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Abstract

Framing of the research: The research focuses on the factors influencing the
adoption of enabling technologies in the agri-food sector. Through a systematic
literature review, in which 58 papers were analyzed, the study proposes a classification
of factors by investigating their impact on adoption intent. Furthermore, by
emphasizing the framework of technology adoption, the study considers institutional
support, managerial skills, financial resources, and regulatory frameworks as key
elements shaping decision-making in agribusiness.

Purpose of the paper: The purpose of this paper is to explore the factors that affect
the spread of enabling technologies in agri-food sector. Factors affecting companies’
technologies adoption are individually investigated and clustered by conceptual
groups. Then, their positive or negative effects on the adoption tendency of enterprises
technologies were investigated.

Methodology: This research is based on a systematic literature review, considering
a range of online database from 2012 to 2024. Specific filters have been applied,
resulting in a final database that consists of 58 articles. After reading the articles,
variables were classified according to social, economic, environmental, and technical
nature. Finally, their positive or negative effects on technology purchase intention were
investigated.

Findings: The research showed that “social factors” are more prevalent than
“technical”, ‘economic” and “environmental” factors. Moreover, there is arguably a
clear need to improve specific technical and managerial competences about advanced
technologies, even by stimulating entrepreneurs to train themselves social, not relying
on the experience of others.

Research limits: The literature review was limited to articles in English, excluding
studies in other languages that could offer significant contributions. Additionally, the
selection of empirical studies was confined to the fields of “Business, Management
and Accounting, ” and Engineering, limiting the scope of the analysis. Lastly, our
methodology for evaluating the influence of factors was subjective, based on the
interpretation of textual content, with a potential risk of bias.

Practical implications: In light of the presented framework, we propose theoretical
and managerial implications that would be useful for researchers and practitioners; a
research agenda has been provided as well.

Originality of the paper: This paper aims to provide an increased understanding
of the current state of research and what still needs to be investigated about the
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1. Introduction

The adoption of cutting-edge technologies in industries signals a
change in how businesses operate and create value prompting companies
to reconsider the processes that contribute to their success. This shift, as
seen in the works of Bagnoli et al. (2019) and Toniolo et al. (2020) and
others represents a revolution that leads to competitive environments as
highlighted by Mariani and Fosso Wamba (2020) and Sjodin et al. (2020).
This transition towards advanced technological adoption has encouraged
organisations to enhance sustainability, quality, and transparency in their
practices, an approach strongly advocated by Quattrociocchi et al. (2022a).
Specifically, the agricultural and food industry is at the forefront of this
transformation, where the implementation of Industry 4.0 technologies
addresses issues like product traceability, food safety and prevention of
fraud. This is moreover evidenced by the FAO’s objectives of enhancing
food security, promoting sustainable agricultural practices, and mitigating
environmental impacts through innovation (FAO, 2020). Similarly, they
support the European Commissions Agenda 2030, which prioritises the
digitalization of agriculture and the adoption of sustainable practices
aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions, in accordance with EU
regulations (United Nations, 2015). Given the agricultural sector’s
substantial contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, the implementation
of frameworks such as the EU Effort Sharing Decision (ESD) and
Effort Sharing Regulation (ESR) plays a crucial role in addressing these
challenges. In this scenario, Agriculture 4.0 (even Agri 4.0) is being
developed, also known as “digital agriculture”, “smart agriculture”, “smart
farming”, or “digital farming” (Giua et al, 2022; Engés et al., 2023;
Dayioglu and Turker, 2021; Fielke et al. 2020). This phenomenon consists
of a development form based on resource optimization and logics with the
aim of increasing the quality of processes (Gong and Ribiere, 2021) and
reducing waste (Benyam et al., 2021). Under this umbrella, it was shown
that by applying technologies such as artificial intelligence (AI), blockchain,
drones, augmented and virtual reality, companies are facilitated in offering
digitised value-added services (Scuderi et al., 2020; Abbasi et al., 2022).
It is expected that, by 2050, the demand for food will surge by 70%, in
line with rapid population growth. Furthermore, the adoption of digital
technologies within the agrifood sector is expected to generate significant
environmental and operational benefits, as observed by Secinaro et al.
(2022) and Rana et al. (2021), who underscore the sector’s increased
accountability and responsiveness to consumer demands. This leads to an



increasing awareness that the adoption of enabling technologies has become
a necessity, both from a sustainable and competitive perspective (Appio et
al., 2021; Scuderi et al., 2020; Trivelli et al., 2019). Despite this, the agrifood
sector still presents a low rate of technological investment compared to
other sectors and it is considered as a sector with reduced capacity for self-
innovation (Bjerke and Johansson, 2022; Léapple et al., 2015). Contrary to
the previous considerations, there are sceptical lines of thought towards
the uncontrolled use of digital technologies, as claimed by Rijswijk et al.
(2021), who literally stated that “Current digital technologies may have
several undesirable, unseen and unknown impacts, e. g., emergent effects
that only become clear once these technologies are brought into practice”
This view is shared by Herrero et al. (2021) who argued that “Stand-alone
technical solutions are in many instances unlikely to result in exclusively
positive effects, and they are unlikely to be implemented quickly because of
pushbacks from players wanting to maintain the status quo”. At global level,
UNEP has similarly underscored the potential risks associated with the
deployment of technology, including the unequal distribution of benefits
and environmental hazards, should these technologies be implemented
without a strong regulatory framework in place (UNEP, 2021). As seen,
while existing literature has explored specific aspects of technologies
adoption in agri-food sector (Srivetbodee et al., 2021), a comprehensive
understanding of the underlying factors influencing this process remains
elusive. While certain studies have identified key elements that either
promote or hinder the diffusion of enabling technologies (Dal Mas et
al., 2023), the overall picture is far from complete. Much of the existing
literature conceptualizes technology adoption as a binary decision-either a
firm adopts the technology or it does not (Sunding and Zilberman, 2001).
However, recent research indicates that this process is more nuanced,
representing a dynamic and multifaceted progression shaped by a range
of variables that influence different stages of decision-making (Jafarpanah
et al., 2020). In particular, factors of a personal, social, and behavioural
nature, which have the potential to significantly impact adoption decisions,
remain relatively underexplored (Busse et al, 2014; Pathak et al., 2019).
Moreover, efforts to classify these influencing factors have thus far yielded
inconsistent results. Mazzefoli et al. (2022), for example, categorises the
factors according to the three pillars of sustainability-environmental, social,
and economic-while Bucci et al. (2019) employs a broader classification
scheme encompassing seven categories, including socioeconomic, agro-
ecological, and institutional factors. Similarly, Fadeyi et al. (2022) proposes
an alternative framework, identifying five principal categories such as
farmer characteristics, institutional factors, and financial considerations.
Despite these various attempts, no common classification system has
been established, nor has there been a comprehensive analysis of how
these factors collectively influence the intention to adopt technology. This
absence of a unified framework not only limits academic discourse but also
complicates the development of effective strategies for fostering technology
adoption within the agrifood sector. To close this gap, our paper aims to
establish an integrative conceptual framework where factors affecting the
adoption of technologies in agri-food sector are individually investigated
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and clustered by conceptual groups, as well as analysed in terms of impact
generated.

In the light of the foregoing, this paper tries to answer the following
research questions (RQs):

- RQl) Which factors are affecting technologies adoption in the agri-
food sector and how they can be clustered?

- RQ2) In what terms do these factors influence the technologies
intention to adopt?

To answer these RQs, 58 papers published from 2012 to today were
considered. From reading the papers, factors influencing technology
adoption were investigated and conceptualised by two levels of detail
based on a holistic approach. In detail, factors were classified according to
the three pillars of sustainability - environmental, social, and economic-
as well as the technical factors were considered. Once the factors were
clustered, the type of effect - positive or negative - they generate on
enterprises’ technologies intention to adopt were investigated. This paper
addresses the urgent need for a coherent framework that elucidates the
factors influencing technology adoption in the agrifood sector, providing
a foundation for future research and practical strategies to navigate the
complexities of digital transformation in agriculture

2. Theoretical background

2.1 Digitalization in agri-food sector

The Industry 4.0 paradigm introduces innovation processes
characterised by an increasing interconnection between physical, digital,
and biological dimensions (Culot et al., 2020). In particular, even the
agricultural sector, traditionally linked to processes reluctant to adopt new
technologies, has expanded its vision by changing the business model of
entire supply chains (Bagnoli et al., 2019; Ruzzante et al., 2021). In fact,
Industry 4.0 enabling technologies such as cloud, additive manufacturing,
simulation, augmented reality, big data and analytics, autonomous
robots, IoT, vertical and horizontal integration and cybersecurity
(Boston Consulting Group, 2015) have become a highly relevant topic for
agricultural sectors. Its potential is increasingly recognized not only by
primary producers seeking to enhance efficiency and sustainability within
their operations, but also by stakeholders throughout the agro-food supply
chain. The benefits of data collection in the field, and more broadly within
agricultural enterprises, are becoming more apparent, providing more
accurate and detailed information for improving traceability throughout
the supply chain, enhancing the quality and use of production inputs, and
optimising processes for greater efficiency and precision (Lezoche et al.,
2020; Liu et al., 2021; Antolini et al., 2015). Literature has also demonstrated
the effects derived from the applications of these technologies in the
agricultural sector. For instance, several publications agreed that Internet
of Things (IoT) stands out as a key turning point for productivity and
sustainability in the agrifood system, due to its ability to connect devices
and collect data that enhance operational efficiency (Mazzefoli et al.,



2022; Oztemel and Gursev, 2020). Trivelli et al. (2019) emphasised that
big data and data analytics (Wamba et al, 2020) are crucial for a more
efficient and effective evolution of the sector, contributing to the optimal
use of resources (Lioutas and Charatsari, 2020). Furthermore, artificial
intelligence offers powerful algorithms for performance evaluation and
forecasting, promoting a form of smart agriculture aimed at sustainable
development (Lezoche et al., 2020). Cloud applications, encompassing both
cloud computing and cyber-physical systems (Liu et al., 2020), significantly
improve soil condition monitoring and disease detection. Among the
most tested technologies are drones, which have demonstrated their
ability to sustainably enhance production efficiency through precise soil
condition monitoring, early plant disease detection, and real-time weather
updates (Quattrociocchi et al., 2022b; Tsouros et al., 2019). Additionally,
blockchain applications are emerging (Mercuri et al, 2021), which
contribute to improved traceability and transparency of activities within
agrifood supply chains. Overall, according to Oztemel and Gursev (2020),
control technologies, robotics, and automation are progressively reshaping
production processes by automating several operations, thereby allowing
human operators to focus on activities that require higher cognitive skills,
resulting in reduced labour costs and increased system efficiency

2.2 Adoption of enabling technologies in agri-food businesses

The process of adopting new technologies is often viewed as a journey
that begins when an entrepreneur first learns about the innovation and
continues until its full integration into their business operations. (Fadeyi
et al., 2022). The process of adoption of a new technology is conditioned
by organisational and personal factors, such as human behaviour,
organisational readiness, and the perceived utility of the technology itself.
So far, several models have been developed to understand how and by
what the process of technology adoption is influenced. In this scenario,
models such as the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1989)
and the Diffusion of Innovations Theory (Rogers, 2003) have identified
key variables, such as perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness
of the technology. However, these models demonstrate limitations
within the agricultural context, where factors like low risk tolerance
and infrastructural barriers, particularly in rural areas, pose significant
obstacles (Ugochukwu and Phillips, 2018). Moreover, other models as the
Unified Theory of Acceptance Use of Technology (UTAUT) developed by
Venkatesh et al. (2003), and the Diftusion of Innovations (DOI) (Rogers et
al., 2014) have been developed in order to introduce additional variables
such as institutional support and facilitating conditions. Despite these
advancements, the UTAUT often remains insufficient to address the specific
needs of the agri-food sector, which requires a more targeted integration
of socio-economic and environmental factors, along with considerations
of cooperative dynamics and sustainability (Bayaga and Madimabe, 2024;
Blut et al., 2022). Diffusion of Innovations (DOI) emphasises the social and
cultural spread of technologies, offering a broader perspective, but it under
emphasises individual motivations. In this context, the evolution of models
such as TAM2 (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000), TAM3 (Venkatesh and Bala,
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2008), and UTAUT?2 (Venkatesh et al., 2012) highlights the integration of
social, cognitive, and technical factors to better understand technology
acceptance. Each model builds on its predecessors by incorporating new
determinants, such as social influence and facilitating conditions, thereby
enhancing their explanatory power. For instance, UTAUT?2 extends these
concepts by including elements such as hedonic motivation and price value,
which are particularly relevant in broader consumer contexts. In general,
these models have been used to investigate the several aspects which affect
the adoption of the different technologies, even in the agricultural sector.
In coherence, Ugochukwu and Phillips (2018) state that this mindset-shift
must be supported by appropriate corporate and government policies
as the adoption of new technologies by conservative farmers, especially
in developing areas, is particularly demanding and must be managed in
an adequate and efficient way. In order to push the adoption process of
new technologies by farmers, it is important to set out the effects that
derive from (Challa and Tilahun, 2014), even to limit the perception that
the entrepreneur has toward the specific technology (Yokamo, 2020).
In these terms, several studies highlight that several factors influence
the intention to adopt new technologies, such as access to information,
financial capacity, adherence to cooperatives and government support also
in terms of institutional subsidies (El Fartassi et al., 2023). Obviously, the
process of selecting and adopting Industry 4.0 technologies is not without
obstacles (Liu et al., 2020) as there is no single technological solution that
meets the needs of all business counterparties (Lezoche et al., 2020). Katz
(2019) states that lack of digital knowledge and differences in technical
skills are the main obstacles to technology adoption. Similarly, low risk
appetite, uncertainty, and information asymmetry are limitations to its
use (Ugochukwu and Phillips, 2018). In particular, the abovementioned
impediments in agriculture are often also due to the size of the farm, the
low availability of labour, the difficulties of accessing bank credit and
financing, the lack of technological infrastructure and the complexity of the
infrastructure itself (Annosi et al., 2020). In contrast, numerous benefits
are identified. Among these, it emerges the increase in turnover due to
the development of a new product/ service (Kolsch et al., 2017), improve
productivity, reduce food safety risks and improve the sustainability of
the entire sector (Hassoun et al., 2022; Revathi et al., 2019). Moreover,
the implementation of such technologies inevitably influences customer
expectations; in fact, the offer of greater customization of services and
connected experiences on physical and online channels increases customer
discretion, thus increasing the difficulties in defining business strategies. In
the context of contemporary scientific research, different methodological
approaches have been used to facilitate an in-depth examination of the
integration of technological innovations in the digital agricultural sector.

3. Methodology

The analysis was conducted through a systematic literature review
(SLR) (Seuring and Gold, 2012) aimed at identifying the determinants



influencing the adoption of new technologies in the agri-food sector and
assessing their effects on technologies intention to adopt. Through this
objective it is expected to fill a gap within the research, as the current
literature has not yet identified the nature of the factors influencing
farmers’ decisions to adopt smart solutions and qualify their effects with
respect to technology adoption.

In accordance with the aim of the paper, the search string used for the
study consists of three parts; The first includes all the various technology
designations and all nine enabling technologies (Boston Consulting Group,
2015), as well as the recognised smart factories technologies (Mazzefoli et
al., 2022). The second part of the string includes all the keywords that are
generally used in the literature to express adoption intention. The third and
final part of the string identifies the different nomenclatures of Agri 4.0.

((“technology”) OR (“technologies”) OR(“innovation technology”)
OR (“digital transformation”) OR (“innovation 4.0”) OR (“enabling
technology*”) OR (“qualifyingtechnology*”) OR (“advanced manufacturing
solutions”) OR (“additive manufacturing”) OR (“augmented reality”) OR
(“simulation”) OR (“horizontal integration”) OR (“vertical integration”)
OR (“industrial internet”) OR (cloud) OR (“cyber security”) OR (“big
data”) OR (“blockchain”) OR (“artificial intelligence”) OR (“internet of
things”) OR (“data mining”) OR (“drone”) OR (“robots”))

AND ((“technology adoption”) OR (“technology acceptance”) OR
(“technology diffusion”) OR (“value perception”) OR (“purchase intention”)
OR (“purchasing intention”) OR (“potential purchase”) OR (“potential
choice’) OR (“implementation intention”) OR (“Implementation
behaviour”))

AND ((“agri-food”) OR (“agri-food 4.0”) OR (agrifood) OR
(agriculture) OR (“digital agriculture”) OR (“smart agriculture”) OR
(“smart farming”) OR (“digital farming”).

In a SLR, researchers gather the best instances of previous research to
identify, evaluate, and interpret all available studies related to a specific
topic (Kitchenham and Charters, 2007). This SLR was conducted according
to the PRISMA approach (preferred reporting items for systematic review
and meta-analysis) which provides clarity and transparency (Moher et al.,
2015) and has been depicted in Fig. 1. To ensure quality and extract all
relevant articles, two search engines Scopus and Web on Science (WoS)
were used as these are the two bibliographic databases generally accepted
as the most comprehensive data sources for various purposes (Zhu and
Liu, 2020). However, the usability of data sources may also depend to a
large extent on the additional restrictions on content accessibility and the
willingness to download and export data, affecting research in accuracy
(Pranckuté R., 2021). The string was primarily launched simultaneously in
the two databases on 1 November 2022 and re-launched on 21 March 2023,
6 October 2023 and 12 April 2024. The first search without the application
of database filters resulted in 1608 articles from Scopus and 2101 articles
from WoS. At this stage, following the principles of PRISMA, the goal was
to identify relevant publications and apply a practical scheme.

In this SLR, the following filter criteria were used:

- Language: English
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- Document type: article

- Research type: journal

- Research area: Business, Management and Accounting, Engineering

- Timespan: 2012-2024

The following filters reduced the number of articles: in WoS only 189
articles while in Scopus 79 articles, including 15 pooled articles, resulting
in a final dataset of 253 articles. This is the usual procedure for systematic
reviews, as this process acts as a quality control mechanism that confirms
the transparency of the result (Light & Pillemer, 1984). The second phase
aimed at reading the abstract and selecting papers that analysed a specific
technology through empirical analysis. In particular, several studies were
discarded because they focused on technical aspects of the technologies,
such as protocols or standards specific to each type of culture and therefore
outside the focus of the research (Arasti et al., 2022). A screening of the full
text of these articles was carried out in the final phase (Tranfield et al., 2003).
To proceed with further analysis, including the valuation of quality and
originality, were selected for further analysis because they were found to
be closely related to the topic of this review, the following assessments were
carried out by the researchers independently and in parallel, and, where
doubts arose, they were discussed and resolved (Xiao and Watson, 2017).
The articles excluded during the eligibility phase were omitted because
they only superficially touched upon the key topics of technology adoption
and innovation in the agri-food sector. By the end of the systematic review,
only the studies directly addressing the research objectives were selected
for deeper analysis. In the final stage, a content analysis was employed to
answer the research questions. This process involved systematically coding
each study’s data into broader themes before analysing the prevalence and
importance of those themes (Dixon-Woods et al., 2005). Abstracts were
initially screened, followed by a comprehensive review of the full texts
to extract relevant information. As highlighted by Kraus et al. (2022),
qualitative researchers often use content or thematic analysis to categorise
data, identifying recurring patterns and organising them into coherent
themes for further exploration. This method allows for a more nuanced
understanding of the research topic and ensures a structured approach to
data interpretation.

Fig. 1: Prisma Flow Diagram
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Full text articles included

Source: our elaboration




Asaresult, the final database consisted of 58 articles, which are listed and
marked in the bibliography with an asterisk at the end of the citations. The
entire categorization of the variables was developed on an Excel file shared
between the authors, divided into eight columns, respectively divided as
follows: authors, year, extrapolated variables, nature of the variable, positive
or negative effect of the variable on the farmer’s or farm’s intention to adopt,
state and Research Agenda. In the final session, any uncertainties were
discussed to ensure consistency, and the final classification was proposed.
All authors collaboratively reviewed the analysis results and jointly
contributed to drafting the various sections of this study. The technological
adoption process in the agrifood sector is a complex and multifaceted
phenomenon, influenced by numerous factors that can either promote or
impede the adoption of innovations. For an in-depth understanding of these
dynamics, theories on the diffusion of innovation have been extensively
applied since the 1970s. These theoretical models provide a framework for
analysing how farmers adopt new technologies, which include equipment,
genetic materials, cultivation techniques, and productive inputs, as
illustrated by Ruzzante et al. (2021). Further examination of technological
adoption in the sector is presented in studies by Gao et al. (2024) and Jeong
et al. (2021), which highlight the critical role of technological compatibility
in shaping farmers’ attitudes towards innovations. Yang et al. (2023)
have pointed out how technological compatibility can directly influence
users’ intentions and attitudes towards adopting or embracing a specific
technology. Hanelt et al. (2021) have further enriched this field of study
by investigating the factors that hinder or facilitate technological adoption
through a detailed content analysis of selected works. In this study, we have
employed a methodology that classifies influencing factors based on the
three pillars of sustainability: environmental, social, and economic, with
an additional category dedicated to technical variables. This approach,
inspired by but distinct from Elkington’s (1997) model, incorporates
specific technical variables pertinent to the agrifood sector. This schema
enables the categorization of factors based on their impact on the intention
to adopt technologies, promoting a holistic analysis that considers the
interdependencies among the different dimensions. The analysis conducted
has led to the standardisation of terms used to describe similar variables,
unifying the nomenclature to enhance the coherence and precision of
the study. This significantly contributes to the evolution of the existing
theoretical framework, marking one of the first attempts to categorise and
analyse so comprehensively the factors influencing technological adoption
in a business context. The content analysis has delineated the impact of
the selected factors, assigning a positive or negative impact, and has laid
the groundwork for a future research agenda that could explore further
dimensions and interactions within the proposed theoretical framework.

4. Results

This section is divided into two subsections. The first one shows
the analytical results based on the literature review, while the second
subsection presents the different types of factors influencing the adoption
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of technologies by enterprises operating in the agri-food sector where
variables were identified according to their economic, social, technical and
environmental nature.

Factors impacting technologies purchase intention

The analysis conducted shows that purchase intentions towards new
technologies in the agri-food sector are strongly dependent on various
factors, in particular on the confidence one has towards certain variables.
It highlights a predominance of social and economic variables, which
demonstrates that decisions are influenced by several factors including
demographic, socio-economic and institutional factors (Zegeye et al.,
2022). It is necessary to point out that these percentages analyse, in
absolute terms, the number of variables belonging to each cluster. This
paragraph also highlights whether factors have a positive or negative effect
on the enterprises’ intentions to adopt new technologies. The following
subparagraphs highlight the research results.

Social factors - Social factors play a pivotal role in shaping technology
adoption, accounting for 43% of the total factors considered (Table
1). Age emerges as a significant determinant within this group, with
numerous studies (Branca et al., 2022; Kramer et al., 2021; Bucci et al.,
2019; Antolini et al., 2015) demonstrating that older farmers tend to be
less inclined to invest in medium- to long-term initiatives. This reluctance
is often attributed to their resistance to external recommendations,
particularly when such advice originates from unfamiliar or untrusted
sources (Lapple et al., 2016; Manda et al., 2020). Furthermore, despite
possessing considerable work experience, older farmers often have lower
levels of formal education, which contributes to their hesitation toward
new technological investments (Kramer et al., 2021; Adams and Jumpabh,
2021). Social networks, including participation in cooperatives or business
clusters, also play an essential role in technology adoption by facilitating
knowledge dissemination and resource sharing (Blash et al, 2022;
Manda et al., 2020). These networks effectively improve farmers’ access
to critical information and resources, thereby enhancing the likelihood of
technology uptake (El Fartassi et al., 2023). Nevertheless, the perceived
complexity of managing new technologies, especially concerning data
management, can present a significant barrier (Annosi et al., 2020). This is
particularly true when farmers lack sufficient information or face technical
and financial asymmetries, which further hinder their ability to adopt new
technologies (Gerli et al., 2022; Barham et al., 2018). Gender differences
add an additional layer of complexity to the adoption landscape. Studies
indicate that women, particularly in Australia, are more likely to adopt
new technologies compared to men (Hay and Pearce, 2014). However,
gender marginalisation and language barriers continue to act as substantial
impediments to technology adoption in various regions (Annosi et
al., 2020; Fadeyi et al., 2021). Addressing these challenges necessitates
fostering collaborative mechanisms, such as cooperative structures, which
can mitigate these barriers and support broader technology adoption (El
Fartassi et al., 2023; Adams and Jumpah, 2021). Thus, collective effort
and structured collaboration are vital to overcoming social constraints



and ensuring more equitable and widespread technology adoption in the
agricultural sector.

Tab. 1: Social factors

FACTORS
High Educational status

EFFECTS

Positive

REFERENCES

Branca et al, 2022; Khan et al, 2022; Fadeyi et al,
2021;Yokamo et al., 2020; Manda et al., 2020; Skevas and
Kalaitzandonakes, 2020; Annosi et al., 2019; Mottaleb et
al., 2018; Aubert et al, 2012; Zegeye et al., 2022;Giuia et al.,
2022; Swinnen, J and Kuijpers, R, 2019; Blasch et al., 2022;
Jellason et al., 2021; Adams and Jumpah, 2021; Bjerke
andJohanssen, 2022; Bucci et al., 2019; Eze et al., 2018;
Antolini ef al., 2015; Pierpaoli et al., 2013

Giua et al., 2022; Branca et al., 2022; Annosi et al., 2019;
Skevas and Kalaitzandonakes, 2020; Manda et al., 2020;
Khan et al., 2022; ;Giuia et al., 2022; Fadeyi et al., 2021
Mottaleb, 2018; Aubert et al., 2012; Kramer et al., 2021;
Janssen and Swinnen, 2019; Zegeye, et al., 2022; Barham
et al., 2018; Blasch et al., 2022; Jellason et al., 2021; Adams
and Jumpah, 2021; Bjerke and Johanssen, 2022; Bucci et
al., 2019 Lapple et al., 2016.; Antolini et al., 2015

Adams and Jumpah, 2021; Manda et al., 2020; El Fartassi
et al., 2023

Manda et al., 2020; Mottaleb et al., 2018; Zegeye et al.,
2022; Giuia et al., 2022; Adams and Jumpah, 2021; Fadeyi
et al., 2021; Yokamo, 2020

Giua et al., 2022; Annosi et al., 2020

Annosi et al., 2019; Kramer et al., 2021; Blasch et al., 2022;
Adams and Jumpah 2021; Bjerke and Johansson, 2022

Blash et al., 2022
Giua et al., 2022; Aubert et al., 2012; Tsai et al., 2021

Branca et al, 2022; Gerli et al, 2022; Yokamo, 2020;
Barham et al., 2018; Adams and Jumpah, 2021; Fadeyi
et al., 2021; Kathage et al., 2015 Antolini et al, 2015;
Pierpaoli et al., 2013

Long et al., 2019; Thomas et al., 2023

Khan et al, 2022; Zegeye et al, 2022; Skevas and
Kalaitzandonakes., 2020; Barham et al., 2018; Hay and
Pearce, 2014

Annosi et al., 2020

Giua et al., 2022; Manda et al., 2020; Bucci et al., 2019;
Srivetbodee and Igel, 2021

Young age Positive

Membership in cooperatives | Positive

Large family size Positive

Perception of difficulty Negative

Experiences Positive

Knowledge sharing Positive

Ease of use Positive

Access to information Positive

Information asymmetries Negative

Women Gender Positive

Language marginalization Negative

Social influence Positive

Source: our elaboration

Economic factors - The second group relates to economic factors,
which include all variables that affect firms’ competitiveness, including
institutional and infrastructural ones. This category accounts for 35 %
of the total amount. Table 2 shows that most of the authors identify the
cost of investment as one of the main factors that impacts on purchase
intention to adopt technologies (Kebebe, 2019; Mottaleb, 2018; Blasch
et al., 2022; Bergougui et al., 2024). In this regard, Annosi et al. (2019)
pointed out that decision makers should focus on the long-term benefits
of applying technologies in the agr-ifood sector, especially in relation to
cost and investment decisions. Indeed, awareness as well as expectation of
economic return play a key role in the digital transformation process and
in defining capabilities (Burkitbayeva et al., 2020). In addition to the cost,
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(Yokamo et al., 2020; Yang et al., 2018) and company size (Adams and
Jumpah, 2021). Several papers emphasise a greater propensity of large
firms to invest in innovation and R&D as a consequence of their greatest
economic resources (Bjerke and Johansson, 2022; Mercuri et al., 2021).
On the other hand, a study of Ayenew et al. (2020) highlights examples
of small-medium companies which, due to their flexibility, demonstrate
high market adaptability. Several authors agree that another factor is the
uncertainty of economic return involved in the technological investment
made (Burkitbayeva et al., 2020; Swinnen and Kuijpers, 2019). The choice
of investment should be made based on objective parameters related to
technology; for instance, the adoption of systems capable of handling big
data enables the detection of optimal quantities for the production line
through historical production parameters, thereby reducing the time
of production (Cubric, 2020) and the cost of launching new products
(Hassoun et al., 2022).

Tab. 2: Economic factors

FACTORS EFFECTS REFERENCES

High Cost Negative Bergougui et al., 2024; Manda et al., 2020; Cubric,
2020; Kudryavtseva and Skhvediani, 2020;Skevas
and Kalaitzandonakes, 2020;Kebebe et al., 2019;
Mottaleb, 2018; Blasch et al., 2022;Jellason et al.,
2021; Fadeyi et al., 2021; Antolini et al., 2015

Uncertainty economic return Negative Burkitbayeva et al, 2020; Skevas and
Kalaitzandonakes, 2020, Janssen and Swinnen, 2019

Infrastructure improvements Positive Lele and Goswami, 2017; Pivoto et al., 2018; Iovlev
et al, 2019; Zaytsev et al., 2020; Kudryavtseva and
Skhvediani, 2020; Omotilewa et al., 2019

Access to credit Positive Branca et al., 2022; Manda et al., 2020; Burkitbayeva
et al., 2020; Branca et al., 2022; Kebebe, 2019;
Janssen and Swinnen, 2019; Zegeye et al., 2022;
Yokamo, 2020; Swinnen and Kuijpers, 2019;
Omotilewa et al., 2019

Size area Positive Revathi and Sengottuvelan, 2019; Blash J. et al., 2022

Company size Positive Khan et al, 2022; Aubert et al., 2012; Janssen
and Swinnen, 2019; Bjerke and Johansson, 2022;
Mercuri F, 2020; Adams and Jumpah, 2021; Ayenew

et al., 2020
Long-term benefits Negative Annosi et al., 2019
Expectation of economic return | Positive Burkitbayeva et al., 2020
Financial availability Negative Aubert et al., 2012
High Purchase cost Negative Annosi et al., 2020; Young, 2020; Srivetbodee and
Igel, 2021
High Installation cost Negative Annosi et al., 2020; Omotilewa et al., 2019
High Maintenance cost Negative Annosi et al, 2020; Srivetbodee and Igel, 2021
Reducing production time Positive Cubric, 2020
High Launch costs Negative Hassoun et al., 2023; Srivetbodee and Igel, 2021
Reserach and infrastructure | Positive Fadeyi et al., 2021; Bucci et al., 2019
support
Increased job Positive Jellason et al., 2021; Omotilewa et al., 2019

Source: our elaboration



Technical factors - Technical factors account for 17 % of the total
variables considered. Table n. 3, Technical factors include the need for
managerial skills (Jellason et al., 2021), the technical difficulties in the use
(Fadeyi et al., 2021; Bucci et al., 2019; Thomas et al., 2023), the availability
of data (Cubric, 2020) and the need for highly qualified personnel who
can adapt to new requirements (Kudryavtseva et al., 2020). Micheels and
Nolas (2016) state that the outcome resulting from the application of a
specific technology, in addition to depending on the functionality of the
technology, depends greatly on the skills of the operators who use it. The
adoption of innovative technologies, therefore, requires personnel who
have adequate technical skills and possess the capabilities to use them
(Skevas et al., 2020).

Another determinant factor is the connection to the broadband network
or other connections (Eastwood et al., 2017; Pant and Odame, 2017).
Moreover, internet connection is often a hindering factor for companies
located in rural areas that intend to adopt enabling technologies, as they
have an objective starting disadvantage. Quality and Internet Utilization.
The quality aspect pertains to farmers’ access quality to the Internet. As
noted by Abdullah (2015), the broadband connection speed appears to
influence the adoption of digital technologies. Additionally, the extent
of Internet utilization among farmers serves as an indicator; those who
do not engage with the Internet are typically less inclined to adopt
Information and Communication Technology (ICT) as well. In addition,
proximity to research centres (Kebebe, 2019; Adams and Jumpah, 2021),
possession of infrastructure, security (Dutta et al., 2020; Kudryavtseva and
Skhvediani, 2020; Thomas et al., 2023), and transparency of movements
(Quattrociocchi et al., 2022a) contribute to the adoption of 4.0 technologies.
For instance, blockchain technology allows for increased transparency and
traceability of information (Ciasullo et al., 2022), as well as contributing
to the development and coordination of new sustainable business models
(Mercuri et al., 2021).

Endurance time is defined as the duration for which a specific UAV,
equipped with its payloads, is able to remain airborne on a single charge.
Traditional drones often face restrictions regarding their flight duration,
which may prevent farmers from surveying an entire agricultural field in
one go (Puppala et al., 2023). Given the scarce presence of versatile Agro-
UAVs, it is crucial to promote research and development efforts aimed
at creating drones capable of supporting every stage of the harvesting
process. Multi-functional drones have the potential to substantially reduce
the costs involved in acquiring, operating, and maintaining distinct
pieces of equipment. Furthermore, there is a pronounced demand for
the development of various tools that can analyze the gathered data and
implement automated, timely interventions (Zuo et al., 2021).
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FACTORS EFFECTS REFERENCES

Managerial skills Positive Jellason et al., 2021

Perceveid usefulness Positive Fadeyi et al., 2021; Bucci et al., 2019

Technical competence Positive Gerli et al., 2022; Khan et al., 2022; Skevas
and Kalaitzandonakes, 2020; Annosi et al.,
2019; Micheels and Nolas, 2016

Data availability difficulty Negative Cubric, 2020; Thomas et al., 2023

Qualified staff Positive Kudryavtseva and Skhvediani, 2020; Annosi
et al., 2020

Private agricultural | Positive Eastwood et al., 2017

consultant

Internet access Positive Fadeyi et al, 2021; Bucci et al, 2019,
Abdullah, 2015; Hay and Pearce, 2014

Research centers Positive Kebebe, 2019; Adams et al., 2021

Increased security Positive Dutta et al., 2020; Cubric, 2020; Kudryavtseva
and Skhvediani, 2020; Ciasullo et al., 2022;
Hassoun et al., 2023

Greater trasparency Positive Dutta et al., 2020; Dal Mas et al., 2023

Source: our elaboration

Environmental factors - Our results show that environmental factors
only account for 4% of the total factors (Table 4). Smart agriculture uses
several advanced technologies, including IoT and others among the top
nine, to collect data from multiple sources to be able to make decisions
associated with various types of production (Thomas et al., 2023; Medici
et al., 2019) with the aim of maximising yields but more importantly
preserving the environment. The new technologies of Industry 4.0
show several benefits, including energy savings, better environmental
performance, higher level of health and safety, and better conditions for
workers (Hassoun et al., 2022). Among other uses, in the agricultural stage
IoT can improve chemical control such as pesticides and fertilisers, crop
monitoring, disease prevention, irrigation control, and soil management
(Navarro et al., 2020; Adams and Jumpah, 2021). Thus, the use of 4.0
technologies in agriculture reduces the use of environmental pollutants,
bringing atmospheric benefits, as well as improving soil quality and
reducing groundwater pollution (Maffezzoli et al., 2022). The current
period is also characterised by the scarcity of raw materials, which is
why the difference in competitive advantage between companies is
especially given by the degree of environmental management of the
company. It is therefore necessary to develop production plans that ensure
environmentally sustainable production and food security. Cane and
Parra (2020) studied how digital technologies can create benefits from
both business and consumer perspectives by trying to leverage food waste
reduction. In conclusion, academic studies promote the development of
green agricultural entrepreneurial activities that integrate sustainable
technologies (Savastano et al., 2022).



Tab. 4: Environmental factors

FACTORS EFFECTS REFERENCES

Greater sustainability Positive Giua et al., 2022; Cubric, 2020; Jellason et al.,
2021

Environmental sustainability | Positive Skevas and Kalaitzandonakes, 2020; Annosi
etal., 2019

Energy conservation Positive Hassoun et al., 2023

High level of security Positive Hassoun et al., 2023

High level of health Positive Hassoun et al., 2023; Thomas et al., 2023

Higher soil quality Positive Blasch et al., 2022; Adams and Jumpah, 2021;
Maffezzoli et al., 2022

Food waste reduction Positive Cane and Parra, 2020

Enviromental benefit Positive Medici et al., 2019; Antolini et al., 2015

Source: our elaboration

5. Discussion and conclusion

Our paper aimed to identify factors that can influence companies’
propensity to adopt new digital technologies in the agrifood sector,
classifying them into conceptual groups belonging to four clusters -
economic, technical,socialand environmentalfactors (RQ1) -and evaluating
their effects on technologies intention to adopt (RQ2). The research thus
defines a new theoretical framework through which a clustering of factors
was provided; in addition, the factors were further qualified according to
their impact on purchase intention of new digital solutions in agri-food
sector. In light of this analysis, we can present some deductions; there is
a clear need to provide specific technical and managerial competences
about enabling technologies, even by stimulating entrepreneurs to train
themselves personally, not relying on the experience of others. In this way,
by training personnel and providing them appropriate skills, it is possible
to integrate new solutions into the business environment with substantial
benefits in terms of human-machine interactions. Moreover, there is a
need to invest primarily in business structure in order to make access to
credit easier. The socio-economic business environment assumes a key role
in order to push enterprises toward a cross-cutting digitization process.

6. Theoretical implications

Our paper contributes to the literature through three insights. First,
the research provides an update and a new conceptualization of factors
influencing technologies’ purchase intention in the agrifood sector (RQ1).
Specifically, according to the literature, social, technical, economic and
environmental factors were identified. Although there is no common
classification of factors that influence the adoption of new technologies
in the agri-food sector, this research is useful as it provides an updated
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framework on the several factors that influence the intention to adopt the
enabling technologies in the agri-food sector. In particular, the analysis
advances theoretical understanding of technology adoption by integrating
the three pillars of sustainability-environmental, social, and economic-
while also emphasising the role of technical variables, which are especially
pertinent in the agrifood sector. Furthermore, this study expands the
traditional sustainability framework by incorporating sector-specific
technical considerations. This provides a more comprehensive perspective
on how these multiple dimensions interact and shape the intention to
adopt new technologies. The study thus contributes to bridging the gap
between sustainability and technology adoption, fostering a more nuanced
theoretical framework that is better suited to address the complexities of
modern agricultural practices. Moreover, this paper should be considered
useful for academic and practitioners as the -positive or negative- effects
of each factor on technologies purchase intention are investigated (RQ2),
thus providing an updated framework that enhances understanding of
the key factors to target in order to promote technology adoption within
the agrifood sector. This comprehensive analysis enables more effective
interventions aimed at facilitating the uptake of innovations in this
specific context. Lastly, our contribution provides some future research
direction in order to deeply investigate customer needs and perceptions,
as individuated through the following paragraph. In this term, it has to be
highlighted that just a few papers have set a research agenda so far.

7. Managerial implications

This research offers some important implications for managers
and policy-makers. In particular, this research can be useful for policy
makers to establish policies to encourage the use of new technologies by
directing efforts toward public incentive policies with the allocation of
public funds throughout the sustainability dimensions: economic, social
and environmental. It is highlighted that it becomes useful to direct
funds towards the formation of specific technical skills, in order to reduce
reluctance to technological and innovative investment. In our opinion,
we believe that public initiatives should be planned in order to encourage
the entrepreneurial culture towards sustainable business models based on
the implementation and sharing of digital technologies in the agrifood
sector. Environmentally, implementation of enabling technologies helps
to create sustainable business conditions by reducing the polluting effects
of production processes (Long et al., 2019). These considerations lead to
reconsider the importance of managerial class knowledge, which enables
companies to develop long-term investment strategies by not limiting them
to the act of purchasing. Specifically, managerial perceptions need to be
acted upon, as they do not have full awareness of the positive externalities
that result from technological investment since they do not perceive a need
for it either from an environmental or technical perspective. Moreover,
managers need to rethink their business strategy, basing value creation
process on a long-term perspective and rethinking the labour market by a



computerisation and digitisation of employees. In general terms, agrifood
companies must change the logic that have characterised their business
models so far, adopting digital technologies and improving both personal
and technical skills throughout the production chain.

8. Limitations and future research directions

Our investigation into the application of technology in the agrifood
sector presents several practical limitations that might influence the
generalizability and applicability of our conclusions. The primary
constraint of our research lies in the selection of sources; our literature
review was exclusively confined to scholarly articles published in English.
This linguistic restriction potentially omits pivotal studies published in
other languages that could offer valuable insights into the topic, thereby
narrowing the diversity and scope of our analytical perspective. Secondly,
the selection of empirical studies for our factor analysis was constrained to
the domains of “Business, Management and Accounting, ” and Engineering.
This deliberate choice, influenced by the authors’ academic specialisations,
may have inadvertently narrowed the scope of our analysis, limiting its
ability to capture a broader spectrum of factors relevant to the adoption of
technology in agriculture. Furthermore, our methodology for assigning a
positive or negative influence to various factors was inherently subjective,
relying primarily on our interpretation of the textual content of the
selected papers. This approach bears the risk of bias and misinterpretation,
which could affect the reliability and validity of our findings. The results
of our Systematic Literature Review (SLR) indicate that although there is
a growing interest in technological innovations within the agrifood sector,
the body of research requires significant improvements both qualitatively
and quantitatively. From a qualitative standpoint, our review has identified
a lack of comprehensive studies that deeply analyse the levels of adoption
and awareness of new digital solutions in agriculture. To date, there has
been no exhaustive research that systematically evaluates and assigns
specific weights to the factors influencing technology adoption within this
sector. Moreover, the geographical focus of most empirical studies has been
predominantly on developing countries. This geographic bias highlights
the necessity for more inclusive research that conducts comparative
analyses across different countries with similar agricultural profiles, such
as Spain, Italy, and France.

In terms of future research directions, there is a substantial need to
explore how different factors vary in their impact on technology adoption
and to understand the underlying reasons for these variations. Questions
such as how governmental support can affect the adoption rates of
technological solutions in agrifood companies or the extent to which
financial support from institutions influences purchasing intentions are
crucial. Additionally, investigating whether similar research methodologies
can be applied across various branches of the industry, including breeding,
distribution, and consumption, would provide valuable insights. On
a quantitative level, there is a clear pathway for extending the sample
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size through the development of cross-country studies and conducting
comprehensive surveys on the attitudes of managers and entrepreneurs
toward the implementation of Agrifood 4.0 solutions, utilising both
surveys and interviews. Such studies should aim to encompass a broader
array of countries and companies, thereby uncovering additional factors
that could influence the success or failure of technology implementations.
Moreover, our findings indicate that certain economic agents may prioritise
technologies that support economic viability, yet these choices may not
always align with environmental goals (Bergougui ef al., 2024). Therefore,
a deeper investigation into how the scale and focus of technological
investments can impact both economic and environmental sustainability
is essential, even by investigating how the different agents across the
supply chain perceive the trade-offs between technological investment
and sustainability objectives. This approach would help identify strategies
that balance the dual aims of fostering innovation and ensuring long-term
ecological resilience.

References

ABBASI R, MARTINEZ P, AHMAD R. (2022), “The digitization of agricultural
industry-a systematic literature review on agriculture 4.0 Smart
Agricultural Technology, 100042.

ABDULLAH H.M., RAHMAN M.M. (2015), “Initiating rain water harvest
technology for climate change induced drought resilient agriculture: scopes
and challenges in Bangladesh”, Journal of Agriculture and Environment for
International Development (JAEID), vol. 109, n. 2, pp. 189-208.

ADAMS A., JUMPAH E.T. (2021), “Agricultural technologies adoption and
smallholder farmers’ welfare: Evidence from Northern Ghana’, Cogent
Economics and Finance, vol. 9, n. 1, 2006905.

ANNOSI M.C., BRUNETTA E, MONTI A., NATI E (2019), “Is the trend your
friend? An analysis of technology 4.0 investment decisions in agricultural
SMES”, Computers in Industry, vol. 109, pp. 59-71.

ANNOSI M.C, BRUNETTA E, CAPO E, HEIDEVELD L. (2020), “Digitalization in
the agri-food industry: the relationship between technology and sustainable
development”, Management Decision, vol. 58, n. 8, pp. 1737-1757.

ANTOLINI L.S., SCARE R.E, DIAS A. (2015, June), “Adoption of precision
agriculture technologies by farmers: A systematic literature review and
proposition of an integrated conceptual framework. In IFAMA world
conference June (pp. 14-17).

APPIO EP, FRATTINI E, PETRUZZELLI A.M., NEIROTTI P. (2021), “Digital
transformation and innovation management: A synthesis of existing
research and an agenda for future studies’, Journal of Product Innovation
Management, vol. 38, n. 1, pp- 4-20.

ARASTI M., GAROUSI MOKHTARZADEH N., JAFARPANAH 1. (2022),
“Networking capability: a systematic review of literature and future
research agenda’, Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, vol. 37, n.
1, pp. 160-179.



AUBERT B.A., SCHROEDER A., GRIMAUDO J. (2012), “IT as enabler of
sustainable farming: An empirical analysis of farmers’ adoption decision
of precision agriculture technology”, Decision Support Systems, vol. 54, n.
1, pp. 510-520.

AYENEW W,, LAKEW T., KRISTOS E.H. (2020), “Agricultural technology adoption
and its impact on smallholder farmers welfare in Ethiopia’, African Journal
of Agricultural Research, vol. 15, n. 3, pp. 431-445.

BAYAG A., MADIMABE M. (2024), “Unified theory of acceptance and use of
technology (UTAUT) model as means to maximise teacher collaboration
in the indigenisation of mathematics pedagogy”, South African Journal of
Higher Education, vol. 38, n. 3, pp. 46-63.

BAGNOLI C., DAL MAS E, MASSARO M. (2019), “The 4th industrial revolution:
Business models and evidence from the field”, International Journal of
E-Services and Mobile Applications (IJTESMA), vol. 11, n. 3, pp. 34-47.

BARHAM B.L., CHAVAS J. P, FITZ D., SCHECHTER L. (2018), “Receptiveness
to advice, cognitive ability, and technology adoption”, Journal of Economic
Behavior and Organization, vol. 149, pp. 239-268.

BENYAM A.A., SOMA T., FRASER E. (2021), “Digital agricultural technologies
for food loss and waste prevention and reduction: Global trends, adoption
opportunities and barriers”, Journal of Cleaner Production, vol. 323, 129099.

BERGOUGUI B., MEHIBEL S., BOUDJANA R.H. (2024), “Asymmetric
nexus between green technologies, economic policy uncertainty,
and environmental sustainability: Evidence from Algeria’, Journal of
Environmental Management, vol. 360, 121172.

BJERKE L., JOHANSSON S. (2022), “Innovation in agriculture an analysis of Swedish
agriculture-and non-agricultural firms”, Food Policy, vol. 109, 102269.
BLASCHJ., VAN DER KROON B., VAN BEUKERING P., MUNSTER R., FABIANI
S., NINO P, VANINO S. (2022), “Farmer preferences for adopting
precision farming technologies: a case study from Italy”, European Review

of Agricultural Economics, vol. 49, n. 1, pp. 33-81.

BLUT M., BEATTY S.E., NORTHINGTON W.M. (2022), “Cultural personal values
and switching costs perceptions: Beyond Hofstede”, Journal of Business
Research, vol. 150, pp. 339-353.

BRANCA G., CACCHIARELLI L., HAUG R., SORRENTINO A. (2022),
“Promoting sustainable change of smallholders’ agriculture in Africa:
Policy and institutional implications from a socio-economic cross-country
comparative analysis’, Journal of Cleaner Production, vol. 358, 131949.

BUCCI G., BENTIVOGLIO D., FINCO A. (2019), “Factors affecting ICT adoption
in agriculture: A case study in Italy”, Calitatea, vol. 20, n. S2, pp. 122-129.

BURKITBAYEVA S., JANSSEN E., SWINNEN J. (2020), “Technology adoption,
vertical coordination in value chains, and FDI in developing countries:
Panel evidence from the dairy sector in India (Punjab)”, Review of Industrial
Organization, vol. 57, pp. 433-479.

BUSSE M., DOERNBERG A., SIEBERT R., KUNTOSCH A., SCHWERDTNER
W.,, KONIG B., BOKELMANN W. (2014), “Innovation mechanisms in
German precision farming”, Precision Agriculture, vol. 15, pp. 403-426.

CANE M., PARRA C. (2020), “Digital platforms: mapping the territory of new
technologies to fight food waste”, British Food Journal, vol. 122, n. 5, pp.
1647-1669.

Francesco Mercuri

Diletta Piloca

Bernardino Quattrociocchi
Factors influencing adoption
of digital technologies in
agrifood sector. A literature
review and research agenda

193



. .
SINergic
italian journal of management

Vol. 43, Issue 2, 2025

194

CHALLA M., TILAHUN U. (2014), “Determinants and impacts of modern
agricultural technology adoption in west Wollega: the case of Gulliso
district’, Journal of Biology, Agriculture and Healthcare, vol. 4, n. 20, pp.
63-77.

CIASULLO M.V, MONTERA R., MERCURI E, MUGOVA S. (2022), “When
digitalization meets omnichannel in international markets: A case study
from the agri-food industry”, Administrative Sciences, vol. 12, n. 2, pp. 68.

CUBRIC M. (2020), “Drivers, barriers and social considerations for AI adoption
in business and management: A tertiary study”, Technology in Society, vol.
62,101257.

CULOT G., ORZES G., SARTOR M., NASSIMBENI G. (2020), “The future
of manufacturing: A Delphi-based scenario analysis on Industry 4.0%
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, vol. 157, 120092.

CUI L., WANG W. (2023), Factors Affecting the Adoption of Digital Technology
by Farmers in China: A Systematic Literature Review”, Sustainability, vol.
15, n. 20, 14824.

DAL MAS E, MASSARO M., NDOU V,, RAGUSEO E. (2023), “Blockchain
technologies for sustainability in the agrifood sector: A literature review
of academic research and business perspectives’, Technological Forecasting
and Social Change, vol. 187, 122155.

DAYIOGLU M.A., Turker U. (2021), “Digital transformation for sustainable
future-agriculture 4.0: a review”, Journal of Agricultural Sciences, vol. 27,
n. 4, pp. 373-399

DAVIS ED. (1989), “Technology Acceptance Model: TAM”, In Al-Suqri M.N., Al-
Aufi AS. (Eds.), Information Seeking Behavior and Technology Adoption
(pp. 205-219). IGI Global.

DIXON-WOODS M., AGARWAL S., JONES D., YOUNG B., SUTTON A. (2005),
“Synthesising qualitative and quantitative evidence: a review of possible
methods”, Journal of Health Services Research and Policy, vol. 10, n. 1, pp.
45-53.

DUTTA P, CHOI T.M., SOMANI S., BUTALA R. (2020), “Blockchain technology
in supply chain operations: Applications, challenges and research
opportunities’, Transportation Research part e: Logistics and Transportation
Review, vol. 142, 102067.

EASTWOOD C., KLERKX L., NETTLE R. (2017), “Dynamics and distribution of
public and private research and extension roles for technological innovation
and diffusion: Case studies of the implementation and adaptation of
precision farming technologies”, Journal of Rural Studies, vol. 49, pp. 1-12.

EL FARTASSI I, MILNE A.E., EL ALAMI R, RAFIQI M., HASSALL K.L., WAINE
T.W., CORSTANJE R. (2023), “Evidence of collaborative opportunities to
ensure long-term sustainability in African farming’, Journal of Cleaner
Production, vol. 392, 136170.

ELKINGTON J. (1997), “The triple bottom line”, Environmental Management:
Readings and Cases, vol. 2, pp. 49-66.

ENGAS K. G., RAJA J. Z., NEUFANG LF. (2023), “Decoding technological frames:
An exploratory study of access to and meaningful engagement with digital
technologies in agriculture’, Technological Forecasting and Social Change,
vol. 190, 122405.



EZE S.C., CHINEDU-EZE V.C,, BELLO A.O. (2018), “Actors and emerging
information, communications and technology (EICT) adoption: A study
of UK small and medium services enterprises’, Cogent Business and
Management, vol. 5, n. 1, pp. 1480188.

FADEYI O.A., ARIYAWARDANA A., AZIZ A.A. (2021), “Factors influencing
technology adoption among smallholder farmers: a systematic review in
Africa’, Journal of Agriculture and Rural Development in the Tropics and
Subtropics (JARTS), vol. 123, n. 1, pp. 13-30.

FAO. (2020), The state of food security and nutrition in the world 2020: Transforming
food systems for affordable healthy diets, Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations.

FERREIRA ].J., FERNANDES C.I., FERREIRA FA. (2019), “To be or not to be
digital, that is the question: Firm innovation and performance”, Journal of
Business Research, vol. 101, pp. 583-590.

FIELKES., TAYLOR B., JAKKU E. (2020), “Digitalisation of agricultural knowledge
and advice networks: A state-of-the-art review”, Agricultural Systems, vol.
180, 102763.

GAO R, HUANG S, LI B. (2024), “Green Agri-Food Blockchain Technology for
Investment Decision-Making under Cost Information Constraints”, IAENG
International Journal of Applied Mathematics, vol. 54, n. 1.

GERLI P, CLEMENT J., ESPOSITO G., MORA L., CRUTZEN N. (2022), “The
hidden power of emotions: How psychological factors influence skill
development in smart technology adoption”, Technological Forecasting and
Social Change, vol. 180, 121721.

GIUA C., MATERIA V.C., CAMANZI L. (2021), “Management information system
adoption at the farm level: evidence from the literature’, British Food
Journal, vol. 123, n. 3, pp. 884-909

GIUA C., MATERIA V.C., CAMANZI L. (2022), “Smart farming technologies
adoption: Which factors play a role in the digital transition?”, Technology
in Society, vol. 68, 101869.

GONG C., RIBIERE V. (2021), “Developing a unified definition of digital
transformation”, Technovation, vol. 102, 102217.

HANELT A., BOHNSACK R., MARZ D., ANTUNES MARANTE C. (2021), “A
systematic review of the literature on digital transformation: Insights and
implications for strategy and organizational change’, Journal of Management
Studies, vol. 58, n. 5, pp. 1159-1197.

HASSOUN A., JAGTAP S., TROLLMAN H., GARCIA-GARCIA G., ABDULLAH
N.A., GOKSEN G., LORENZO ].M. (2022), “Food processing 4.0: Current
and future developments spurred by the fourth industrial revolution”, Food
Control, 109507.

HAY R., PEARCE P. (2014), “Technology adoption by rural women in Queensland,
Australia: Women driving technology from the homestead for the paddock’,
Journal of Rural Studies, vol. 36, pp. 318-327.

HERRERO M., THORNTON PK., MASON-D’CROZ D., PALMER ]J., BODIRSKY
B.L., PRADHAN P, ROCKSTROM J. (2021), “Articulating the effect
of food systems innovation on the Sustainable Development Goals”, The
Lancet Planetary Health, vol. 5, n. 1, pp. e50-e62.

IOVLEV G.A., SAAKIAN M.K,, GOLDINA LI, NESGOVOROV A.G. (2019), “The
Role of Digitalization of Technological Service in Increasing Efficiency of
Agricultural Production”, Agrarian Education and Science, vol. 2, p. 8

Francesco Mercuri

Diletta Piloca

Bernardino Quattrociocchi
Factors influencing adoption
of digital technologies in
agrifood sector. A literature
review and research agenda

195



. .
SINergic
italian journal of management

Vol. 43, Issue 2, 2025

196

JAFARPANAH 1., ARASTI M.R.,, MOKHTARZADEH N. (2021), “Networking
Capabilityof Integrator Firm: A Systematic Review of Literature and Future
Research Agenda’, Journal of Science and Technology Policy, vol. 13, n. 4,
pp. 49-70.

JANSSEN E., SWINNEN J. (2019), “Technology adoption and value chains in
developing countries: Evidence from dairy in India’, Food Policy, vol. 83,
pp. 327-336.

JELLASON N.P, ROBINSON E.J., OGBAGA C.C. (2021), “Agriculture 4.0: Is sub-
saharan africa ready?”, Applied Sciences, vol. 11, n. 12, pp. 5750.

JEONG O.Y,, PARK H.S., BAEK M.K,, KIM WJ., LEE G.M,, LEE C.M,, LEE J.H.
(2021), “Review of rice in Korea: current status, future prospects, and
comparisons with rice in other countries”, Journal of Crop Science and
Biotechnology, vol. 24, pp. 1-11.

KATHAGE J., KASSIE M., SHIFERAW B., QAIM M. (2016), “Big constraints
or small returns? Explaining nonadoption of hybrid maize in Tanzania”,
Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, vol. 38, n. 1, pp. 113-131.

KATZ M.L. (2019), “Multisided platforms, big data, and a little antitrust policy’,
Review of Industrial Organization, vol. 54, n. 4, pp. 695-716.

KEBEBE E. (2019), “Bridging technology adoption gaps in livestock sector in
Ethiopia: A innovation system perspective’, Technology in Society, vol. 57,
pp. 30-37.

KHAN N., RAY RL., KASSEM H.S., ZHANG S. (2022), “Mobile Internet
Technology Adoption for Sustainable Agriculture: Evidence from Wheat
Farmers’”, Applied Sciences, vol. 12, n. 10, pp. 4902.

KITCHENHAM B., CHARTERS S. (2007) Guidelines for Performing Systematic
Literature Reviews in Software Engineering, Technical Report EBSE 2007-
001, Keele University and Durham University Joint Report.

KOLSCH P, HERDER C.E, ZIMMERMANN V., AURICH J.C. (2017), “A novel
concept for the development of availability-oriented business models”,
Procedia CIRP, vol. 64, pp. 340-344.

KRAMER M.P, BITSCH L., HANF JH. (2021), “The impact of instrumental
stakeholder management on blockchain technology adoption behavior in
agri-food supply chains’, Journal of Risk and Financial Management, vol.
14, n. 12, pp. 598.

KRAUS S., BREIER M., LIM W.M., DABIC M., KUMAR S., KANBACH D.,,
FERREIRA J.J. (2022), “Literature reviews as independent studies:
guidelines for academic practice”, Review of Managerial Science, vol. 16, n.
8, pp. 2577-2595.

KUDRYAVTSEVA T., SKHVEDIANI A. (2020), “Effectiveness assessment of
investments in robotic biological plant protection’, International Journal of
Technology, vol. 11, n. 8, pp. 1589-1597.

KUDRYAVTSEVA T., KULAGINA N., LYSENKO A., BERAWI M.A.,
SKHVEDIANI A. (2020), “Developing methods to assess and monitor
cluster structures: the case of digital clusters”, International Journal of
Technology, vol. 11, n. 4, pp. 667-676 .

LAPPLE D., RENWICK A., THORNE E (2015), “Measuring and understanding
the drivers of agricultural innovation: Evidence from Ireland”, Food Policy,
vol. 51, pp. 1-8.



LAPPLE D., RENWICK A., CULLINAN J., THORNE E (2016), “What drives
innovation in the agricultural sector? A spatial analysis of knowledge
spillovers”, Land use Policy, vol. 56, pp. 238-250.

LELE U., GOSWAMI S. (2017), “The Fourth Industrial Revolution, Agricultural
and Rural Innovation, and Implications for Public Policy and Investments:
A Case of India”, Agricultural Economics, vol. 48, n. S1, pp. 87-100.

LEZOCHE M., HERNANDEZ J.E., DIAZ M.D.M. E.A., PANETTO H., KACPRZYK
J. (2020), “Agri-food 4.0: A survey of the supply chains and technologies for
the future agriculture”, Computers in Industry, vol. 117, 103187.

LIGHT R.J., PILLEMER D.B. (1984), Summing up: The science of reviewing research.
Harvard University Press.

LIOUTAS E.D., CHARATSARI C. (2020), “Smart farming and short food supply
chains: Are they compatible?”, Land Use Policy, vol. 94, 104541.

LIU W,, SHAO X.E, WU C.H., QIAO P. (2021), “A systematic literature review
on applications of information and communication technologies and
blockchain technologies for precision agriculture development”, Journal of
Cleaner Production, vol. 298, 126763.

LIU Y., MA X,, SHU L., HANCKE G.P, ABU-MAHFOUZ A.M. (2020), “From
Industry 4.0 to Agriculture 4.0: Current status, enabling technologies, and
research challenges’, IEEE Transactions on Industrial Informatics, vol. 17, n.
6, pp. 4322-4334,

LONG T.B.,, BLOK V,, CONINX I. (2019), “The diffusion of climate-smart
agricultural innovations: Systems level factors that inhibit sustainable
entrepreneurial action”, Journal of Cleaner Production, vol. 232, pp. 993-
1004.

MAFFEZZOLI EA., ARDOLINO M., BACCHETTI A. (2022), “The Impact of
the 4.0 Paradigm in the Italian Agricultural Sector: A Descriptive Survey’,
Applied Sciences, vol. 12, n. 18, pp. 9215.

MAFFEZZOLI E, ARDOLINO M., BACCHETTI A., PERONA M., RENGA E
(2022), “Agriculture 4.0: A systematic literature review on the paradigm,
technologies and benefits”, Futures, vol. 142, 102998.

MANDA ], KHONJE M.G.,, ALENE A.D., TUFA A.H., ABDOULAYE T,
MUTENJE M., MANYONG V. (2020), “Does cooperative membership
increase and accelerate agricultural technology adoption? Empirical
evidence from Zambia”, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, vol.
158, 120160.

MARIANIM.M., WAMBA S.F. (2020), “Exploring how consumer goods companies
innovate in the digital age: The role of big data analytics companies’, Journal
of Business Research, vol. 121, pp. 338-352.

MEDICI M., PEDERSEN S.M., CARLI G., TAGLIAVENTI M.R. (2019),
“Environmental benefits of precision agriculture adoption’, Environmental
Benefits of Precision Agriculture Adoption, pp. 637-656.

MERCURI E, DELLA CORTE G., RICCI E. (2021), “Blockchain Technology and
Sustainable Business Models: A Case Study of Devoleum’, Sustainability,
vol. 13, n. 10, pp. 5619. MDPI AG.

MICHEELS E.T., NOLAN J.E. (2016), “Examining the effects of absorptive capacity
and social capital on the adoption of agricultural innovations: A Canadian
Prairie case study”, Agricultural Systems, vol. 145, pp. 127-13

Francesco Mercuri

Diletta Piloca

Bernardino Quattrociocchi
Factors influencing adoption
of digital technologies in
agrifood sector. A literature
review and research agenda

197



. .
SINergic
italian journal of management

Vol. 43, Issue 2, 2025

198

MOHER D., SHAMSEER L., CLARKE M., GHERSI D., LIBERATI A.,
PETTICREW M., STEWART L.A. (2015), “Preferred reporting items
for systematic review and meta-analysis protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015
statement”, Systematic Reviews, vol. 4, n. 1, pp. 1-9.

MOTTALEB K.A. (2018), “Perception and adoption of a new agricultural
technology: Evidence from a developing country’, Technology in Society,
vol. 55, pp. 126-135.

NAVARRO E., COSTA N., PEREIRA A. (2020), “A systematic review of IoT
solutions for smart farming”, Sensors, vol. 20, n. 15, pp. 4231.

OMOTILEWA O.]., RICKER-GILBERT J., AINEMBABAZI ].H. (2019), “Subsidies
for agricultural technology adoption: Evidence from a randomized
experiment with improved grain storage bags in Uganda’, American
Journal of Agricultural Economics, vol. 101, n. 3, pp. 753-772.

OZTEMEL E., GURSEV S§. (2020), “Literature review of Industry 4.0 and related
technologies”, Journal of Intelligent Manufacturing, vol. 31, pp. 127-182.

PANT L.P, ODAME H.H. (2017), “Broadband for a sustainable digital future of
rural communities: A reflexive interactive assessment’, Journal of Rural
Studies, vol. 54, pp. 435-450.

PATHAK H.S., BROWN P, BEST T. (2019), “A systematic literature review of
the factors affecting the precision agriculture adoption process’, Precision
Agriculture, vol. 20, pp. 1292-1316.

PIVOTO D., WAQUIL P.D., TALAMINI E,, FINOCCHIO C.PS., CORTE VED,
MORES G., DE. V. (2018), “Scientific Development of Smart Farming
Technologies and Their Application in Brazil’, Information Processing in
Agriculture, vol. 5, n. 1, pp. pp. 21-32

PRANCKUTE R. (2021), “Web of Science (WoS) and Scopus: The titans of
bibliographic information in today’s academic world”, Publications, vol. 9,
n. 1, pp. 12.

PUPPALA H., PEDDINTI PR., TAMVADA J.P, AHUJA ], KIM B. (2023),
“Barriers to the adoption of new technologies in rural areas: The case of
unmanned aerial vehicles for precision agriculture in India’, Technology in
Society, vol. 74, 102335.

QUATTROCIOCCHI B, BORIA P,, MERCURI E, SERGIACOMI S. (2022a), La
blockchain applicata alle imprese: un nuovo modello di business. Implicazioni
tecniche, fiscali ed economiche. Collana di Economia, Finanza, Diritto
dell'impresa. Giappichelli Editore, Torino.

QUATTROCIOCCHI B., CALABRESE M., IANDOLO E, MERCURI E
(2022b), Industry Dynamics and Industry 4.0: Drones for Remote Sensing
Applications. Taylor and Francis, Torino.

RANA R.L, TRICASE C., DE CESARE L. (2021), “Blockchain technology for a
sustainable agri-food supply chain’, British Food Journal.

REVATHI N., SENGOTTUVELAN P. (2019), “Real-time irrigation scheduling
through IoT in Paddy fields”, International Journal of Innovative Technology
and Exploring Engineering, vol. 8, n. 10, pp. 4639-4647.

RIJSWIJK K., KLERKX L., BACCO M., BARTOLINI E, BULTEN E., DEBRUYNE
L., BRUNORI G. (2021), “Digital transformation of agriculture and
rural areas: A socio-cyber-physical system framework to support
responsibilisation”, Journal of Rural Studies, vol. 85, pp. 79-90.



ROGERS E.M. (2003), Diffusion of Innovations fifth Ed Free Press, Rezvani Z.,
Jansson. J. & Bodin. New York.

ROGERS E.M., SINGHAL A., QUINLAN M.M. (2014), Diffusion of innovations.
In An integrated approach to communication theory and research (pp. 432-
448), Routledge, London.

RUZZANTE S., LABARTA R., BILTON A. (2021), “Adoption of agricultural
technology in the developing world: A meta-analysis of the empirical
literature”, World Development, vol. 146, 105599.

SAVASTANO M., SAMO A.H., CHANNA N.A., AMENDOLA C. (2022), “Toward
a Conceptual Framework to Foster Green Entrepreneurship Growth in the
Agriculture Industry’, Sustainability, vol. 14, n. 7, pp. 4089.

SCUDERI A., LA VIA G., TIMPANARO G., STURIALE L. (2020), Current and
Future Opportunities of Digital Transformation in the Agrifood Sector. In
HAICTA (pp. 317-326).

SECINARO S., DAL MAS E, MASSARO M., CALANDRA D. (2022), “Exploring
agricultural entrepreneurship and new technologies: academic and
practitioners’ views”, British Food Journal, vol. 124, n. 7, pp. 2096-2113.

SEURING S., GOLD S. (2012), “Conducting content-analysis based literature
reviews in supply chain management’, Supply Chain Management: An
International Journal, vol. 17, n. 5, pp. 544-555.

SJODIN D., PARIDA V., KOHTAMAKI M., WINCENT J. (2020), “An agile co-
creation process for digital servitization: A micro-service innovation
approach’, Journal of Business Research, vol. 112, pp. 478-491.

SHANG L., HECKELEI T, GERULLIS M.K., BORNER J., RASCH S. (2021),
“Adoption and Diffusion of Digital Farming Technologies-Integrating
Farm-Level Evidence and System Interaction”, Agricultural System, vol. 190,
103074

SKEVAS T., KALAITZANDONAKES N. (2020), “Farmer awareness, perceptions
and adoption of unmanned aerial vehicles: Evidence from Missouri’,
International Food and Agribusiness Management Review, vol. 23, n. 3, pp.
469-485.

SMIDT H.J., JOKONYA O. (2022), “Factors affecting digital technology adoption
by small-scale farmers in agriculture value chains (AVCs) in South Africa’,
Information Technology for Development, vol. 28, n. 3, pp. 558-584.

SRIVETBODEE S., IGEL B. (2021), “Digital technology adoption in agriculture:
Success factors, obstacles and impact on corporate social responsibility
performance in Thailand’s smart farming projects’, Thammasat Review, vol.
24, 1. 2, pp. 149-170.

SUNDING D.AND ZILBERMAN D. (2001) The Agricultural Innovation Process:
Research and Technology Adoption in A Changing Agricultural Sector”,
Handbook of Agricultural Economics, vol. 1, pp. 207-261.

SWINNEN ]J., KUIJPERS R. (2019), “Value chain innovations for technology
transfer in developing and emerging economies: Conceptual issues,
typology, and policy implications’, Food Policy, vol. 83, pp. 298-309.

THOMAS R.J., OHARE G. COYLE D. (2023), “Understanding technology
acceptance in smart agriculture: A systematic review of empirical research
in crop production”, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, vol. 189,
122374.

Francesco Mercuri

Diletta Piloca

Bernardino Quattrociocchi
Factors influencing adoption
of digital technologies in
agrifood sector. A literature
review and research agenda

199



. .
SINergic
italian journal of management

Vol. 43, Issue 2, 2025

200

TONIOLO K., MASIERO E., MASSARO M., BAGNOLI C. (2020), Sustainable
business models and artificial intelligence: Opportunities and challenges.
Knowledge, people, and digital transformation: Approaches for a sustainable
future, Springer, Berlin, pp. 103-117.

TRIVELLI L., APICELLA A., CHIARELLO E, RANA R., FANTONI G,
TARABELLA A. (2019), “From precision agriculture to Industry 4.0:
Unveiling technological connections in the agrifood sector”, British Food
Journal, vol. 121, n. 8, pp. 1730-1743.

TSAI M.C., WANG J.E, CHEN Y.T. (2021), “Effect of social identity on supply
chain technology adoption of small businesses’, Asia Pacific Management
Review, vol. 26, n. 3, pp. 129-136.

TSOUROS D.C., BIBI S., SARIGIANNIDIS P.G. (2019), “A review on UAV-based
applications for precision agriculture”, Information, vol. 10, n. 11, pp. 349.

UGOCHUKWU A.L, PHILLIPS P.W. (2018), Technology adoption by agricultural
producers: A review of the literature. From agriscience to agribusiness:
theories, policies and practices in technology transfer and commercialization,
Springer, Berlin, pp. 361-377.

UNEDP. (2021), Making peace with nature: A scientific blueprint to tackle the climate,
biodiversity, and pollution emergencies. United Nations Environment
Programme.

UNITED NATIONS. (2015), Transforming our world: The 2030 agenda for
sustainable development (resolution adopted by the General Assembly on
25 September 2015).

VENKATESH V., MORRIS M.G., DAVIS G.B., DAVIS ED. (2003), “User acceptance
of information technology: Toward a unified view”, MIS Quarterly, vol. 27,
n. 3, pp. 425-478.

VENKATESH V., DAVIS ED. (2000), “A theoretical extension of the technology
acceptance model: Four longitudinal field studies”, Management Science,
vol. 46, n. 2, pp. 186-204.

VENKATESH V., BALA H. (2008), “Technology acceptance model 3 and a research
agenda on interventions”, Decision Sciences, vol. 39, n. 2, pp. 273-315.

VENKATESH V., THONG J.Y., XU X. (2012), “Consumer acceptance and use of
information technology: extending the unified theory of acceptance and
use of technology”, MIS Quarterly, vol. 36, n. 1, pp. 157-178.

WAMBA S.E, QUEIROZ M.M., TRINCHERA L. (2020), “Dynamics between
blockchain adoption determinants and supply chain performance: An
empirical investigation”, International Journal of Production Economics,
vol. 229, 107791.

XIAO Y., WATSON M. (2019), “Guidance on conducting a systematic literature
review”, Journal of Planning Education and Research, vol. 39, n. 1, pp. 93-
112.

YANG W, XIE C., MA L. (2023), “Dose blockchain-based agri-food supply chain
guarantee the initial information authenticity? An evolutionary game
perspective’, PLoS One, vol. 18, n. 6, €0286886.

YOKAMO S. (2020), “Adoption of improved agricultural technologies in
developing countries: literature review”, International Journal of Food
Science and Agriculture, vol. 4, n. 2, pp. 183-190.



ZAYTSEV A.(2020), “Rental Income Structure in Economy as a Basis for Sustainable
Agrarian Relations in the Agro-Industrial Complex”, Sustainability, vol. 12,
n. 18, pp. pp. 1-20.

ZEGEYE M.B., FIKIRE A.H., MESHESHA G.B. (2022), “Determinants of multiple
agricultural technology adoption: evidence from rural Amhara region,
Ethiopia’, Cogent Economics and Finance, vol. 10, n. 1, pp. 2058189.

ZHU J., LIU W. (2020), A Tale of Two Databases: The Use of Web of Science and
Scopus in Academic Papers”, Scientometrics, vol. 123, pp. 321-335.

ZUO A., WHEELER S.A., SUN H. (2021), “Flying over the farm: understanding
drone adoption by Australian irrigators”, Precision Agriculture, vol. 22, n.
6, pp. 1973-1991.

Academic or professional position and contacts

Francesco Mercuri

TDA Researcher of Management
Sapienza University of Rome - Italy
e-mail: francesco.mercuri@uniromal.it

Diletta Piloca

PhD student in Management, Banking and Commodity Sciences
Sapienza University of Rome - Italy

e-mail: diletta.piloca@uniromal.it

Bernardino Quattrociocchi

Full Professor of Management

Sapienza University of Rome - Italy

e-mail: bernardino.quattrociocchi@uniromal.it

Francesco Mercuri

Diletta Piloca

Bernardino Quattrociocchi
Factors influencing adoption
of digital technologies in
agrifood sector. A literature
review and research agenda

sinergie
italian journal of management

ISSN print 0393-5108
ISSN online 2785-549X
DOI10.7433/2025.02
pp. 175-201

FONDAZIONE

CUEIM

S |
M A

Italian Society of
MANAGEMENT

201



