate their 

offerings for effective recruitment and program their services based on their members’ needs; 

results can also assist potential members make more informed decisions when joining an 

agritourism association. A better match between the services provided and members’ needs can 

maximize the actual benefits members obtain from their associations and increase the 

association’s image and brand, which fosters members’ cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

commitment towards the association. These intertwined outcomes, in turn, can sustain a healthy 

membership number, which can help to strengthen the agritourism industry. Such results are not 

only desired, but needed, as agritourism has consistently showed to be a suitable strategy to 

increase the revenues of family farms (Barbieri, 2013; Tew & Barbieri, 2012; Schilling et al., 

2006). Although this study was conducted in the context of agritourism, the extent of the 

practical implications coupled with the increasing number and diversity of associations, call for 

the investigation of these results in other industries.  
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CHAPTER III 

PREDICTING MEMBERS PARTICIPATION IN AGRITOURISM ASSOCIATIONS:  

A PSYCHOSOCIAL COMMITMENT APPROACH 1 

 

Abstract 

Most agricultural-related associations dedicate their mission to stimulate farmers’ 

economic activities and improve professional practices. Evidence indicates that many of these 

associations are struggling to remain in business because of their members’ low participation, 

likely due to low levels of commitment. Given the role these associations have in supporting 

entrepreneurial farming, members of two agritourism associations were surveyed to identify their 

levels of commitment within their affiliated associations and test whether commitment would 

predict members’ positive behavior. Commitment was operationalized through the Psychosocial 

Commitment scale, constructed based on 16 items representing the psychological, affective, 

normative, and continued dimensions of commitment. Results showed strong levels of 

psychological commitment, especially in terms of volition and identification, but low 

continuance commitment. Members’ age and membership attributes were associated with their 

level of participation, while only the later with their commitment. In turn, members’ commitment 

predicted their levels of participation. Study results can help agricultural associations craft 

managerial strategies to increase members’ participation and commitment, which can foster the 

economic sustainability of the associations.  

 

Keywords: agricultural association, commitment, participation, loyalty 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1  This manuscript is structured under the guidelines of the Journal of Rural Studies. Accordingly, it 

adopted a consistent reference style (APA) and presented and discussed results in the same section. 
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Highlights:  

•! Proposed the Psychosocial Commitment Approach.  

•! Age was negatively associated with members’ participation. 

•! Membership indicators were associated with levels of participation and commitment.  

•! Level of commitment predicted members’ participation. 

 

 

Introduction 

Membership associations are formally organized groups gathering like-minded people 

together under a governance structure (Knoke, 1986). More broadly, membership associations 

are social structures that support members’ interests (e.g., social, political, recreational, 

professional) individually and collectively (Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986; Bennett & Ramsden, 2007; 

Bennett & Robson, 2011; Ibarra, 1997). They are categorized, based on their focus, into: 

business and professional, labor, civic and social, political, religious, and social advocacy 

organizations (Teckchandani, 2014). Membership associations have proliferated over the last 

three decades because they provide information, resources (e.g., referrals to specialized labor), 

and marketing opportunities to their members that are otherwise difficult to access (Hager, 2014; 

Tschirhart, 2006; Wang & Ashcraft, 2014). Until 2014, over 160,000 associations existed in the 

United States across different geographical levels (national, regional, state, local) representing 

nearly every industry, profession, charity, hobby, cause and interest (American Society of 

Associations Executives, 2014). 

By gathering like-minded people together, membership associations have the capability 

to create a non-competitive environment that fosters bonding and trust across members 
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(McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001; Teckchandani, 2014; Woolcock, 1998). Accordingly, 

membership associations open opportunities for members’ capacity building and innovations 

through social interactions, knowledge exchange, and information sharing (Audia, Freeman, & 

Reynolds, 2006; Galaskiewicz, 1979; Small, Jacobs, & Massengill, 2008; Tura & Harmaakorpi, 

2005). Particularly in the agricultural sector, many membership associations fall within the 

business and professional category, serving members with an interest in entrepreneurial farming 

(e.g., direct marketing, agritourism). This type of association is created with the purpose of 

stimulating economic activities and professional practices among members by facilitating the 

navigation of individual businesses within governmental regulations and by providing a diversity 

of educational, networking, and training opportunities (Agricultural Marketing Resource Center, 

2007; Bennett, 1998; Bennett & Robson, 2011; Hager, 2014; Ring et al., 2010; Tschirhart, 2006). 

Consistently, agricultural-related associations survive and sustain their business by providing a 

range of resources and/or services to their members, such as legal guidance and access to 

governmental support (Davis & Aldrich, 2000), in exchange of a fee, usually in the form of 

membership dues.  

Currently, associations are struggling to remain in business because of members’ low 

level of participation or non-activity (Ferguson & Hlavinka, 2007; Hlavinka & Sullivan, 2011; 

Lusthaus, Adrien, & Anderson, 2002; Newbery et al., 2013). This can be problematic because 

the current agricultural context is pushing non-corporate farmers to be more entrepreneurial, 

necessitating the strategic resources, services, and networks that associations usually provide 

(Davis & Aldrich, 2000; McFayden, Semadeni, & Cannella, 2009; Wilson, Fesenmaier, 

Fesenmaier, & Van Es, 2001). At the same time, farmers may experience a decrease in the 
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benefits they get from their associations, as members are co-producers of the associations’ pool 

of information and resources (Bettencourt, 1997; Bhattacharya, 1998). 

Associations’ continuance (e.g., profitability, increased market share) is dependent on 

members’ loyalty for a couple of reasons. First, loyalty stimulates a rewarding experience for 

members, which results in positive behaviors, such as membership renewal and referrals to non-

members (Baran, Galka & Strunk, 2008; Bowen & Chen, 2001; Fecikova, 2004; Oliver, 1999). 

Secondly, loyal members decrease associations’ marketing expenditures because they are less 

price sensitive than non-loyal ones, and their retention is less expensive than recruiting new 

members (Marquez, 1993; Lewis, 2004; Rosenberg & Czepiel, 1984; Rowley, 2005). Loyalty is 

usually measured through the level of ‘commitment’ (Bloemer & Kasper, 1995; Fullerton, 2005), 

defined as the set of elements driving individual’s emotional or psychological attachment to a 

given behavior, brand, or product (Buchanan, 1975; Shamir, 1988; Pritchard et al., 1999).  

The role of agriculture-based associations in supporting entrepreneurial farmers calls for 

the need to examine the reasons behind the decrease in number and activity of their membership 

from the member’s commitment perspective. Existing studies have examined members’ 

commitment to their associations from sociological (values fostering bonding) and psychological 

(preferences and beliefs) approaches (Bee & Havitz, 2010; Bentein, Vandenberg, Vandenberghe, 

& Stinglhamber, 2005; Cooper-Hakim, & Viswesvaran, 2005; Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001; 

Mowday et al., 1982; Prichard et al., 1992 & 1999; Riketta, 2002). However, to the extent of the 

authors knowledge, no efforts have been placed to integrate the sociological and psychological 

approaches into such an investigation, or to frame members’ commitment in the context of 

agricultural-related associations. In response, this study developed a Psychosocial Commitment 
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Approach to examine members’ commitment to two entrepreneurial farming associations and the 

relationships between commitment and levels of participation.  

Understanding members’ level of commitment to their affiliated associations is a great 

asset for associations to strategically allocate their resources and effectively improve their 

services (Gahwiler & Havitz, 1998; Iwasaki & Havitz, 1998; Pritchard et al., 1999). Such 

information can also be useful for associations to recruit potential members’ targeting a 

demographic composition that may be related to higher levels of commitment, which in turn 

increases associations’ performance (Morrow, 1983). As commitment is entrenched with higher 

levels of participation which can add association endurance, this study can help maintain the 

support of entrepreneurial farms and the agriculture industry as a whole (Wang & Ashcraft, 

2014; Mayer & Schoorman, 1992).  

 

Literature Review  

The conceptualization of commitment was developed from contributions of sociology 

and psychology (Kyle et al., 2004; Pritchard et al., 1999). From the sociological perspective, 

commitment describes an individual’s consistence of activity and willingness to give their energy 

and loyalty to a social system (Bentein, Vandenberg, Vandenberghe, & Stinglhamber, 2005; 

Kanter, 1968; Scott & Godbey, 1994) or the embracement (or rejection) of a social identity or 

expectation (Kiesler, 1971; Salancik, 1977). Thus, commitment can be deconstructed as personal 

when it is driven by the individual’s dedication, and behavioral when it is caused by social 

pressure (Becker, 1960; Johnson, 1973). From the psychological perspective, commitment refers 

to the set of personal choices or cognitions that cause individuals’ emotional or psychological 

attachment to a certain behavior or brand (Bee & Havitz, 2010; Buchanan, 1975; Mowday et al., 
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1982; Prichard et al., 1992 & 1999; Shamir, 1988). The next paragraphs describe the sociological 

and psychological aspects of commitment, with emphasis on their application within the context 

of associations.  

 

Sociological Commitment 

Most research on sociological commitment has focused on the relationship between 

organizations and their employees, mainly evaluating the set of employees’ beliefs and levels of 

acceptance towards their organization’s goals and values, their willingness to exert effort on 

behalf of the organization, and their desire to remain in the organization (Farndale, Hope-Hailey, 

& Kelliher, 2011; Huang, You, & Tsai, 2012; Manchanda, 2014; Morrow, 2011; Mowday et al., 

1979; Panaccio & Vandenberghe, 2012). Within this context, sociological commitment is 

suggested to increase organizational productivity, profitability and customer satisfaction (Wright, 

Gardner, Moynihan, & Allen, 2005). However, the level of sociological commitment varies 

across different organizational settings and cultural environments (Clugston, 2002; Smith, 2001), 

and even more between the private and public sectors (Naff, 1999; Kirkman, 2001).  

Sociological commitment is a multidimensional construct composed by three dimensions: 

(1) Affective, defined as individuals’ emotional and psychological attachment or involvement 

with an association; (2) Continuance, defined as individuals’ need to stay with a given 

association, either because of the perceived economic gains they obtain (benefit-cost analysis) or 

the loss resulting from discontinuing their membership; and (3) Normative, defined by the 

feeling of obligation, loyalty, or belief to stay in an association (Dordevic, 2004; Gruen, 

Summers, & Acito, 2002; Meyer & Allen, 1990; 1991; 1997; Meyer & Smith, 2000; Stephens, 

Dawley, & Stephens, 2004).  
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Psychological Commitment 

Psychological commitment, focusing on individuals’ attachment to certain activities or 

products, emerges from three antecedents: information, identification, and volition (Crosby & 

Taylor, 1983; Pritchard et al., 1999; Salanick, 1977). Information refers to the cognitive structure 

and the way people manage information based on their preferences (Crosby & Taylor, 1983), 

which is formed by informational complexity, cognitive consistency, and confidence (Salanick, 

1977). The informational complexity, which lies within individuals’ cognitive structure, affects 

resistance to change because the intricate information schema requires high psychological costs 

to change an attitude or behavior (McQuiston, 1989; Pritchard et al., 1997; Robertson, 1976). 

Cognitive consistency favors commitment because individuals tend to reinterpret, suppress or 

lose inconsistent information (Crosby & Taylor, 1983; Dick & Basu, 1994). Confidence favors 

commitment because it represents the extent of conviction associated with attitudes and 

behaviors (Berger & Mitchell, 1989; Dick & Basu, 1994; Pritchard et al., 1999).  

Identification denotes the extent to which personal values and self-image influence 

individuals’ involvement or preference towards a product or position (Crosby & Taylor, 1983; 

Freedman, 1964; Pritchard et al., 1999). Thus, identification can strengthen resistance to change 

(Crosby & Taylor, 1983; Pritchard et al, 1999), especially when individuals have publicly 

identified themselves with a certain position (Pritchard et al., 1999). Such identification may 

explain why members staying in associations longer tend to value the association more than new 

members (Wang & Ashcraft, 2014). Volition is the extent to which decisions are made based on 

free-choice, which entails individuals’ freedom to choose among various options and the absence 

of external constraints that could limit an individual’s choice (Salanick, 1977). Volition shapes 

sense of ownership behind decisions and meaningful behaviors (Pritchard et al, 1999); thus, 
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influencing individuals’ commitment towards their choices (Bagozzi, 1993; Iwasaki & Havitz, 

1998 & 2004). 

 

Attributes Associated with Commitment 

Different attributes have been found to influence members’ commitment. Demographic 

indicators, including age, educational level, income, and gender have been consistently reported 

to influence levels of commitment to their organizations in terms of decision to give to 

associations (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011; Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007; Rotolo, 2000). Previous 

research suggests the decision to give, in terms of likelihood to give and the gift amount, 

typically increases with age as disposable financial resources for donation purposes increases 

(Bekkers & Wiepking, 2006; Gazley & Dignam, 2010), which is consistent with the positive 

correlation between individuals’ income and likelihood of giving (Schervish & Havens, 1998). 

Nevertheless, young professionals are just as willing and likely to join professional associations 

as their older counterparts (Brooks, 2006). Educational level tends to foster members’ sense of 

giving to associations for public good (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011; Wang & Graddy, 2008); 

specifically, members with advanced degrees tend to give more frequently to professional 

associations than those without (Gazley & Dignam, 2010). Gender impacts both individuals’ 

likelihood to give and also the type of organizations to which they give. For instance, men are 

more likely to give to associations than women (Gazley & Dignam, 2010; Knoke, 1990).  

Studies also suggest that members’ length of membership, satisfaction levels, and 

volunteerism positively affects their commitment towards associations (Knoke, 1988; Wang & 

Ashcraft, 2014). Membership tenure is positively related to volunteers’ commitment to an 

organization (Penner & Finkelstein, 1998). Long-tenured members are inclined to economically 
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support their organizations’ activities and programs to a greater extent than newer members, 

which can be the result of having experienced the benefits of their association for a longer time 

(Wang & Ashcraft, 2014). Membership tenure can also be related to members’ satisfaction, 

which overall encourages positive behavior towards the association, such as membership renewal 

(Bhattacharya, 1998; Wang & Ashcraft, 2014). Likewise, volunteerism within associations 

increases members’ awareness of the values, breath of services, and needs of the association, 

which in turn fosters economic commitment (Wang & Ashcraft, 2014; Wang & Graddy, 2008).  

 

Psychosocial Commitment: Approach and Operationalization 

The extant literature reveals that both, psychological and sociological approaches seem 

suitable to evaluate the level of members’ commitment to their associations. However, to the 

extent of the authors’ knowledge, both approaches have always been operationalized in isolation. 

Thus, we propose a Psychosocial Commitment Approach by integrating sociological and 

psychological perspectives into one study. Within this approach, we define psychosocial 

commitment as the set of personal and behavioral mechanisms that binds individuals to certain 

patterns of conduct. Thus, this approach captures members’ affective attachment to an 

association beyond the purely instrumental economic worth of the relationship. It also sustains 

that members’ commitment emerges from the active relationship between members and their 

associations, which causes a set of positive psychological feelings toward an association, such as 

levels of satisfaction, desire to renew their membership, and willingness to recommend to 

potential members (Wang & Ashcraft, 2014; Wang & Graddy, 2008). 

To operationalize the Psychosocial Commitment Approach, we developed a scale by 

absorbing the essence of sociological and psychological commitment measurements. Pritchard 
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and colleagues were pioneers in measuring the three phases of psychological commitment. In the 

early nineties, they developed a six dimensional scale (informational complexity, volitional 

choice, position involvement, resistance to change, cognitive consistency, confidence) which was 

later reduced to four dimensions for increased validity and reliability (Pritchard et al., 1992; 

1999). The resulting 13-item scale, referred to as Psychological Commitment Instrument, has 

been widely used due to its comprehensiveness; it includes four dimensions: informational 

complexity, volitional choice, position involvement, and resistance to change.  

Sociological commitment has been measured by Mowday, Steers and Porter (1979), 

through 13 dimensions: source of attachment, job involvement, job satisfaction, career 

satisfaction, motivational force, intrinsic motivations, central life interest, turnover, absenteeism, 

intent to leave, estimated tenure, performance, and behavior rating. Allen and Meyer (1990) later 

developed a 15-item scale to capture the three sociological dimensions of commitment: affective, 

continuance, and normative. More recently, Wang and Ashcraft (2014) simplified the 

measurement of sociological commitment through three variables: length (in years) of 

membership, respondents’ attachment to their associations based on perceived primary 

affiliation, and levels of satisfaction and willingness to recommend to friends or colleagues. 

Based on the aforementioned scales, we developed the Psychosocial Commitment scale 

for agricultural-related associations comprising 16 items in four dimensions in a four-by-four 

format (Figure 3.1). Specifically, the scale captures one psychological dimension, which 

comprises information, identification and volitional antecedents (e.g., My desire to be a 

<association> member will not decrease overtime), and three sociological dimensions: affective 

(e.g., I feel a strong sense of belonging to <association>), continuance (e.g., My business would 
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be disrupted if I leave <association>), and normative (e.g., <association> supports me and my 

business).  

 

 

Figure 3.1. The Psychosocial Commitment Approach 

 

 

Research Methods 

Study and Sampling Design 

This study was designed to evaluate the level of members’ commitment to their 

entrepreneurial farming associations and the relationships between commitment and levels of 

participation. With such purpose and informed by the extant literature, three distinct objectives 

were delineated: (1) assess members’ levels of commitment and participation to agricultural-

related associations; (2) test whether members’ demographic and membership attributes are 

associated with their levels of participation and commitment; and (3) evaluate whether 

commitment contributes to participation within affiliated associations. Figure 3.2 illustrates the 

paths of the study design. 
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  Figure 3.2. Study Design 

 

The enumeration technique was used to draw the sample for this study, composed of all 

current members of two agricultural associations: The North America Farm Direct Marketing 

Association (NAFDMA) and the North Carolina Agritourism Networking Association (ANA). 

These associations were selected because they serve individuals (e.g., farmers), businesses (e.g., 

industry suppliers), or agencies (e.g., extension or government representatives) involved in 

entrepreneurial farming, with a strong emphasis on agritourism. They both are non-for-profit 

organizations sustained by membership fees whose membership number had steadily decreased 

over the years (C. Touchette, personal communication, March 2, 2016; Chris Mills, personal 

communication, January 14, 2016). However, both associations differ on major structural 

characteristics (geographic scope, membership size), which could help to identify attributes 

associated with members’ commitment. NAFDMA is an international association serving 734 
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members across Canada, Mexico, and the United States. ANA is a state-wide (North Carolina, 

U.S.) association that had 174 members at the time of the study.  

 

Survey Instrument and Procedures 

Associations’ members were surveyed using an online platform. In line with the study 

design, major components of the survey instrument focused on members’ participation in their 

affiliated associations and their levels of commitment. Level of participation was measured 

through eight statements comprising behavioral intentions and participation experience (Wang & 

Ashcraft, 2014). Behavioral intentions in terms of referrals to others and future participation (4 

items; e.g., membership renewal), were measured in a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 

“extreme unlikely” (1) to “extreme likely” (5). Four statements describing associations activities 

in positive (e.g., enjoyable) and negative (e.g., take a lot of time) forms were used to assess 

participation experience in association activities using five-point Likert-type scales (1 = strongly 

disagree; 5 = strongly agree). As aforementioned, the Psychosocial Commitment scale (4 items x 

4 dimensions) was used to measure members’ level of psychological, affective, continuance, and 

normative commitment to their affiliated associations using a five-point Likert-type scale, 

anchoring in one (strongly disagree) and five (strongly agree). The survey also collected 

information on membership general characteristics (e.g., length and types of membership) and 

socio-demographic indicators.  

The Tailored Design Method for internet surveying (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009) 

was adopted for data collection, although slightly modified as reminders were sent based on 

respondents’ pace instead of a-priori fixed. Associations’ members first received an invitation e-

mail which described the study purpose, confidentiality and privacy procedures, and a 
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personalized survey link. When completing the survey, respondents accessed a thank you page 

and were no longer contacted; non-respondents received up to four reminders. To reflect their 

affiliated association (e.g., how long have you been a NAFDMA/ANA member), members were 

surveyed independently. Data collection of NAFDMA spanned from May to July, 2016 and from 

June to August, 2016 for ANA. A total of 399 valid responses were received, representing an 

overall response rate of 43.9% (NAFDMA = 41.6%; ANA = 54.0%).    

 

Data Preparation and Analysis 

Data were downloaded from the online platform and merged into one dataset, creating a 

dichotomous variable to identify NAFDMA and ANA respondents. Then, respondents from both 

associations were contrasted, using a series of chi-square and independent t-tests as appropriate, 

to identify whether they had had comparable demographic composition. Although ANA 

members were significant older than NAFDMA ones (MANA = 55 years old, MNAFDMA = 51 years 

old; p = .007), results supported the combined analysis of both groups as they had comparable 

gender composition, level of education, and household income (p > .05).  

As series of descriptive and inferential statistical tests were conducted to address the 

study objectives (p < .05). To address the first objective,!the distribution, central tendency, and 

dispersion of respondents’ participation and levels of commitment with their affiliated 

associations were calculated. Cronbach’s alpha was computed for both constructs to test for 

internal reliability, adopting the minimum 0.60 threshold (Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2005; 

Nunnally, 1978). Then, a series of multiple linear regressions were conducted to address 

objectives two and three, as follows: eight models were run to test associations between 

demographic and membership attributes (independent variables) and four indicators of 
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participation (dependent variables) and the four commitment dimensions (dependent variables); 

three models were run to test the associations between commitment dimensions (independent 

variables) and the three indicators of participation (dependent variables).  

 

Results and Discussion 

Respondents’ Socio-demographic and Membership Profile 

Most respondents (58.5%) were female (Table 3.1), which may be associated with a 

higher involvement of women in agritourism (Jennings & Stehlik, 2000; Johnsen, 2003; 

Lagravinese, 2013; McGehee, Kim, & Jennings, 2007; Schmitt, 2010). Although the survey 

captured young (18-35 years old) and senior (at least 66 years old) adults in similar proportions 

(13.2% and 10.2%, respectively), most were in their middle adulthood (M = 52.2 years old). 

Respondents were also highly educated; 65.3% had at least a four-year college degree and 23.5% 

had post-graduate studies. Such high proportion of middle aged and highly educated adults, 

which is contrary to different trends in national agricultural statistics (USDA: NASS, 2007; 

2012) but not unexpected as entrepreneurial farming requires a business mindset that younger 

generation of farmers acquire through formal education beyond the agricultural expertise they 

may have attained from their families (Lee, Chang, & Lim, 2005). About half (45.1%) of 

respondents reported pre-tax household hold incomes of $100,000 or more and 76.1% were full-

time employees.  
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Table 3.1. Socio-demographic profile of respondents 

Socio-Demographic Indicators Number Percent  
Gender (n = 328)   

Male 136 41.5% 
Female 192 58.5% 

Age (n = 325)   
18 - 35 years old 43 13.2% 
36 - 45 years old 45 13.8% 
46 - 55 years old 93 28.6% 
56 - 65 years old 111 34.2% 
66 years old or more 33 10.2% 

Mean (in years)  (52.2) 
Standard Deviation  (12.1) 

Level of Education (n = 332)    
High school graduate or less 15 4.5% 
Some college 57 17.2% 
Two-year college degree 43 13.0% 
Four-year college degree 139 41.8% 
Postgraduate studies  78 23.5% 

Mean   (3.6)1 
Standard Deviation  (1.2) 

Pre-tax Annual Household Income (n = 308)    
Less than $50,000 49 16.0% 
$50,000 - $74,999 65 21.0% 
$75,000 - $99,999 55 17.9% 
$100,000 - $149,999 52 16.9% 
$150,000 - $199,999 42 13.6% 
$200,000 or more 45 14.6% 

Mean   (5.2)2 
Standard Deviation  (1.9) 

Employment Status (n = 327) 3   
Full-time employee 249 76.1% 
Part-time employee 20 6.1% 
Retired 16 4.9% 
Unemployed 12 3.7% 
Other 40 12.2% 

1  Scale ranged from “1 = High school graduate or less” to “5 = Postgraduate studies”. 
2  Scale ranged from “1 = Less than $25,000” to “8 = $200,000 or more”.  
3  Percentages sums to more than 100% because participants could check more than one response. 

 

 

In about similar proportions, new (2 years or less) and long-standing (10 years or more) 

members participated in the study (30.6% and 28.7%, respectively), which indicates the ability 

of these associations to foster loyalty while capturing the interest of new members (Table 3.2). 



!

84 
!

Considering the entrepreneurial emphasis of these associations, a relatively large proportion 

(20.7%) reported NAFDMA/ANA as their only membership association; 20.7% have at least 

five or more active memberships in agriculture-based associations (M = 2.9 memberships). 

Taking into consideration the steady membership decrease over the years (Lusthaus, Adrien, & 

Anderson, 2002; Newbery et al., 2013), results suggest that these associations should consider 

focusing their efforts in retaining new comers over the years. 

 

Table 3.2. Membership profile of respondents  

Membership Indicators Number Percent  
Years of Membership (n = 395)   

Less than 1 year 40 10.1% 
1 - 2 years 81 20.5% 
3 - 5 years 89 22.5% 
6 - 9 years 72 18.2% 
10 years or more 113 28.7% 

Mean   (3.3)1 
Standard Deviation  (1.3) 

Affiliation to Associations (n = 382)    
1 (only NAFDMA or ANA) 79 20.7% 
2 associations 87 22.8% 
3 associations 88 23.0% 
4 associations 49 12.8% 
5  associations or more 79 20.7% 

Mean (in number of associations)  (2.9)2 
Standard Deviation  (1.4) 

1  Scale ranged from “1 = less than 1 year” to “5 = 10 years or more”. 
2  Scale ranged from “1 = 1 (Only to NAFDMA/ANA)” to “5 = 5 or more”. 
 

 

Members’ Levels of Participation  

Respondents showed strong intentions to participate in their associations (Table 3.3). The 

vast majority were likely or extremely likely to recommend their association to others (85.1%; M 

= 4.34) and to renew their membership (87.2%; M = 4.37); slightly less respondents, yet still 
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most (68.0%), were likely or extremely likely to help recruit new members into their association 

(M = 3.89). When examined by dimensions, results show higher likeliness in terms of referral 

intentions (M = 4.11, α = 0.837) than future participation (M = 3.83, α = 0.576). These results are 

important for the economic standing of associations, as high referral intentions indicate 

membership loyalty, which usually correlates to associations’ profitability and strong market 

share (Baran et al., 2008; Bowen & Chen, 2001; Fecikova, 2004; Oliver, 1999). Associations 

should also take note of these results as they suggest current members could be incentivized to 

serve as the association recruiters. The fact that members are less interest in being more involved 

with their association in the future (M = 3.29) is not discouraging, as it is most likely due to the 

busy schedule farmers have. Rather, this calls for associations to carefully plan their activities as 

to fit into the members’ busy agricultural schedule, especially taking into consideration that the 

ultimate goal of these associations is to facilitate information and resources to make their 

enterprises more effective (Hager, 2014; Tschirhart, 2006).  

 

Table 3.3. Members’ participation in their associations in terms of behavioral intentions 

Behavioral Intentions (n = 352) Extremely 
Unlikely Unlikely Neutral Likely Extremely 

Likely Mean 1 

Referral Intentions (α = 0.837)       
Recommend the association to 
others 0.3% 2.6% 12.0% 33.3% 51.8% 4.34 

Help recruit new members 0.9% 6.6% 24.5% 38.9% 29.1% 3.89 
Composite Mean      4.11 

Future Participation (α = 0.576)       
Renew their membership 0.6% 1.4% 10.8% 35.2% 52.0% 4.37 
Be more involved with the 
association 4.6% 16.5% 37.8% 27.4% 13.7% 3.29 

Composite Mean      3.83 
1  Measured on a 5-point scale from (1) Extremely unlikely to (5) Extremely likely. 

!
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Respondents had positive perceptions about their associations’ activities (M = 3.98, α = 

0.787), although they recognized that participating with association require some investment in 

terms of time and effort (M = 3.38, α = 0.821), as reported in Table 3.4. Most respondents agreed 

that participating in those activities was enjoyable (76.0%; M = 4.15) and worth the expense 

(61.8%; M = 3.81). A relatively large proportion also agreed that these activities took a lot of 

time (43.8%; M = 3.45) and required a lot of effort (37.2%; M = 3.38). These results carry 

important managerial implications that associations need to take into consideration. Although the 

positive indicators of the activities provided can serve to recruit and retain new members, 

negative perceptions (i.e., time-consuming, effort-intensive) might explain low participation, 

which may cause low participation and inactivity, and ultimately decreased membership 

(Lusthaus et al., 2002; Newbery et al., 2013). These negative indicators may have a more 

pressing effect on agriculture-related associations since farming is characterized as being labor 

and time intensive. Therefore, time and effort efficiency should be taken into consideration in the 

selection of activities offered to members. 

!

Table 3.4. Members’ perceptions of their association’s activities 

1  Measured on a 5-point scale from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree. 

!

Activity Perceptions (n = 364) Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean 1 

Positive Indicators (α = 0.787)       
Are enjoyable 0.3% 0.3% 23.4% 36.0% 40.0% 4.15 
Are worth the expense 0.3% 5.5% 32.4% 36.3% 25.5% 3.81 

Composite Mean      3.98 
Negative Indicators (α = 0.821)       

Take a lot of time 0.3% 10.5% 45.4% 32.0% 11.8% 3.45 
Require a lot of effort 0.8% 11.6% 50.4% 29.5% 7.7% 3.32 

Composite Mean      3.38 
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Members’ Commitment towards their Association 

Overall, respondents showed moderate to high commitment towards their affiliated 

associations (Table 3.5). Psychological commitment was strongest among members (M = 3.97, α 

= 0.757), especially in terms of volition (“I freely choose to be a NAFDMA/ANA member”; M = 

4.48) and identification (“NAFDMA/ANA reflects my business values”; M = 4.01). These 

results confirm that commitment to an association emerge from free-based decisions based on 

the extent to which members’ personal values coincide with the association’s image (Crosby & 

Taylor, 1983; Pritchard et al., 1999; Salanick, 1977). However, taken into consideration that 

members’ free-choices should be informed as to develop commitment (Wang & Ashcraft, 2014), 

the lower level of the information dimension (“I am knowledgeable about NAFDMA/ANA”; M 

= 3.75) should be addressed. Increased information, especially in terms of benefits provided, 

could be internally disseminated through the associations’ well-established communication 

channels (e.g., emails, magazines) or incorporated in marketing platforms (e.g., brochures, 

website) in their recruitment efforts.  

Affective commitment (M = 3.91, α = 0.898) received the second-highest score, 

especially in terms of pride (“I am proud to tell others about my NAFDMA/ANA membership” 

M = 4.24). Although to a lesser extent, all the remaining affective indicators were also high, 

indicating members’ strong emotional attachment to their associations (Meyer & Allen, 1997; 

Meyer & Smith, 2000; Stephens et al., 2004). Normative commitment was the third ranked 

dimension (M = 3.75, α = 0.830). Overall most of the indicators related to loyalty and desire to 

stay with the association were high; yet, responding members did not show having a moral 

obligation with the association (M = 3.13). On this regards, it is important that associations 

maintain or even try to increase the emotional bonding with their members, as this is critical to 
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increase their levels of satisfaction (Dordevic, 2004; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 

1990; 1991; 1997; Preston & Brown, 2004).  

 

Table 3.5. Members’ level of commitment to their associations 

1 Measured on a 5-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree). 

 

Commitment Indicators (n = 370) Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean 1 

Psychological Commitment (α = 0.757)      3.97 
I freely choose to be NAFDMA/ANA 

member 0.0% 1.1% 4.6% 39.1% 55.2% 4.48 

NAFDMA/ANA reflects my business 
values 0.3% 2.2% 17.9% 55.1% 24.5% 4.01 

I am knowledgeable about NAFDMA/ANA 0.8% 9.2% 22.8% 48.4% 18.8% 3.75 
My desire to be a/an NAFDMA/ANA 

member will not decrease overtime 2.5% 5.5% 37.0% 38.0% 17.0% 3.62 

Affective Commitment (α = 0.898)      3.91 
I am proud to tell others that I am a/an 

NAFDMA/ANA member 0.0% 1.4% 17.1% 37.4% 44.1% 4.24 

I believe NAFDMA/ANA is the best 
association 0.3% 4.6% 29.2% 35.6% 30.3% 3.91 

I feel a strong sense of belonging to 
NAFDMA/ANA 0.5% 7.0% 26.8% 38.4% 27.3% 3.85 

NAFDMA/ANA has a great deal of 
personal meaning for me 0.8% 9.8% 37.6% 28.2% 23.6% 3.64 

Normative Commitment (α = 0.830)      3.75 
I believe NAFDMA/ANA works in my best 

interest 0.5% 3.0% 16.0% 51.2% 29.3% 4.06 

I am committed to NAFDMA/ANA mission 0.5% 1.1% 21.3% 53.7% 23.4% 3.98 
NAFDMA/ANA supports my business 1.1% 4.3% 26.4% 48.1% 20.1% 3.82 
I feel morally obligated to stay with 

NAFDMA/ANA 6.0% 19.4% 39.3% 25.7% 9.6% 3.13 

Continuance Commitment (α =0 .836)      3.17 
There are no alternatives if NAFDMA/ANA  

dissolves 3.8% 18.2% 38.0% 24.2% 15.8% 3.30 

I feel NAFDMA/ANA challenges are my 
responsibility 2.2% 15.2% 47.0% 27.7% 7.9% 3.24 

Staying with NAFDMA/ANA is a matter of 
necessity  7.1% 21.2% 35.8% 25.0% 10.9% 3.11 

My business would be disrupted if I leave 
NAFDMA/ANA 7.6% 23.6% 37.8% 21.5% 9.5% 3.02 
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Continuance commitment received the lowest score, indicating neutrality towards 

recognizing that staying with their associations is essential (M = 3.17, α = 0.836). The minority 

considered that there are no alternatives to NAFDMA/ANA (40.0%, M = 3.30), and that their 

membership is a matter of necessity (35.9%, M = 3.11). As a result, even fewer respondents 

perceived shared ownership of the association’s challenges (35.6%; M = 3.24) and a sense of loss 

if they would depart from their associations (31.0%, M = 3.02). These results indicate the need 

for associations to improve the cost-effectiveness of their membership, which they can do by 

creating uniqueness in terms of services and expertise that can represent a tangible loss if 

members decide to discontinue their membership (Dordevic, 2004; Meyer & Allen, 1990; 1991; 

1997; Stephens et al., 2004).   

 

Factors Associated with Members’ Participation and Commitment 

Multivariate regressions showed that respondents’ socio-demographic characteristics and 

membership attributes are associated with their intentions of future participation (R2 = .071, p 

= .002) and referral to others (R2 = .062, p = .006), as well as the positive (R2 = .157, p < .001) 

and negative (R2 = .083, p < .001) perceptions of their association’s activities (Table 3.6). 

Although the R2 appears low, it is expected in fields attempting to predict human behaviors 

(Frost, 2013). When controlling for other variables, respondents’ age was negatively associated 

with all participation indicators. The older respondents were, the less intentions they had to 

participate in the future (β = -.222, p < .001) and to refer the association to others (β = -.131, p 

= .030); this finding may be because as people age and get closer to retirement, they tend to care 

less about their professional development and career opportunities (Markova et al., 2013).  
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Although results indicate inactivity among older members, it is important to find ways to 

retain them, as members’ economic contribution to their associations tends to increase with age 

(Bekkers & Wiepking, 2006; Gazley & Dignam, 2010; Schervish & Havens, 1998). At the same 

time, it is imperative that associations design their offerings to appeal to young professionals 

(Brooks, 2006), such as holding regional conventions (or activities that maybe more suitable) for 

professional with an age of 35 or younger, which is critical in agricultural-based associations 

given the aging trend in this sector.  

 

Table 3.6.  Socio-demographic and membership attributes associated with members’ 

participation  

Independent Variables                                                   
Participation Indicators (standardized β and significance) 

Future 
Participation 

Referral 
Intentions 

Positive 
Experience 

Negative 
Experience 

Demographics         

Age -.222 ** -.131 * -.175 * -.192 ** 

Education level -.107  -.076  -.094  .062  

Annual household income -.018  -.051  .031  -.089  

Membership Attributes         

Association composition 1 -.123 * -.041  .085  .076  

Years of membership .116  .230 ** .357 ** .190 * 

Number of associations  .011  -.018  .001  .004  

Model Statistics     
R 0.267 0.248 0.397 0.288 
R2 0.071 0.062 0.157 0.083 
p-value 0.002 0.006 < 0.001 < 0.001 

1 NAFDMA, otherwise. 
* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.001 
 

 

Meanwhile, the older the respondent the lower the perceptions of both positive (β = -.175, 

p = .002) and negative (β = -.192, p = .001) experiences when participating in their associations’ 

activities; these findings may be due to the decreased interest or energy to socially participate in 

activities (i.e., less positive perceptions) while becoming more tolerant when participating in 
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them (i.e., less negative perceptions) as people age. These results are consistent with the nature 

of the benefits members seek varies with age. Older members seek more tangible benefits, which 

require less social interactions, while younger professionals seek to advance their careers, which 

in most cases require developing a professional network through social interactions (Brooks 

2006; Markova et al., 2013).  

Association composition (NAFDMA, otherwise) was negatively related to members’ 

future participation (β = -.123, p = .038), supporting that structural characteristics of the 

association (e.g., membership size, location) impact the level of participation of their members 

(Newbery et al., 2013). In this case, the geographic dispersion (international-based) and large 

membership size of NAFDMA, as compared to ANA, may dilute members’ desire to participate. 

These results suggest that smaller associations have a competitive advantage as to encourage 

members’ participation, which have the potential to develop members’ loyalty. Although these 

results may be associated with the small size of the association in which members’ exercise peer 

pressure to instill norms of appropriate behavior (Bennett, 1996b; Gulati et al, 2000; Poteete & 

Ostrom, 2004), they call for further research as to isolate the structural characteristics, beyond 

size, that may have a greater impact on members’ participation.  

Years of membership affiliation was positively associated with members’ referral 

intentions (β = .230, p < .001) as well as their positive (β = .357, p < .001) and negative (β 

= .190, p = .002) experiences with their association’s activities. These results support the extant 

literature suggesting that membership tenure develops loyalty to their associations (Bhattacharya, 

1998; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990); thus, there is a need to create mechanisms to retain members over 

time. As long-tenured members have had the chance to engage in a breadth of their associations’ 

activities, they tend to be cognizant of the set of benefits (e.g., networking, career development, 
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professional recognition) their associations provide them (Markova et al., 2013). As such, they 

may deem those activities as positive, while recognizing the burden (e.g., time consuming) they 

entail.    

 

Table 3.7.  Socio-demographic and membership attributes associated with members’ 

commitment  

Independent Variables                                                   
Commitment (standardized β and significance) 

Psychological Affective Normative Continuance 
Demographics         

Age -.112  -.056  -.020  .014  

Education level .002  -.069  -.052  -.101  

Annual household income .031  -.034  -.066  -.114  

Membership Attributes         

Association composition 1 -.128 * .014  -.154 * -.048  

Years of membership .313 ** .374 ** .218 ** .214 ** 

Number of associations  -.076  -.113 * -.007  -.080  

Model statistics     
R 0.318 0.359 0.262 0.259 
R2 0.101 0.129 0.069 0.047 
p-value < 0.001 < 0.001 0.003 0.004 

1 NAFDMA members, otherwise. 
* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.001 
 

 

Four statistically significant models were obtained when respondents’ demographic and 

membership attributes were regressed to the four commitment dimensions: psychological (R2 

= .101, p < .001), affective (R2 = .129, p < .001), normative (R2 = .069, p = .003), and 

continuance (R2 = .047, p = .004) commitment (Table 3.7). Yet, when controlling for other 

variables, none of the demographic indicators examined were found to predict commitment. 

These results challenge prevailing evidence suggesting that age, educational level, and income 

are positively associated with members’ level of commitment in terms of willingness to 

economically contribute (e.g., donate) to their associations (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2006; Gazley 
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& Dignam, 2010). From the associations’ perspectives, these results are managerially suitable, as 

they imply that members’ commitment can be instigated across all types of individuals, 

regardless of their socio-demographic indicators. In this case, instead of nourishing strong 

commitment among particular groups, associations can enhance so through designing programs 

for all members to foster their association commitment.  

The association composition was found to be negatively associated with psychological (β 

= -.128, p = .031) and normative (β = -.154, p = .011) commitment, which indicates that larger 

numbers and greater diversity of members may have a cost in terms of members’ loyalty, results 

deserving further investigation. Likewise, the longer responding members stayed with their 

association, the more likely they had higher psychological (β = .313, p < .001), affective (R2 

= .374, p < .001), normative (β = .218, p < .001), and continuance (β = .214, p = .001) 

commitments. These results add to the existing literature that indicates that membership length 

encourages members’ participation (Markova et al., 2013; Penner & Finkelstein, 1998; Wang & 

Ashcraft, 2014), as it seems to also contribute to their commitment. Moreover, results indicated 

that the more associations which respondents belonged, the less affective commitment (β = -.113, 

p = .005) toward their association. Although novel, these results are sound; members affiliated to 

many associations may be receiving similar gains from their affiliated associations, thus reducing 

their commitment to any specific association.  

 

 The Effect of Members’ Participation on Commitment 

Results indicate that all commitment dimensions predict members’ intentions of future 

participation in their affiliated association (R2= .419, p < .001), intentions to refer the association 

to others (R2= .500, p < .001), and positive experiences from members’ participation (R2= .473, p 
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< .001); as commitment failed to predict negative experiences (R2= .011, p = .444), it was 

dropped from further analysis (Table 3.8). More specifically, psychological commitment was 

positively associated with respondents’ future participation (β = .218, p = .002) and positive 

experience (β = .152, p = .027); affective commitment was positively associated with 

respondents’ future participation (β = .259, p = .001), referral intentions (β = .482, p < .001), and 

positive experience (β = .544, p < .001); normative commitment was positively associated with 

respondents’ referral intention (β = .160, p = .025) and positive experience (β = .143, p = .050); 

and continuance commitment was positively associated with respondents’ future participation (β 

= .225, p = .004).  

 

Table 3.8.  Multiple linear regressions of commitment dimensions on members’ participation 

Independent Variables                                                   
Participation (standardized β and significance) 

Future 
Participation 

Referral 
Intention 

Positive 
Experience 

Negative 
Experience 

Psychological commitment 0.218 * 0.120  0.152 * -0.024 
Affective commitment 0.259 * 0.482 ** 0.544 ** 0.151 
Normative commitment 0.011  0.160 * 0.143 * 0.012 
Continuance commitment 0.225 * 0.000  -0.122  -0.057 
Model statistics     

R 0.648 0.707 0.688 0.105 
R2 0.419 0.500 0.473 0.011 
p-value < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001  0.444 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.001 
 
 

Beyond confirming that overall commitment produces positive behaviors in terms of 

loyalty, such as future participation (Baran et al., 2008; Bowen & Chen, 2001; Dordevic, 2004; 

Fecikova, 2004; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Pritchard et al, 1999), study results contribute to the 

existing literature in two ways. By dissecting commitment in their four dimensions, this study 

more specifically identified that the psychological, affective, and normative dimensions of 
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commitment are the ones favoring increased member’s participation and in which way (e.g., 

normative commitment only affects positive experiences). Furthermore, by disaggregating 

participation into four indicators, this study found that commitment not only influences 

members’ future behavior (i.e., future participation, referral intentions) but also the ability to 

recognize positive experiences (e.g., joy) from their participation in the association’s activities.    

Taking into consideration that more detailed information can provide managerial insights 

to increase members’ participation, each statistical significantly participation indicator was 

further examined to identify the actions associations should take to foster members’ 

commitment. Statistical tests yield three significant and robust models showing the extent to 

which each commitment item predicts future participation (R2 = .482, p < .001), referral intention 

(R2 = .548, p < .001), and positive experience (R2 = .525, p < .001; Table 3.9).  

Within the psychological commitment, members’ level of volition (“I freely choose to be 

a NAFDMA/ANA member”), information about the association (“I am knowledgeable about 

NAFDMA/ANA”), and resistance to change (“My desire to be a/an NAFDMA/ANA member 

will not decrease overtime”) were positively associated with their levels of participation, 

respectively in terms of referral intentions (β = .151, p = .001), positive experiences (β = .110, p 

= .028; ), and future participation (β = .208, p = .001). These results may be explained by the 

impact that psychological commitment has on shaping members’ sense of ownership of their 

associations (Pritchard et al, 1999).  
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Table 3.9. Multiple linear regressions of commitment items on members’ levels of participation 

Independent Variables                                                   
Participation (standardized β and significance) 

Future 
Participation 

Referral 
Intention 

Positive 
Experience 

Psychological Commitment         

I freely choose to be NAFDMA/ANA member .139  .151 ** .087  

NAFDMA/ANA reflects my business values -.047  -.041  -.004  

I am knowledgeable about NAFDMA/ANA .029  .021  .110 * 

My desire to be a/an NAFDMA/ANA member will 
not decrease overtime 

.208 ** .018  -.063  

Affective Commitment  !       

I am proud to tell others that I am a/an 
NAFDMA/ANA member 

-.008  .290 ** .248 ** 

 I believe NAFDMA/ANA is the best association .174 * .136 * .054  

I feel a strong sense of belonging to 
NAFDMA/ANA 

.096  .199 * .169 * 

NAFDMA/ANA has a great deal of personal 
meaning for me 

-.035  -.076  .118  

Normative Commitment !       

I believe NAFDMA/ANA works in my best 
interest 

.058  .050  .120 * 

I am committed to NAFDMA/ANA mission .056  .055  .077  

NAFDMA/ANA supports my business -.014  .027  .074  

I feel morally obligated to stay with  
NAFDMA/ANA 

-.142 * -.031  -.113 * 

Continuance Commitment  !       

I feel NAFDMA/ANA challenges are my 
responsibility 

.283 ** .066  -.115  

There are no alternatives if  NAFDMA/ANA  
dissolves 

-.072  .069  .108 * 

Staying with NAFDMA/ANA is a matter of 
necessity  

.030  .012  -.034  

My business would be disrupted if I leave 
NAFDMA/ANA 

.091  -.010  .049  

Model Statistics    
R 0.694 0.740 0.725 
R2 0.482 0.548 0.525 
p-value < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.001 
 

 

In relation to affective commitment, pride (“I am proud to tell others about my 

NAFDMA/ANA membership”) and sense of belonging (“I feel a strong sense of belonging to 
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NAFDMA/ANA”) were positively associated with members’ referral intention (β = .290, p 

< .001 β = .199, p = .004, respectively) and positive experience (β = .248, p < .001, β = .169, p 

= .015 respectively); members’ belief (“I believe NAFDMA/ANA is the best association”) was 

positively associated with their future participation (β = .174, p = .011) and referral intentions (β 

= .136, p = .033). These results confirm that affective commitment is not only a strong factor in 

forming members’ loyalty (Dordevic, 2004; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Preston & Brown, 2004) but 

also in stimulates members’ level of participation.  

In terms of normative commitment, members’ perceptions that their association works on 

their best interest was found to be a good predictor of positive experience (β = .120, p = .047). 

The more members felt to be morally obligated to stay with association, the less intentions they 

had to participate in the future (β = -.142 p = .020) and the less positive experiences they had 

from their current participation (β = -.113, p = .049). Finally, few indicators of continuance 

commitment were found to be good predictors of members’ participation. Namely, members’ 

sense of responsibility with their association (“I feel NAFDMA/ANA challenges are my 

responsibility”) was found to be positively associated with future participation (β = .238, p 

< .001), while the more members’ recognized there were no other alternatives to replace their 

associations, the more they recognized positive experiences when engaging in these activities (β 

= .108, p = .032). 

The collective interpretation of these results call for associations’ actions towards 

developing and/or strengthening a sense of belonging and ownership among their members. On 

this regard, it is advisable that associations constantly remind members that their affiliation is a 

free-choice (volition) based on the suite of benefits and services (e.g., information) they receive. 

Towards such ends, it is critical that associations constantly monitor their members’ needs, as 
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these may change over time; in doing so, associations can shape their offerings accordingly (e.g., 

improve, create or even eliminate offerings) and even revisit their mission and vision as needed 

to maximize membership value. Likewise, it is critical that associations constantly remind their 

members they work on their behalf, which can create some sense of responsibility among them. 

In doing so, associations should be careful of not posing any moral “terror” among their 

members, but rather a sense of moral “obligation” emerged from their free-choice (Pritchard et 

al, 1999).  

 

Conclusions  

This study proposed the Psychosocial Commitment Approach to investigate members’ 

commitment within agritourism associations. The Psychosocial Commitment Approach, proved 

in this study to be both reliable and valid. It was developed based on 16 items representing four 

dimensions (i.e., psychological, affective, normative, and continued commitment). Overall, 

results indicate that members’ decision to remain with their associations emanates from their 

resistance to shift associations, rather than their need to stay. These results call for increased 

efforts to make members conscious of the unique benefits and services their associations offer as 

compared to other associations and the big loss themselves as professionals, their business, or 

agency would face if they depart from their associations. Results also indicate that associations 

need to put special emphasis on catering their offerings to young individuals while maintaining 

the bonding with long-tenured members as both groups appeared more inclined to positive 

behaviors (e.g., referral intentions) and have stronger levels of commitment. In doing so, it is 

advisable to concentrate efforts on “exclusive” members, who seem to stick with a few number 

of associations, as they have higher levels of affective commitment. Creating mechanisms to 
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increase the bonding between the association and their members is especially critical as 

commitment was found to predict positive members’ participation (e.g., referral to others). 

Although great efforts were paid in the theoretical formation and methodological 

selection for this study, results should be carried to other agriculture-based associations with 

caution given the nature of the associations evaluated. First, both associations cater to members 

involved in entrepreneurial farming, mainly agritourism, which substantially differ from other 

forms of agriculture (e.g., commodity production, organic producers). Such differentiation may 

play a different effect on commitment and participation, which warrants further examination. 

Secondly, NAFDMA and ANA were selected to capture structural differences (geographic 

scope, membership size), which by no means are the only differences across agriculture-based 

association. For example, within the size continuum, there are other associations operating at a 

regional or national level, which members’ commitment and participation may be affected by 

another set of factors, or in another way.  

In addition to the scholarly and methodological contributions aforementioned and taking 

into consideration the associations’ need to increase members’ retention, study results suggest 

that further investigation in terms of the breadth and depth of commitment. Given that an 

association’s structure was found to influence the level of members’ commitment and 

participation, it is recommended that future studies are designed to capture specific structural 

characteristics (e.g., membership size, geographic scope) across a breadth of associations. At the 

same time, given that members’ commitment refers to a particular association, it is advisable that 

studies contrast the depth of commitment and participation across associations with similar 

structural characteristics, as to identify specific factors that may shape members’ commitment. 

Finally, given that commitment is an attribute individuals develop over time, longitudinal studies 



!

100 
!

would be suitable as to capture such a development and identify whether specific contextual 

factors (e.g., emerging policies, severe natural events) influence such development.  
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CHAPTER IV 

SOCIAL NETWORK ANALYSIS WITHIN AN AGRITOURISM ASSOCIATION: 

DEMYSTIFYING MEMBERS’ SOCIAL CAPITAL AND SOCIAL NETWORKS 

 

Abstract   

A key role of membership associations is building social capital and networks among their 

members to stimulate the exchange of information and resources within the group, a role that is 

valuable for emerging entrepreneurs. That is the case of associations catering to professionals in 

agritourism, an innovative enterprise that brings together farming and tourism. However, 

whether the exchange of information and resources among members holds true within 

agritourism associations is yet to be known. Filling this knowledge gap is critical, taking into 

consideration the stated benefits agritourism delivers to society and the need of their suppliers 

(farmers) to develop their professional networks and increase their entrepreneurial success. 

Therefore, this study was conducted in 2016 to evaluate the extent of social capital and networks 

among premium members of a prominent agritourism-focused association. Adopting the three-

dimensional social capital framework, results showed high levels social capital among members, 

especially related to its relational dimension (e.g., willingness to help each other; share 

professional advice). Results also showed strong bi-directional (to/from) trust, cooperation, and 

reciprocity among members. Social Network Analysis (SNA) indicated members were well 

connected and had a healthy information exchange, without the organization intervention. Study 

results are discussed as to provide marketing and managerial intelligence towards strengthening 

social capital and networks within agritourism associations. 

Keywords: association, social capital, social network, social network analysis, trust 
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Introduction 

Many farmers in the United States of America are diversifying their operations through a 

suite of recreational and educational activities (i.e., agritourism) seeking to increase their 

revenues and improve the overall economic value of their business (Barbieri, Mahoney, & 

Butler, 2008; Che, Veeck, & Veeck, 2005; McGehee, 2007; Tew & Barbieri, 2012). Agritourism 

has rapidly grown throughout the country over the last several years. According to the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture, the number of farms involved in agritourism has increased nearly 

30% between 2007 and 2012 (USDA, 2007; 2012). However, farmers’ venture into agritourism 

is not an easy task as many do not have adequate entrepreneurial skills (e.g., product innovation 

mindset) or business competencies (e.g., direct marketing expertise) conducive to success 

(Mishra, El-osta & Sandretto 2002; Winter, 1990). Building social capital and a network beyond 

their traditional farming community appears to be the most challenging asset for new 

entrepreneurial farmers to acquire (Lee, Chang, & Lim, 2005), while these are fundamental to 

their success (Audia, Freeman, & Reynolds, 2006; Austin, Stevenson, & Wei-Skillern, 2006; 

Greve, 1995; Short, Ketchen, Shook, & Ireland, 2010;!Tura & Harmaakorpi, 2005).  

To enhance entrepreneurial readiness, new entrepreneurs join business-specific 

associations as these provide their members with a diversity of information (e.g., required 

licenses, business standards) and resources (e.g., professional referrals, group insurance 

purchase) designed to stimulate entrepreneurial innovation and business success (Davis & 

Aldrich, 2000; Greve 1995; McFayden, Semadeni, & Cannella, 2009; Phelan & Sharpley, 2012). 

Importantly for emerging entrepreneurs, these associations are instrumental in fostering social 

capital and building social networks among their members (Ibarra, 1997). Social capital, defined 

as “an aggregation of actual or potential resources embedded in a network or membership in a 
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group” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 21), provides a pool of information and resources for people within a 

network (Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1990; Lin, 1999; Ring, Peredo, & Chrisman 2009; Young 

2010). Social networks, referred as the “systems of pipes through which information flows” 

(Borgatti & Lopez-Kidwell, 2011, p. 40), facilitates information sharing and resources 

mobilization among members through social connections (Otte & Rousseau, 2002; Sebastian, 

Namsu, & Kerk, 2009; Scott, Baggio, & Cooper, 2008).  

Notwithstanding the stated role that associations have in building social capital and 

networks among entrepreneurs, it is not yet known whether that statement holds within 

agritourism associations. Filling this knowledge gap is both critical and timely. It is critical to 

increase the likelihood of success among entrepreneurial farmers because of the many economic 

and non-economic benefits agritourism brings to family farms, such as increased profits, 

reduction of undesired off-farm employment, ease of farm succession; and overall society, for 

example, preserving rural heritage and landscapes, revitalization of local economies, and 

enhancing environmental consciousness in the public (Barbieri, 2013; Hegarty & Przezbórska, 

2005; Kline, Barbieri, & LaPan, 2015; LaPan & Barbieri, 2013; McGehee & Kim, 2004; 

McGehee, 2007; Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007; Schilling, Sullivan, & Komar, 2012; Sharpley, 

2002; Tew & Barbieri, 2012). It is also timely because many business associations, including 

agritourism-related ones, are experiencing a significant decrease of membership that is affecting 

the quality of the benefits they provide to their members (Bennett, 1998; C. Mills, personal 

communication, January 14, 2016; C. Touchette, personal communication, February 28, 2013; 

Lusthaus, Adrien, & Anderson, 2002; Newbery et al., 2013; Phillipson et al., 2006). Such 

membership reduction could be related to the associations’ underperformance in building social 
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capital and networks among their members (Paxton, 2007; Stolle & Rochon, 1998; Woolcock & 

Narayan 2000). 

Therefore, a study was conducted among members of a prominent agritourism-related 

association to evaluate the extent of social capital their members have as well as the social 

networks they have developed to share information amongst them. Accordingly, this study is 

driven by three objectives: (1) measure the quantity and quality of social capital among 

members; (2) identify the number of ties (connections) amongst members; and (3) evaluate 

members’ use of informational networks within their agritourism association. Investigating the 

extent of social capital in terms of quantity (number of ties) and quality (bi-directional relations) 

is critical to take managerial actions that may increase information sharing, activities 

coordination, and the ability to make collective decisions that can maximize members’ benefits 

(Adger, 2003; Coleman, 1988; Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007; Grootaert, 1998; McPherson, 

Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). The use of Social Network Analysis 

(SNA) to identify members’ key and trusted information sources is likewise suitable for 

managerial actions that may improve the efficiency of information dissemination and resource 

mobilization within the agritourism association, which in turn can improve members’ level of 

satisfaction and build trust, reciprocity, and cooperation amongst members (Cai et al., 2013; 

Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007; Huggins, 2000; Iyer et al., 2005; Kilduff, Tsai, & Hanke 

2005).  

 

Literature Review 

The construct of social capital can be traced back to the early 1910s when Hanifan 

described it as the goodwill and social intercourse among individuals and families (McGehee et 

al., 2010; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). However, the actual term (social capital) was introduced 
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more recently in the social sciences (e.g., Seely, Sim, & Loosely, 1956; Homans, 1961; Jacobs, 

1961) to capture the importance of social relationships (ties) within a group (Woolcock & 

Narayan, 2000). Social network is a more recent construct, introduced to describe the structure of 

social relationships among individuals, groups, or organizations (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982; Otte 

& Rousseau, 2002; Scott, Baggio, & Cooper, 2008). In brief, social networks are formed by 

social ties while social capital are the resources/benefits individuals can get from social networks 

(Sebastian, Namsu, & Kerk, 2009). The following sub-sections detail each of the aforementioned 

constructs, which provide the theoretical framework for this study. 

 

Social Capital  

Social capital, as an abstract construct denoting the importance of social relations in 

generating productive benefits, does not have a single universal definition (Bhandari & 

Yasunobu, 2009). As a result, two approaches to define social capital are commonly adopted. 

Personal approaches emphasize the role of individuals as the providers of benefits and resources; 

Burt (1992), for example, define social capital as: “friends, colleagues, and more general 

contacts through whom you receive opportunities to use your financial and human capital” (p. 9). 

Social approaches emphasize the function of resources as the “aggregation of actual or potential 

resources embedded in a network or membership in a group” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 21).  

Putnam (1993) advanced the scholarship of social capital beyond the emphasis on 

resources and structures of personal and social perspectives by introducing a utilitarian purpose 

in which individuals (actors) can purposely access, use, and mobilize the bundle of resources 

within social networks for specific actions (Lin, 2001). Such utilitarian purpose is captured by 

international organizations in different ways. For example, the Organization for Economic 
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Cooperation and Development (OECD) highlights the importance of social capital to enhance 

organizational cooperation by stating that “networks together with shared norms, values, and 

understandings that facilitate cooperation within or among groups” (OECD, 2001, p. 41). The 

World Bank (2007) points out the key role of social capital in determining both quality and 

quantity of social interactions, and defined social capital as the institutions, relationships, and 

norms that not only shapes a society’s social interactions, but also holds them together.  

The utilitarian approach of social capital has focused on identifying a set of individual 

and collective benefits that social structures produce. The former mainly focuses on individuals’ 

potential to activate and effectively mobilize a network of social connections (Bourdieu, 1986; 

Coleman, 1990; Yang, 2007), while collective benefits primarily look at the gains of society 

(Fukuyama, 1995; Newton, 2001; Putnam, 1993; Granovetter, 1985). More specifically, social 

capital facilitates the exchange of knowledge and information within and among networks 

(Paxton, 1999; Ring et al., 2009; Young, 2010). Social capital also fosters a feeling of 

homogeneity within the network that stimulates trust, reciprocity, and cooperation (Cai et al., 

2013; Huggins, 2000; Iyer et al., 2005), and enables people to act collectively (Adger, 2003; 

Coleman, 1988; Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000).  

Altogether, the aforementioned individual and collective benefits are commonly crowned 

under three dimensions: structural, cognitive, and relational (Flora, 2004; Harpham, Grant, & 

Thomas, 2002; Krishna, 2001; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Park, Lee, Choi, & Yoon, 2012; Tsai 

& Ghoshal, 1998; Uphoff & Wijayaratna, 2000; Zhao, Ritchie, & Echtner, 2011). The structural 

dimension depicts the overall pattern of social connections and relationships within networks 

(e.g., associations) by revealing the presence/absence of network ties (Granovetter 1992; Paxton 

2002; Uphoff & Wijayaratna, 2000). Since ties are the source of social interaction that activates 
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knowledge exchange and information sharing, this dimension captures the potential to mobilize 

available resources (e.g., capital, equipment) within the network (Burt, 1992; Hitt, Lee, & Yucel, 

2002; Nahapiet & Ghoshal 1998; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998; Uphoff, 2000). The cognitive 

dimension uncovers the extent of members’ homogeneity in terms of values, attitudes, beliefs 

and vision within groups (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Paxton, 2002; Uphoff, 2000; Uphoff & 

Wijayaratna, 2000). Such homogeneity facilitates members’ mutual understanding, which in 

turns fosters support for social action (De Carolis & Saparito, 2006). The relational dimension 

refers to the quality or strength of network ties in terms of individuals’ trust, reciprocity, and 

cooperation (Young, 2010). This dimension usually uncovers members’ length in a social 

relationship and the extent of their emotional intimacy, as well as the frequency of members’ 

reciprocal behaviors (Ring et al., 2009). 

 

Social Networks: Concept and Analysis 

Mitchell (1969) defined a network as a specific type of relationship (tie) that links a 

defined group of persons, objects or events (actors or nodes). In this sense, social networks refer 

to the set of social ties from which individuals can get certain resources or benefits (Sebastian, 

Namsu, & Kerk, 2009). Given that the actors have the capacity to provide information, 

opportunities and perspectives that can benefit the entire network, it is stated that there is a 

positive relationship between social capital and the intensity of social network used (Sebastian et 

al., 2009). Therefore, indicators of the quantity (e.g., number of ties) and quality (e.g., trust, 

reciprocity, cooperation) of available resources are used to assess the level of benefits within a 

network (Lin, 1999).   
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The complexity of examining social capital within networks has called for visual 

representations to illustrate the characteristics of interpersonal relationships using points and 

lines. Among these methods, SNA has gained popularity because its capacity to simultaneously 

display the quantity and quality of these relationships. Thus, SNA is suitable to examine social 

capital within associations because it can capture the central relationships among the members 

(actors) of an association (network), identify actors’ embeddedness within the network, and 

display the static and dynamic aspects of the network by highlighting the linkages between actors 

(Kilduff, Tsai, & Hanke, 2005; Tichy, Tushman, & Fombrun, 1979). 

Social networks can be visually displayed from different scopes and measurements. In 

terms of scope, whole (or global) SNA displays the ties all members of a network, while 

egocentric SNA displays the network of one typical actor in any particular environment 

(Haythornthwaite, 1996; Otte & Rousseau, 2002). The selection of the most suitable scope is 

based on their strengths. Whole SNA provides an accurate picture of the entire network, but it 

requires responses from all members within the network, which is usually hard to achieve. In this 

sense, ego-centric SNA is particularly useful when the population is large or the boundaries of 

the population are hard to define. Methodologically, networks can be measured using structural 

(e.g., density, centrality) and compositional (e.g., age, education, place of residence) variables 

(Scott, 2013b).  

The structure of social networks can be measured at the node and network/graph levels 

(Hanneman & Riddle, 2011). The node-level captures density and centrality measurements. 

Density describes the general cohesion within a network from zero to one, representing from 

loosely-connected to highly-connected networks, respectively (Hanneman & Riddle, 2009; Scott, 

2013b; Smith, 2013). Centrality comprises four measurements: (1) the degree of centrality 



!

121 
!

denotes the popularity of a specific node; (2) the eigenvector centrality, an extension of the 

degree of centrality, captures the connectedness of an actor to those who have high levels of 

centrality in the network; and (3) closeness centrality indicates the actor’s level of closeness and 

dependence with other actors, which ultimately affects their chance to capitalize on network 

resources; and (4) betweenness centrality captures the actors’ control over the flow of 

information within the network, which is calculated based on the number of times a node rests on 

the shortest path between any pairs of nodes (Borgatti & Everett, 1997; Coviello, 2005; Prell, 

2011; Ramirez-Sanchez, 2011; Scott 2013a).  

Centralization is the network/graph level measurement that describes the extent to which 

the network cohesion is organized around particular focal points, which are the main sources of 

information that individuals utilize (Freeman, 1979; Scott, 2013). A graph centralization can be 

measured through degree centralization, closeness centralization, and betweenness centralization, 

which altogether express the amount of variance in a network as a percentage of a hypothetical 

perfectly centralized network (a star or wheel). Each centralization measure ranges from zero to 

one, in which zero represents no variability across all nodes’ centrality measures (complete 

graph) and one represents a high degree of variability (star or wheel) (Scott, 2013). Measures of 

centralization reveal the extent to which each network has a central information source that 

members of that network utilize (Freeman, 1979; Scott, 2013). 

 

Research Methods 

This study was conducted among premium members affiliated to the North America 

Farm Direct Marketing Association (NAFDMA). NAFDMA, a non-for-profit organization 

founded in 1986, has set the benchmark for the development of the agritourism industry in North 
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America. NAFDMA envisions to become “the world’s leading association for farm direct 

marketers and agritourism operators through building relationships while providing education, 

business development, employee training, and farm diversification resources” (NAFDMA 

website, 2016).  NAFDMA is governed by a Board of Directors, composed by an Executive 

Director and ten members elected from within the association to represent five North American 

regions and five areas of interest. NAFDMA has a broad membership in terms of geographical 

scope (Canada, Mexico, United States of America) and type of agritourism professionals (e.g., 

farmers, extension agents, industry suppliers). At the time of the study, NAFDMA had 523 

premium members, whose $300 annual dues grant them exclusive access to a variety of 

information sources (e.g., members only website) and resources (e.g., membership list, 

interactive map). With those characteristics, NAFDMA was deemed suitable to assess the level 

social capital and networks among their premium members.  

 

Survey Instrument  

A questionnaire addressing the study objectives was drafted with the input of the 

NAFDMA Executive Director. Specifically, the survey instrument collected information related 

to membership attributes (e.g., length of membership), socio-demographic characteristics, and 

indicators of social capital and networks. The level of members’ social capital was queried using 

Jones (2005) scale, slightly modified as applicable to this study, on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 

= “Strongly disagree” to 5 = “Strongly agree”). The modified scale included nine items across 

three dimensions of social capital: structural (three items; e.g., “NAFDMA members develop 

close relationships with other members”), cognitive (three items; e.g., “NAFDMA members have 

common interests”), and relational (three items; e.g., “NAFDMA members trust each other with 
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their business concerns”). To capture members’ perceived quality of social capital, six statements 

representing members’ trust, reciprocity, and cooperation were queried in bi-directional form 

(e.g., “I can trust NAFDMA members with my business concerns”; “NAFDMA members can 

trust me with their business concerns”) using 5-point Likert-type scales (1 = “Strongly disagree” 

to 5 = “Strongly agree”).  

To construct the extent of social networks among members, the survey included quantity 

and quality indicators of their interaction. In terms of quantity, respondents were queried about 

the number of NAFDMA members (ties) they have met over the years, whom they keep regular 

communication, and with whom they do business. To assess the quality of their interaction, 

respondents were asked about the frequency of use (5-point scale; 1 = “Never” to 5 = “Always”) 

and level of trust (4-point scale; 1 = “Do not trust”; 4 = “Trust all”) of NAFDMA information 

sources (e.g., members’ only Resource Center) to obtain information related to agritourism, 

overall business practices, and direct marketing.  

 

Data Collection and Analysis 

On-line survey procedures were deemed as the most suitable to collect the data given that 

the Internet is the main communication channel between NAFDMA and their premium 

members.  Data collection procedures followed the Tailored Design Method for online surveys 

(Dillman, Smyth, & Melani 2009), slightly modified as to send non-respondents up to four 

reminders when response considerably dropped. On May 31, 2016, NAFDMA premium 

members received an invitation e-mail which described the study purpose, confidentiality and 

privacy procedures, and a personalized link to the survey; the survey was closed two months 

later (July 30, 2016). The chance to win a sort of association benefits (e.g., one 5-year premium 
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membership, two annual conference registrations) were offered as incentives to encourage 

participation. The survey yielded a total of 221 responses, representing an overall response rate 

of 42.3%, which is similar with previous research on affiliation networks (Smith, 2013). 

Descriptive analyses were used to portray the socio-demographic and membership 

attributes of respondents, the extent of their social capital related to NAFDMA, and the number 

of ties within the association. Cronbach alphas were computed to examine the internal reliability 

within the social capital dimensions, adopting the 0.60 minimum threshold as conservatively 

suggested (Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2005; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The UCINET 6 

software was used to conduct SNA due to its strength in providing well-designed and high-

quality plots from a variety of statistical linear and nonlinear modelling and graphical techniques 

(Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 2002). The analysis of the structure of each informational 

network (agritourism, farm direct marketing, overall business practices) included the calculation 

of node-level (i.e., density, degree of centrality, closeness centrality, betweenness centrality, 

eigenvector centrality) and network/graph-level (i.e., degree centralization, closeness 

centralization, and betweenness centralization) measures (Hanneman & Riddle, 2011).   

 

Results 

Respondents were mostly female (58.4%) and averaged 51 years old (Table 4.1). They 

were highly educated, having the majority (67.9%) at least a four-year college degree. 

Accordingly, 50% reported at least $100,000 annual household income. As expected given 

NAFDMA’s mission, two-thirds (66.7%) were full-time farmers and 30.9% were agritourism 

managers or employees.  
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Table 4.1. Socio-demographic and membership profile of respondents  

1  Percentages sums to more than 100% because participants could check more than one response. 
 

Socio-demographic and Membership Indicators Number Percent  
Gender (n = 154)   

Male 64 41.6% 
Female 90 58.4% 

Age (n = 153)   
18 - 35 years old 25 16.3% 
36 - 45 years old 23 15.0% 
46 - 55 years old 43 28.1% 
56 - 65 years old 48 31.4% 
66 years old or more 14 9.2% 

Mean (in years)  (51.2) 
Level of Education (n = 156)    

High school graduate or less 6 3.8% 
Some college 22 14.1% 
Two-year college degree 22 14.1% 
Four-year college degree 78 50.0% 
Postgraduate studies  28 17.9% 

Pre-tax Annual Household Income (n = 142)    
Less than $50,000 22 15.5% 
$50,000 - $74,999 24 16.9% 
$75,000 - $99,999 25 17.6% 
$100,000 - $199,999 42 29.6% 
$200,000 or more 29 20.4% 

Farm-related Occupation 1 (n = 165) ! ! !
Full-time farmer 110 66.7% 
Part-time farmer 13 7.9% 
Farm manager or employee 32 19.4% 
Agritourism manager or employee 51 30.9% 
Other (e.g., industry supplier, extension agent) 22 13.3% 

Years of Membership (n = 182)   
Less than 1 year 9 5.0% 
1-2 years 20 11.0% 
3-5 years 39 21.4% 
6-9 years 40 22.0% 
10-19 years 47 25.8% 
20 years or more 27 14.8% 

Number of Associations belong to (n = 176)   
1 (only NAFDMA) 30 17.0% 
2 associations 33 18.8% 
3 associations 39 22.2% 
4 – 5 associations 45 25.6% 
6  associations or more 29 16.5% 
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Few respondents (15.9%) were recent NAFDMA members (1-2 years); the largest 

proportion (40.6%) were long-standing members with at least 10 years of membership. A 

relatively large proportion of respondents (16.9%) reported NAFDMA as their only membership 

association; most (57.5%) held between two and four association’s memberships, and 25.6% at 

least five.  

 

Social Capital among NAFDMA Members 

Respondents agreed that NAFDMA members have high levels of social capital in all their 

three dimensions. Respondents rated Relational social capital (M = 4.50; α = 0.866) as the 

highest dimension, closely followed by Cognitive social capital (M = 4.40; α = 0.839); Structural 

social capital (M = 4.19; α = 0.896) was the lowest dimension, although with still with high mean 

scores (Table 4.2). More specifically, most respondents strongly agreed that NAFDMA members 

are willing to help each other (70.3%; M = 4.68), share professional advice among them (59.3%; 

M = 4.51), have common interests (54.4%; M = 4.50), and shared vision of farm direct marketing 

& agritourism (47.1%; 4.37). Respondents least agreed, although still within agreement levels, 

that NAFDMA members know each other on a personal level (M = 3.94).  
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Table 4.2. Social capital within NAFDMA’s members 

1 Measured on a 5-point scale from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree. 
 

 

A closer examination of the quality of bi-directional Relational social capital showed that 

NAFDMA members also have high levels of trust (M = 4.48), cooperation (M = 4.40), and 

reciprocity (M = 4.28) among them in both (to/from) directions (Table 4.3). Consistent with the 

cautionary nature of entrepreneurial farmers, respondents perceived that other NAFDMA 

members can trust them with their business concerns (M = 4.56) higher than they can trust other 

NAFDMA members (M = 4.39). These results somewhat contradict the fact that respondents 

have received more help and professional advice from other NAFDMA members (M = 4.48 and 

4.36, respectively) than helped and gave to other members (M = 4.32 and 4.19, respectively).  

 

 

NAFDMA Members… (n = 172) Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean 1 

Relational (α = 0.866)      4.50 
... are willing to help each other 0.0% 0.6% 1.2% 27.9% 70.3% 4.68 
... share professional advice among 

them 0.0% 3.5% 1.2% 36.0% 59.3% 4.51 

... trust each other with their business 
concerns 0.6% 0.6% 9.3% 44.2% 45.3% 4.33 

Cognitive (α = 0.839)      4.40 
... have common interests 0.0% 0.6% 3.0% 42.0% 54.4% 4.50 
... have a shared vision of farm 

direct marketing & agritourism 0.0% 1.2% 8.1% 43.6% 47.1% 4.37 

... share similar values  0.0% 0.6% 8.2% 48.0% 43.2% 4.34 
Structural (α = 0.896)      4.19 
... easily communicate among one 

another 0.0% 2.3% 10.5% 36.0% 51.2% 4.36 

... develop close relationships with 
other members  0.0% 2.4% 15.3% 35.9% 46.4% 4.26 

... know each other on a personal 
level 2.3% 4.1% 23.8% 37.2% 32.6% 3.94 
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Table 4.3. Quality of bi-directional relational social capital among NAFDMA members 

1 Measured on a 5-point scale from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree. 

 

Quantity Indicators of Social Networks: Number of Ties among Members 

Results indicate a strong social network with NAFDMA in terms of number of ties 

among their members. Most respondents have met at least 50 other members over the years 

(70.2%; M = 141 members) and communicate on regular basis with at least six other members 

(57.6%; M = 15 members; Table 4.4). Beyond social interactions, some of those ties have 

evolved into business relationships; the vast majority (74.7%) reported doing business with at 

least one other NAFDMA member, and about half (47.4%) have done so with at least three other 

members over the years (M = 6 members).  

 

 

 

 

Relational Social Capital (n = 168)  Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree Mean1 

Trust       4.48 
Association members can trust me 

with their business concerns 
0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 36.9% 59.5% 4.56 

I can trust association members with 
my business concerns 0.0% 0.0% 9.5% 41.7% 48.8% 4.39 

Cooperation       4.40 
I have received help from 

association members 1.2% 0.6% 4.2% 37.5% 56.5% 4.48 

I have helped association members 1.2% 1.2% 10.7% 38.7% 48.2% 4.32 
Reciprocity       4.28 

I have received professional advice 
from association members 0.6% 1.2% 10.7% 36.3% 51.2% 4.36 

I have given professional advice to 
association members  0.6% 3.0% 15.0% 39.5% 41.9% 4.19 
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Table 4.4.  Number of NAFDMA members that respondents have met, kept communication on 

regular basis, and have done business with over the years   

Number of Members (n = 154) 
Number of NAFDMA Members Respondents: 

Met Over 
the Years 

Keep Regular 
Communication 

Do 
Business 

None (0 members) 0.7% 3.9% 25.3% 
1 - 2 members 0.0% 13.1% 27.3% 
3 - 5 members 3.3 % 25.4% 28.6% 
6 - 9 members 1.3% 12.5% 1.4% 
10 - 19 members 6.6% 21.5% 12.3% 
20 - 49 members 17.9% 18.3% 3.9% 
50 - 99 members 20.5% 3.3% 0.6% 
100 - 199 members 28.5% 2.0% 0.6% 
200 members or more  21.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

Mean (number of members) (141) (15) (6) 
 

 

One of the great values of examining social networks is to identify the level of 

information sharing within actors, which in the case of business-related association, such as 

NAFDMA, pertains to information that can be useful to enhance their operations. On this regard, 

results indicate that all respondents would feel comfortable to seek professional advice at least 

from one other NAFDMA member. Most would seek advice from at least 10 other members on a 

variety of issues related to agritourism (64.5%; M = 80 members), farm direct marketing (58.6%; 

M = 80 members), and overall business practice (61.2%; M = 77 members). 
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Table 4.5.  Number of association members that respondents would feel comfortable to seek 

advice related to agritourism, farm direct marketing, and overall business matters 

Number of Members (n = 142) 
Would Seek Advice on:  

Agritourism Direct 
Marketing 

Overall Business 
Practices 

None (0 members) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
1-2 members 9.2% 7.9% 10.6% 
3-5 members 18.4% 20.6% 19.0% 
6-9 members 7.9 % 12.9% 9.2% 
10-19 members 19.9% 17.1% 21.0% 
20-49 members 16.3% 13.6% 14.8% 
50 -99 members 9.2% 9.3% 8.5% 
100 members or more 19.1% 18.6% 16.9% 

Mean (number of members) (80) (80) (77) 
 

 

Quality Indicators of Social Networks: Informational Exchange among Members 

Information among NAFDMA members flows through various sources sponsored by the 

association, namely: Farmers Inspired Magazine (NAFDMA quarterly printed magazine), 

Resource Center (an online clearing house for Premium members), Group Facebook (for 

Premium members only), and NAFDMA emails (directly distributed from organization to all 

members). Results indicate that information also flows directly amongst members, without 

NAFDMA intervention. The use of these information sources though varies depending on the 

type of information (i.e., agritourism, farm direct marketing, overall business practices) they seek 

(Table 4.6). To seek agritourism-related information, respondents most frequently use the Group 

Facebook (M = 3.65) and directly ask other NAFDMA members (M = 3.59); the Farmer’s 

Inspired magazine closely followed (M = 3.55). For seeking farm direct marketing information, 

respondents most frequently ask other NAFDMA members (M = 3.62); followed by Farmers’ 

Inspired magazine (M = 3.53) and the Group Facebook (M = 3.48). In terms of overall business-
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related information, respondents reported other NAFDMA members as the most frequently used 

source of information (M = 3.57); followed by the Farmers’ Inspired magazine (M = 3.43) and 

the Group Facebook (M = 3.40). Notably, the Resource Center was the least used source of 

information for all types of information sought. 

 

Table 4.6.  Members’ use of different sources to seek information related to agritourism, direct 

marketing, and overall business practices 

 

 

Respondents showed high levels of trust toward all information sources NAFDMA uses 

to communicate with them about issues related to agritourism, direct marketing, and overall 

business practices; they also highly trust the information shared directly amongst members 

(Table 4.7). Specifically related to agritourism, respondents reported the highest level of trust 

towards NAFDMA e-mails (M = 3.35), closely followed by the Farmers’ Inspired magazine (M 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always Mean 
Agritourism      3.41 

Group Facebook 14.3% 7.1% 14.3% 28.0% 36.3% 3.65 
Other NAFDMA members 4.2% 7.1% 32.7% 37.5% 18.5% 3.59 
Farmers’ Inspired magazine 1.8% 8.9% 38.1% 35.1% 16.1% 3.55 
NAFDMA e-mails 1.8% 15.5% 33.9% 36.3% 12.5% 3.42 
Resource Center 9.6% 23.4% 44.3% 16.8% 6.0% 2.86 

Direct Marketing      3.40 
Other NAFDMA members 4.2% 4.8% 29.7% 47.3% 13.9% 3.62 
Farmers’ Inspired magazine 2.4% 10.3% 29.7% 47.3% 10.3% 3.53 
Group Facebook 15.6% 6.3% 15.6% 40.0% 22.5% 3.48 
NAFDMA e-mails 3.1% 13.5% 31.9% 41.7% 9.8% 3.42 
Resource Center 11.6% 18.3% 39.0% 25.0% 6.1% 2.96 

Overall Business       3.30 
Other NAFDMA members 3.7% 6.8% 32.9% 42.2% 14.3% 3.57 
Farmers’ Inspired magazine 3.8% 8.8% 36.9% 41.9% 8.8% 3.43 
Group Facebook 16.4% 5.0% 20.8% 38.4% 19.5% 3.40 
NAFDMA e-mails 4.4% 15.7% 39.0% 35.2% 5.7% 3.22 
Resource Center 14.3% 16.8% 41.6% 19.9% 7.5% 2.89 
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= 3.34), and the Resource Center (M = 3.32). Information related to direct marketing 

disseminated in the Farmers’ Inspired magazine was the most trusted (M = 3.29), followed by 

other sources to a very similar extent. Respondents also highly trusted information related to 

overall business practices when retrieved from the Farmers’ Inspired magazine (M = 3.20) and 

from other NAFDMA members (M = 3.20). 

 

Table 4.7.  Members’ level of trust toward sources disseminating information related to 

agritourism, direct marketing, and overall business practices 

 

 

Social Network Analysis: Frequency Use of Informational Networks among Members 

The network’s density of the frequency members use different sources to seek business-

related information, normalized for different sample sizes, yielded roughly similar values 

 Don’t trust Trust some Trust most Trust all Mean 
Agritourism     3.29 

NAFDMA e-mails 0.6% 3.8% 56.0% 39.6% 3.35 
Farmers’ Inspired magazine 0.6% 3.7% 56.8% 38.9% 3.34 
Resource Center 0.0% 5.5% 57.5% 37.0% 3.32 
Group Facebook 0.7% 9.4% 56.8% 33.1% 3.22 
Other NAFDMA members 0.0% 9.8% 58.9% 31.3% 3.21 

Direct Marketing     3.23 
Farmers’ Inspired magazine 0.0% 5.1% 60.3% 34.6% 3.29 
Resource Center 0.0% 7.4% 62.5% 30.1% 3.23 
NAFDMA e-mails 0.0% 10.6% 57.0% 32.5% 3.22 
Other NAFDMA members 0.0% 10.3% 57.1% 32.7% 3.22 
Group Facebook 1.5% 9.9% 55.7% 32.8% 3.20 

Overall Business      3.18 
Farmers’ Inspired magazine 0.0% 9.3% 61.3% 29.3% 3.20 
Other NAFDMA members 0.0% 7.9% 64.5% 27.6% 3.20 
Resource Center 0.0% 8.3% 65.2% 26.5% 3.18 
Group Facebook 0.0% 10.9% 60.9% 28.1% 3.17 
NAFDMA e-mails 1.3% 10.7% 60.4% 27.5% 3.14 
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(Agritourism = 0.059; Farm direct marketing = 0.059; Overall business practices = 0.061). 

Degree centrality measures indicate slight variations in the use of individual informational 

sources across the three topics examined: Agritourism, Farm Direct Marketing, Overall business 

practices (Table 4.8). However, small variations found in the other centrality measures (i.e., 

closeness, betweeness, eigenvector) didn’t reveal a monotonic pattern across the three topics. 

The informational networks across the three topics examined are illustrated: Figures 4.1, 4.2, and 

4.3. For example, figure 4.1 illustrated members’ use of information sources for agritourism-

related information, members seek advises from the five aforementioned sources: Farmers 

Inspired Magazine, Resource Center, Group Facebook, NAFDMA emails, and other NAFDMA 

members. The figure showed that members’ using pattern of these sources ranging from “rarely” 

to “always”, with most of members used them “sometimes” and “often”. In this figure, the red 

squared indicated the level of using, the bigger the size is, the more people have used it. The gray 

dots represent those used only one source; while the blue dots represent those use multiple 

sources.  

 

Table 4.8.  Centrality measures of the frequency members use NAFDMA informational sources 

related to agritourism (AT), direct marketing (DM) and overall business practices 

(BP) 

NAFDMA  
Information  
Sources  

Normalized  
Degree Centrality 

Normalized  
Closeness 
Centrality 

Normalized  
Betweenness 

Centrality 

Normalized  
Eigenvector 
Centrality 

AT DM BP AT DM BP AT DM BP AT DM BP 
Resource Center 0.99  0.98 0.96 0.99 1.01 1.04 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.45 0.45 0.45 
NAFDMA e-mail 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.99 1.02 0.19 0.18 0.17 0.45 0.45 0.45 
Other members 1.00 0.98 0.96 1.00 1.02 1.04 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.45 0.45 0.45 
Magazine 1.00 0.98 0.95 1.00 1.02 1.03 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.45 0.45 0.45 
Group Facebook  1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.02 0.19 0.17 0.17 0.45 0.44 0.45 
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At the network level, results of centralization measures yielded small variations among 

the three informational networks (Table 4.9), indicating that sources members use to retrieve 

information are highly popular and the patterns of information exchange are quite similar. 

Regarding the informational network for agritourism, the degree of centralization is 0.0033, the 

closeness centralization reached 0.0233, and the betweenness centralization was 0.0000. In terms 

of informational network for direct marketing, the degree of centralization is 0.0133, the 

closeness centralization reached 0.2333, and the betweenness centralization was 0.0075. As for 

informational network for overall business practices, the degree of centralization is 0.0100, the 

closeness centralization reached 0.1167, and the betweenness centralization was 0.0049. Results 

indicated that network cohesion is not organized around any particular information source. 

 

Table 4.9. Centralization measures of members’ frequency of using the informational networks 

Informational Networks Degree of 
Centralization 

Closeness 
Centralization 

Betweenness 
Centralization 

Agritourism 0.0033 0.0233 0.0000 
Farm Direct Marketing 0.0133 0.2333 0.0075 
Overall Business Practices 0.0100 0.1167 0.0049 
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RARELY& SOMETIMES&

OFTEN ALWAYS

Legend:  Size of the red squares indicates the level of using specific source for information. The bigger the 
size is, the more frequent this source has been used. Gray dots indicate those only use one 
information source. Blue dots represent those use multiple information sources. 

Figure 4.1. Use Frequency of NAFDMA Networks for Sharing Agritourism Information 
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Figure 4.2. Use Frequency of NAFDMA Networks for Sharing Direct Marketing Information 

RARELY& SOMETIMES&

OFTEN ALWAYS

Legend:  Size of the red squares indicates the level of using specific source for information. The bigger the 
size is, the more frequent this source has been used. Gray dots indicate those only use one 
information source. Blue dots represent those use multiple information sources. 
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Discussion and Implications 

Study participants were younger and more educated than national agricultural statistics 

reflect (USDA: NASS, 2007; 2012). However, these results are not unexpected, as agritourism 

and entrepreneurial farming require high competency in business skills that are usually attained 

RARELY& SOMETIMES&

OFTEN
ALWAYS

Legend:  Size of the red squares indicates the level of using specific source for information. The bigger the size 
is, the more frequent this source has been used. Gray dots indicate those only use one information 
source. Blue dots represent those use multiple information sources. 

Figure 4.3. Use Frequency of NAFDMA Networks for Sharing Overall Business Information 
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through formal education beyond the agricultural expertise (Lee, Chang, & Lim, 2005). Higher 

levels of education in the study sample may be due to a broader professional background, as 

participants were not only farmers, but also farm or agritourism managers or employees as well 

as other professionals indirectly related to agriculture (e.g., extension agents, agricultural 

suppliers). The large proportion of study participants (40.6%) who were long-standing 

NAFDMA members suggest that agritourism-related associations should consider directing 

efforts in recruiting new members taking into consideration the steady membership decrease 

these associations are experiencing (Lusthaus, Adrien, & Anderson, 2002; Newbery et al., 2013). 

To do so, it is advisable that associations understand and adapt their offerings to their members’ 

needs, especially as results showed a large number of members affiliated to multiple agritourism-

related associations.  

Respondents’ high levels of social capital in its three dimensions (relational, cognitive, 

structural) suggest that associations are suitable to foster a sense of community among their 

members, thus creating a propitious environment in members’ benefit. The high relational social 

capital in terms of members’ willingness to help and share professional knowledge and 

information with other members shows that the association effectively helps to build social ties, 

which in turn fosters trust, reciprocity, and cooperation among members (Cai et al., 2013; Ellison 

et al., 2007; Huggins, 2000; Iyer et al., 2005; Kilduff et al., 2005). The high cognitive social 

capital among members, indicating strong levels of shared values, attitudes, and beliefs towards 

their association, can facilitate collective action (Adger, 2003; McPherson et al., 2001; Woolcock 

& Narayan, 2000), which in the case of agritourism is to increase customers’ awareness of the 

local food systems and producers. Lowest levels of structural social capital found indicate that 
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further measures are needed to build social connections and relationships at the personal level 

among members (Paxton 2002; Uphoff & Wijayaratna, 2000).  

Although reduced personal relationships can be attributed to the international nature of 

the study association, it is important to recognize that the lack of personal relationship might 

reduce social cohesion, further impacting members’ desire to work towards their common goals 

(Forrest & Kearns, 2001). These latter results suggest that the association’s leadership should 

design activities to enhance members’ bonding at a smaller geographic scale, such as organizing 

regional or state level conventions or workshops, and provide suitable space for members to 

develop their networks. High levels of bi-directional relational social capital in terms of trust, 

cooperation, and reciprocity amongst members reflect a positive environment for business 

cooperation and partnerships (Pretty & Ward, 2001; Sirianni & Friedland, 1997). The association 

leadership can use such positive environment to sustain or even increase members’ social ties 

(Paxton 2002; Putman, 1993; Uphoff & Wijayaratna, 2000) through a variety of ways, such as 

stimulating member-to-member communications or rewarding member-to-member partnerships. 

It is also advisable that this membership value (social capital and network) is also advertised in 

recruitment efforts, for example, through real testimonials.    

Along those lines, the trustworthy environment NAFDMA has created is praiseworthy, as 

it is critical to the strengthening of the agritourism industry. The high level of comfort that 

respondents felt to seek/provide advice from/to other members in a diversity of business related 

topics, indicates the suitability of agritourism associations to serve as an effective educational 

platform, a major purpose of this type of associations (Agricultural Marketing Resource Center, 

2007; Bennett & Robson, 2011; Hager, 2014; Tschirhart, 2006). The frequency and diversity of 

information (related to agritourism, direct marketing, and overall business practices) flowing 
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directly among members indicates that a central information source is not always necessary 

(Freeman, 1979; Hanneman & Riddle, 2009; Scott, 2013b; Smith, 2013). However, it is 

important that the association leadership keep stimulating the exchange of information among 

their members, such as through the dissemination of information through their various 

communication channels. The identification of the channels members most frequently use to 

retrieve business-related information from the organization (e.g., group Facebook, other 

members, Farmers Inspired Magazine) also provide managerial intelligence on how to 

associations can more effectively reach their members. For example, the reduced use of the 

Resource Center, although highly trusted, should be re-evaluated as a suitable communication 

channel especially if it requires an economic burden. Alternatively, it could be better promoted 

among members to increase its use.   

In addition to the aforementioned practical implications, this study also yielded important 

theoretical and methodological contributions. First, by adopting social capital framework into 

agritourism association studies, this study fills the gap of social capital knowledge about 

associations in the agritourism field. Specifically, study results not only expanded our current 

knowledge on the three dimensions of social capital within agritourism associations, but also 

elucidated the extent of bi-directional social capital among members. Second, this study 

identified the extent of social networks that agritourism associations built amongst their 

members, revealing the extent to which friendly association environments foster information 

seeking and sharing in business topics that are essential to the advancement of a given industry, 

such as agritourism. Finally, from a methodological perspective, the visual display of how 

members use different informational networks was suitable as an alternative and more direct 

approach to evaluate the value of different channels in the dissemination of business information. 
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The SNA also was found valuable to identify the most suitable sources for exchanging valuable 

information among members, as well as the patterns of use of these information sources. 

Notwithstanding the aforementioned practical applications and theoretical and 

methodological contributions of this study, the generalization of their results to other contexts 

should be exercised with caution and taking into consideration some limitations. Although the 

selection of NAFDMA as a case study followed a thorough consideration as to meet the study 

purpose, it is not representative of other associations catering to the agritourism industry. Its 

broad membership scope, in terms of members’ international and business backgrounds (e.g., 

farmers, extension agents), the high income and educational level of their members, and the high 

membership dues ($300) may indicate a unique membership body, which may differ from other 

agritourism-related associations serving local (e.g., state level associations) or specialized (e.g., 

corn-maize associations) agritourism farmers. Although the study response rate is acceptable and 

comparable to similar studies (e.g., Smith, 2013), it is often suggested that for those whole 

network analysis of ego-centric data, a comprehensive network analysis require higher response 

rates (85%).  

Taking into consideration these limitations, study results suggest further investigation of 

the extent of social capital within agritourism associations using different research methods (e.g., 

in-depth interviews) to identify a more thorough picture of how information flows among 

members, especially to identify information channels beyond those evaluated in this study. 

Further investigation is needed also to evaluate how information shared within the association 

bridges to/from other associations (e.g., insurance related) or agencies (e.g., Department of 

Agriculture). Since social networks are dynamic, future studies should also examine how social 

capital and informational networks change over time and to what extent these changes are 
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influenced by demographic trends (e.g., decrease of gender imbalance) and political shifts (e.g., 

changes in agricultural subsidies), which can provide managerial intelligence that may enhance 

the industry development.   

 

Conclusion 

This study used a case-study approach to investigate the levels of social capital and 

networks existing within agritourism associations. This study advanced the scholarship of 

agritourism by identifying the extent of relational, cognitive, and structural social capital and 

members’ bi-directional relational social capital within an association, as well as depicting the 

social ties associations are able to build among their members. For the first time, SNA was 

applied to measure the use of networks within an agritourism association to disseminate relevant 

business information (agritourism, direct marketing, overall business practices). In doing so, this 

study serves a cornerstone for future studies analyzing informational social networks that can 

serve to improve outreach efforts among associations’ members and even education efforts 

beyond the association’s scope (e.g., supporting agencies, customers). Furthermore, the 

identification of members’ level of trust towards the information sources provided practical 

insights that associations can use to distribute their information in a more efficient manner. 

Overall, study results and methodology can be used to evaluate the performance of 

agritourism associations in terms of social capital and social networks, a critical need among 

members, especially in emerging industries such as agritourism. The evaluation of whether a 

given association is adequately building social networks among their members is critical to 

adjusting their services and offerings as a mean of maximizing members’ value. In doing so, 

associations can improve membership retention and even increase their membership base if those 
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values are communicated in their recruitment efforts. Likewise, this information is valuable for 

potential members in making more informed decisions about the social capital and network 

benefits they can gain from joining a given association. A good match between the social 

benefits associations provide and members’ needs have the capability to enhance associations’ 

image and brand, which fosters members’ commitment towards their association. In the case of 

agritourism, such commitment is critical to sustain the minimal membership number that can 

help to consolidate the growth and development of this emerging industry in the long run. 
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CHAPTER V  

CONCLUSIONS 

 

Since the 1980s, farmers in the U.S. have been offering recreational and educational 

activities on their farms (i.e., agritourism) to supplement their revenues, which have steadily 

decreased along with the modernization (scale-production, increased technology) of agriculture 

(Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008; Hansson et al., 2010; Ilbery 1991; Wilson et al., 2001). However, 

the emergence of agritourism has posited challenges to novel entrepreneurial farmers, as they are 

faced with the need to acquire a set of entrepreneurial skills (e.g., product innovation, marketing 

development) and business competencies (e.g., customer service, finance) they didn’t possess 

(Mishra et al., 2002; Winter, 1990). In response, a mix of professional associations emerged to 

support entrepreneurial farmers with educational programs (e.g., workshops, conferences), 

marketing support (e.g., joint promotional materials) and network opportunities (Agricultural 

Marketing Resource Center, 2007; Bennett & Ramsden, 2007; Bennett & Robson, 2011; Greve, 

1995; Kingsbury & Hayter, 2006; Ring et al., 2010;).  

In this context, agritourism associations emerged to support the entrepreneurial needs of 

farmers desiring to diversify their operations by offering educational and recreational activities to 

the public. By gathering people with similar interests (e.g., agritourism farmers, farm suppliers, 

marketers), agritourism associations have the capability to invigorate their members’ economic 

activities and professional development. The diversity of resources (e.g., professional referrals, 

group insurance purchase) and information (e.g., required licenses, business standards) 

associations provide to their members can stimulate their entrepreneurial innovation and business 

success (Phelan & Sharpley, 2012; Lordkipanidze, Brezet, & Backman, 2005; Pyysiainen, 
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Anderson, McElwee, & Vesala, 2006). However, many associations are experiencing a steady 

decrease of members’ involvement and overall number over the years (Lusthaus et al., 2002; 

Newbery et al., 2013), which also seems to be the situation for agritourism associations (Chris 

Mills, personal communication, January 14, 2016; Charlie Touchette, personal communication, 

March 2, 2016).  

A significant decrease of members hinders the association’s ability to deliver key services 

to their members (e.g., agritourism farmers). In the case of agritourism, this may imply that new 

entrepreneurial farmers do not acquire skills and networks required to succeed. At a greater 

scale, less successful entrepreneurs can diminish the benefits that agritourism brings to family 

farms and their surrounding communities, such as increased farm gross income, preservation of 

farming lifestyles and landscapes, and job creation (Barbieri, 2013; Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008; 

Gil Arroyo et al., 2013; Kilne et al., 2015; Schilling, 2006; McGehee & Kim, 2004; McGehee, 

2007; Phillipson et al., 2006; Tew & Barbieri, 2012). Nevertheless, the reasons behind 

membership decline and inactivity are not readily available; this is problematic taking into 

consideration the stated contributions of associations to enhance famers’ entrepreneurial 

readiness.  

Therefore, this study was designed to uncover the reasons behind members’ inactivity 

and decline by assessing agritourism associations’ performance from a psychosocial perspective. 

Informed by the extant literature, this assessment comprised three aspects: (1) the extent to 

which the services and information agritourism associations provide are in line with members’ 

needs in terms of the incentives they seek when joining their associations; (2) the extent to which 

members’ commitment to their associations is associated with their participation (i.e., referral 
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intention, participation experience); and (3) the level of social capital and use of information 

networks within an agritourism association.  

 

Summary of Study Results 

Overall, the psychosocial assessment of agritourism associations showed an overall good 

performance of both associations examined, as reflected by the diversity of private and public 

incentives members seek and their levels of satisfaction, members’ high levels of affective, 

normative, continued, and psychological commitment toward their association, and the social 

capital and social networks agritourism associations create for their members. Study results show 

that members join agritourism associations seeking a variety of private (educational, networking, 

and economic) and public (policy and advocacy) incentives; yet the private incentives were 

perceived as more important than the later. Among them, the most prevalent incentives members 

seek related to enhance their knowledge, especially related to agritourism-centered business 

advice and on customer service.  

Beyond elucidating on the set of incentives members seek when joining agritourism 

associations, this study found that these incentives can serve for membership segmentation. 

Accordingly, members can be clustered into three distinct groups, Maximizers, Progressists, and 

Indifferents, based on incentives they seek; these groups statistically differ on their socio-

demographic, agricultural, and membership profiles, as well as information needs and 

satisfaction levels with their affiliated associations. Maximizers pursue all types of incentives 

when joining their associations, are in need of more information related to agritourism 

enterprises, and are the most satisfied with association services. Progressists mainly seek 

educational and economic incentives and have moderate information needs; they are also 
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moderately satisfied with the services their association provide. Indifferents are predominantly 

professionals indirectly related to agriculture; as such, they have a relatively higher interest in 

networking incentives than other types of incentives.  

The development of the Psychosocial Commitment Approach, resulted suitable to 

evaluate members’ commitment integrating psychological and sociological (affective, normative, 

continuance) constructs. The application of this approach indicates that members have strong 

levels of psychological commitment, following in order by affective, normative, and continued 

commitment. Members’ strong commitment with their affiliated associations was evident 

through their strong intentions to participate in their associations (i.e., renew their membership, 

be more involved with the association) and their high referral intentions to others (i.e., 

recommend to non-members, recruit new members). Members also reported positive experiences 

(i.e., enjoyable, worth the expense) related to their association’s activities, and to a lesser degree 

some negative experiences (i.e., time-consuming, effort-heaving). Several attributes were found 

to be statistically associated with members’ commitment and participation. Specifically, age was 

found to be negatively associated with members’ participation; the more the members were 

vested with their associations (i.e., years of membership), the more commitment, referral 

intentions, and positive participation experience they had. Members’ commitment dimensions 

were found to be positively associated with members’ behaviors (i.e., future participation, 

referral intentions, positive experiences) with their associations.  

Results also indicated high levels of relational, cognitive, and structural social capital 

among members of the studied association. A closer examination of the quality of relational 

social capital showed high levels of trust, cooperation and reciprocity among members in both 

directions (to/from). Social Network Analysis indicated that responding members were well 
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connected (large number of social ties), as they reported a large number of members they have 

met over the years, with whom they communicate on regular basis, and with whom they have 

developed business relationships. Results also indicate a healthy information flow directly 

amongst members, without the organization intervention, as respondents felt comfortable seeking 

professional advice from other members on topics related to agritourism, direct marketing, and 

overall business practices. Although the use of channels to share this information varied based on 

the topic (agritourism, farm direct marketing, overall business practices), respondents reported 

had high levels of trust toward all information sources either those handled by the association 

itself (e.g., newsletter) and other members (e.g., Facebook group). Slight variations in the degree 

centrality measures indicate that all sources members use to retrieve information are highly 

popular and the patterns of information exchange are quite similar. Low centralization measures 

scores confirm that the network cohesion is not organized around any particular information 

source; thus, members do not have a central source to seek for information. 

 

Theoretical Contributions and Practical Implications 

This study contributes to the scholarship and practice of agritourism by identifying 

psychological (incentives, commitment) and sociological (social capital, social networks) 

attributes associated with the perceived performance of those associations aiming to strengthen 

this industry. From the theoretical perspective, this study identified the incentives members seek 

when joining agritourism associations, the underlying structure of the incentives (networking, 

education, economic, policy and advocacy) and three types of members (Maximizer, Progressist, 

Indifferent), which having different needs and wants related to agritourism. By developing the 

Psychosocial Commitment Approach to investigate members’ commitment within agritourism 
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associations, this study was able to identify that the psychological, affective and normative 

dimensions of commitment are the ones favoring increased member’s participation. A 

disaggregated examination of members’ participation (four indicators) further revealed that 

commitment not only influences members’ future behavior (i.e., future participation, referral 

intentions) but also the ability to recognize positive experiences (e.g., joy) when participating in 

association’s activities. Finally, this study advanced the existing knowledge on how associations 

can build cognitive, relational, and structural social capital among their members, especially 

related to trust, reciprocity and cooperation, which are pillars for the efficient and smooth flow of 

information.  

From the practical perspective, study results provide marketing and managerial 

intelligence to associations to enhance their performance, better serve their members, increase 

members’ loyalty, and recruit new members. From the marketing perspective, associations can 

also use incentive-related results (types of incentives and types of members) to advertise their 

offerings in a more targeted way, such as tailoring advertising messages according to different 

(potential) members’ needs. In doing so, it is important to clearly communicate the networking 

benefits that emerged as a need and value agritourism associations provide to their members. By 

having a clearer and more precise picture of the services associations provide, potential members 

can make an informed decision about the affiliation that best fit their needs. Results also suggest 

that associations should increase internal branding efforts to position themselves (and become) as 

the best option among competitors given that multiple affiliations dilute members’ commitment 

and participation.  

Managerially, the identification of the types of incentives can help to assess the tangible 

and intangible services associations provide and sustain high levels of satisfaction (thus 
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members’ retention). Having an incentive-based managerial approach to retain members is 

critical, as results indicated that members’ demographic indicators do not predict commitment. 

On this regard, associations need to craft strategies that reward sustained membership in the long 

run (e.g., honor program, discount for long-term members), as membership length encourages 

members’ active participation and commitment to the association. Despite results indicate a 

healthy information flow among members, it is important that a greater effort is placed to 

enhance members’ bonding. In the case of associations catering to a large geographic audience 

(e.g., NAFDMA), such bonding can be stimulated by organizing regional activities (e.g., state 

level conventions) that provide a friendlier space to build social ties, which can later yield 

business relationships. Finally, the assessment of the channels members most frequently use to 

retrieve business-related information from the organization (e.g., Facebook, magazine) is useful 

to inform associations how to disseminate information in a more efficient way.  

 

Study Limitations and Insights For Future Research 

The aforementioned scholarly and practical contributions of this study should be 

generalized with caution given some limitations. First, although special efforts were paid when 

selecting study associations (i.e., ANA, NAFDMA) as to capture membership diversity within 

agritourism industry (e.g., geographic scope), they do not represent the mosaic of national, 

regional, state and local level of agritourism associations. The!structural differences (geographic 

scope, membership size) that were purposefully chosen are by no means the only differences 

across agriculture-based associations. Second, although the response rate is acceptable and 

comparable to other studies on agritourism, it may have been negatively affected by the time 

when data were collected (May through August), as these months fall within very busy 
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agricultural and agritourism seasons. Third, since the data collection last for two months and 

half, thus some non-response bias may exist in this study. Two additional limitations should be 

considered in relation to the third manuscript (chapter four). The international origin, varied 

professional background, and high income and educational level of their members, along with a 

relatively expensive membership due ($300 per year), indicate a unique membership body; as 

such, perceptions may differ from members of other agritourism-related associations (e.g., local 

agritourism stakeholders, small-scale farmers). Although the study response rate for chapter four 

is acceptable and comparable to similar studies (e.g., Smith, 2013), it is often suggested that 

comprehensive network analysis require higher response rates (85% minimum).  

Given the magnitude of the study theoretical and practical implications, it is suggested 

that future studies control for the aforementioned limitations. It is especially important to 

broaden similar studies to a greater diversity of agritourism associations, which may capture 

associations with different geopolitical scope (local, state-wide, national) and more specific 

agritourism-foci (e.g., dude ranches; u-pick operations). In a similar line of thought, it is also 

advisable that this study is replicated among associations with similar structural (e.g., 

membership size) and agency (e.g., leadership, resources) characteristics as to capture whether 

those characteristics impact association performance (i.e., members’ incentives, commitment, 

social capital, social capital). Study results also suggest that future research considers different 

methodologies when evaluating the performance of associations. The use of qualitative methods 

of inquiry, for example, can help to depict a more thorough picture of how incentives, 

commitment, social capital and social networks operate within associations. In addition, given 

that members’ perception of association performance may change over time, longitudinal studies 

would be suitable as to capture such a change and identify whether specific demographic trends 
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(e.g., decrease of gender imbalance) and political shifts (e.g., changes in agricultural subsidies) 

influence such changes. 
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[If!not$a$member$–!continue!to!next!screen]!

[If!other$options!–!skip!to!screen!5]!

[If!yes$–!skip!to!screen!4]!

[If!no!–!continue!to!screen!3]!
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[Only!for!those!that!have!never!been!a!member]!

[Skip!to!screen!25!–!Then!Exit]!
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[Only!for!those!who!once!were!member!but!no!longer]!
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[If!No,!Skip!to!screen!25!–!Then!Exit]! !
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[Premium!Members!–!continue!to!next!screen]!

[NonHpremium!Members!–!skip!to!screen!19]!
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[Only!for!Premium!Members]!
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[If!other!–!skip!to!screen!25]!

[If!agritourism$manager/employee!–!skip!screen!22]!
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[If!yes$–!continue!to!next!screen]!

[If!no$–!skip!to!screen!25]!
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