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Abstract

:

The purpose of this study was to explore, by employing the Delphi method, key indicators and factors for establishing sustainable conventions and exhibitions (C&E) events in a destination in lieu of holding one-off events. In addition, the identified factors for establishing sustainable C&E events were assessed using the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) with a multi-group approach. First, internal and external factors that impact continuous hosting of C&E events in a destination were identified in previous research and reviewed. Second, three stages of Delphi surveys were conducted with three groups of experts in the C&E industry (academic scholars, industry experts, and government agencies in Korea). Third, data were analyzed from 35 and 29 participants in the first and second Delphi rounds, respectively, as well as from 17 panelists in the subsequent AHP analysis. A total of 33 indicators were developed and categorized into five factors for continuity of regional C&E efforts: event contents and capabilities, organizers and support/sponsorship, impacts, facilities in venues and destinations, and the local event environment. Furthermore, all three participant groups reached agreement in rating event contents and capabilities as the most important factor, with the local event environment as the second most important factor in achieving sustainable regional C&E. However, the opinion of government agencies for the third and fourth most important factors differed from that of the other two groups. The current study contributes to the understanding of the under-investigated area of sustainable C&E. Based on these findings, host destinations can establish innovative strategies for sustaining C&E as a long-lasting legacy.
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1. Introduction


The conventions and exhibitions (C&E) industry has grown explosively, making it a significant contributor to economic and social prosperity in host destinations [1,2]. Many countries have utilized C&E as a means of achieving a better economic and social future. For host destinations to enjoy and maximize the benefits of hosting, events should be held continuously [3]; however, little is known about the factors leading to the continuous hosting of C&E events in a destination.



In 2019, Korea ranked third in the world and second among Asian countries as a destination for meetings, incentives, conventions, and exhibitions (MICE), hosting a total of 1018 international meetings [4]. This high ranking was the result of the Korean government’s strong support for the MICE industry. For example, the Ministry of Culture, Sports, and Tourism developed policy frameworks aimed at facilitating sustainable international C&E in 2019 [5]. Moreover, the Korean Tourism Organization [6] has implemented policies aimed at developing C&E through the utilization of local and authentic cultural resources, which ultimately promotes regional and international MICE destinations. In summary, considerable efforts have been made to improve the competitiveness of Korea as an event destination by holding C&E events continuously and sustainably.



A sustainable hosting of C&E events in a destination provides synergetic benefits to the event, the relevant industries in a city, and a city’s reputation. Many recent studies note the importance of the relationship between an exhibition’s theme and the industries in a host destination [1,7,8]. For example, He, Lin, and Li [7] demonstrated that the regional industry cluster of a city is the significant factor influencing exhibition survival. That is, the leadership of a particular industry in a host destination is important in cultivating C&E events for the industry sector [9]. In addition, a historical and recurring event enhances the awareness and profitability of a destination, which can consolidate the destination’s reputation; Getz et al. [10] called such an event a hallmark event. Both the event and the destination can become inextricably linked to an industry cluster, which provides a greater competitive advantage for the host destination.



It is critical to consider the benefits associated with the longevity of the events themselves. A continuous event in a destination, rather than a one-off event, provides greater potential benefits to host communities [3]. Hosting a specific event consistently in a destination can contribute to tourism development of the city. Moreover, hosting a specific event over several years can enhance the destination’s reputation and image [11]. For example, Busan in Korea has held The Busan International Film Festival since 1996, and Busan was named a UNESCO Creative City of Film in 2014 [12]. Considering these escalated benefits, the factors leading to continuous hosting of C&E events need to be investigated.



This study aimed to employ the Delphi method to arrive at a consensus among C&E experts regarding the key factors influencing the continuous hosting of C&E events. In addition, the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) was applied using a multi-group approach to assess the relative importance of the identified factors. The following literature review identified both internal and external factors that impact the continuous host of C&E events in a destination, based on the relevant literature. The Methods and Data section describes the process for selecting samples, collecting data, and the analytic processes, including the Delphi and AHP approaches. The Results section includes the results from the Delphi and AHP analyses as well as a sample profile. This article concludes with the Discussion and Conclusion sections that discuss the significance of the research and propose future studies based on the limitations of this study.




2. Literature Review


Hosting C&E events is considered one of the driving forces for generating a long-term or permanent legacy. Sustainable and successful C&E events benefit a host city by stimulating the local economy through the attraction of event visitors and a subsequent increase in visitor spending [2,13,14,15]. C&E can be sustainable if events are held without interruption. The continuity of C&E hinges on how the events successfully generate socio-economic outcomes before, during, and after the events [1]. Besides tangible economic impacts, C&E events provide a host city with social benefits, such as a positive image, and raise and reinforce the international profile of the host city [2,16].



The importance and relevance of the socio-economic impacts of sustainable events on local communities have been observed and emphasized in the context of hallmark events [2,17]. Incorporating earlier definitions [18,19], Getz, Svensson, Peterssen, and Gunnervall [10] proposed the concept of a hallmark event as the beginning of a tradition and a permanent institution in terms of the tourism-related functionality of the event, which attracts visitors; generates economic benefits; develops a positive image for, and co-branding with, the host community; and delivers socio-cultural benefits to residents. For example, Jucu [20] investigated a musical cultural festival and how it served local development by rebranding a communist tradition or cultural legacy from a different ideological perspective.



Hallmark events hold symbolic value for a host community; they are iconic events encompassing the identity and tradition of the host destination/community, which contributes to making the hallmark event a permanent institution with international stature [2,16]. Events that gain hallmark status hold significance in terms of functional and symbolic attributes; therefore, they are considered branded products that can positively engage and draw people to the events and host cities [16]. Creating and developing a successful strategy for developing hallmark events is still relatively new in the C&E industry [1]. It is important for existing C&E events, as well as for newly created ones, to be nurtured as hallmark events if they are to become institutionalized within the host city. In some cases, events can be deliberately designed and developed in an effort to make them hallmarks of the host city [10], thereby giving them increased legitimacy and value. Determining what makes a convention or an exhibition a hallmark event is a necessary step for the long-term survival of such events. C&E organizers need to learn from the successful achievement of existing hallmark events to achieve longevity and iconic status within a host city [16].



C&E events reflect the current social, cultural, and economics of a host city; therefore, they must consider specific stakeholders in order to gain enduring support [21]. Because C&E depends heavily upon stakeholders within the host city, stakeholder groups are usually closely related to the events and their outcomes. The quality of the relationships among stakeholders directly influences whether C&E events maintain viability as permanent institutions [20]. Moreover, an understanding and consideration of event stakeholders is crucial for gaining the hallmark status of C&E events, thereby increasing their continuity and assuring sustainable C&E development [2]. Stakeholder groups for primary events are particularly essential to the continuity, success, and survival of the events; these groups include employees, volunteers, suppliers, sponsors, attendees, and financial supporters, whereas secondary event stakeholders include the host community and its tourism organizations [22,23]. Therefore, C&E organizers must recognize the roles and relationships of such stakeholder groups.



Previous studies on event sustainability emphasized event site selection for gaining a sustainable competitive advantage for an event (e.g., [24,25,26,27]). The focus of such studies has mainly been twofold: (1) the appropriateness of a destination to host an event in terms of hospitality capacity, tourist attractions, and destination environment and (2) the availability of adequate event facilities within the host city and the efficiency and quality of services provided by an event. Meanwhile, some research has identified event success or survival factors from the event level to the industry or city/community level (e.g., [1,7,28]). Such factors reflect various interpretations of key event stakeholders who can impact sustainable C&E development. Therefore, sustainable event indicators must be characterized by the multidimensional aspects of C&E [29]. On the one hand, the hallmark event model explains how the notable elements of hallmark events interact as a system and how this system interacts with its environment in order for the hallmark event to be sustainable [2,10]. The model incorporates three main desired goals—attraction, image and branding, and community—and three planning and implementation processes of a hallmark event—marketing, organization and ownership, and sustainability [10]. On the other hand, the entrepreneur, resource, industry, and strategy (ERIS) model suggests that the success of startup businesses is determined by interactions among the following factors: entrepreneurs, resources, industry (market), and strategy [30,31,32].



Based on the hallmark event and ERIS models, this study identified the key elements of sustainable event development that can maximize the competitiveness and long-term continuity of C&E. This study focused on internal factors (the capabilities of the convention or exhibition) and external event factors, which generally include the C&E environment related to the host city and the physical event venue.



2.1. Internal Factors


Internal resources and capabilities are critical for any firm to gain a sustainable competitive advantage [33]. For survival and growth, organizers of C&E events need management and marketing skills as well as resources [34]. Adequate resources and skills for strategic planning and development are essential to a permanently institutionalized event such as a hallmark event [10]. The resource-based view of a firm suggests that the term firm resources include all physical and intangible assets, such as the attributes, knowledge, and capabilities a firm needs in order to improve efficiency and effectiveness [33]. According to the ERIS model, the entrepreneur factor includes experience, managerial and technological capacities, the knowledge needed to successfully lead a firm, and the ability to communicate with external stakeholders; resources include financial, human, and social factors [31]. A hallmark event model includes principal outcome goals and processes for developing an iconic hallmark event [10]. When an event is intended to achieve hallmark status within a host city, its resources should be utilized to be green, responsible, and financially sustainable. To that end, events need to develop unique quality programs that convey the destination’s strengths and that benefit the community. Conversely, they must avoid negative environmental impacts, maximize industry and community investment, and generate surplus revenues [2]. Additionally, a well-established connection with other organizations shows the abilities of the C&E organizers to secure external resources for C&E survival. Building and retaining positive relationships with primary external stakeholders is critical for sustainable C&E management [7]. Government support at the local and national levels is particularly salient for C&E in order to secure stakeholder commitment and protect the event from the risk of failure. Such support also enables C&E organizers to access critical resources, present a positive brand image, and make economic gains [7,8,16,35].




2.2. External Factors


The birth, growth, change, and mortality of an organization constitute a natural selection process affected by environmental (social) forces—the capacity of the environment to support an organization or the degree to which an organization is willing to change within, and adapt to, the environment [36]. The C&E industry is sensitive to changes in external environments, economic conditions, and market demand. Therefore, C&E organizers need to monitor and forecast demand-influencing factors and trends for a sustained competitive advantage, and they must ensure that an event and its networks with key stakeholders adapt to changing environmental forces that may pose risks to continuity of the event [10,37].



Attractive host destinations as well as quality facilities and services may lead to the long-term sustainability of C&E initiatives. Competitive C&E events may provide visitors with tangible (e.g., an economic impact) and intangible (e.g., business networking) long-term benefits [38]. The attributes of the environment of a host destination include the physical and geographic settings, as well as stature and reputation in the tourism marketplace [2,16]. In addition, an integrated infrastructure (e.g., a convention/exhibition venue and facilities, quality accommodations, efficient transportation, interesting attractions, and ancillary services) makes C&E events a core element of a host city that can provide residents with a better environment [1]. C&E is a traditional method of connecting secondary stakeholders (i.e., related industries, institutions, academia, the host community, and the destination) and providing a venue for networking [28]. Building a quality relationship between an event and its stakeholders is a basic requirement for C&E activities to establish a brand and increase event preference [39]. Thus, relevant industry clusters within a host city and the surrounding area generate synergy and a close fit between C&E events and the local industries and associations, drawing more visitors to the events, and increasing networking capabilities (i.e., conventions and exhibitions create essential networks for visitors) [8,27,28,40].





3. Methods and Data


3.1. Methods


This study employed the Delphi and AHP approaches to identify indicators for the continuity of regional C&E efforts and their corresponding relative importance. First, based on existing studies, initial items were identified to develop indicators for sustainable C&E events that can maximize the competitiveness and long-term continuity of C&E [1,7,8,10,26,27,28,41,42]. The initial questionnaire was designed through extensive discussion among seven experts in C&E fields.



Second, identification of sustainable regional C&E attributes was conducted using two rounds of the Delphi method. The Delphi technique is a commonly used qualitative approach that enables the collection of expert opinions in order to reach consensus [43,44] This method generally utilizes several rounds of questionnaires [45]; this study obtained expert opinions from two rounds of Delphi surveys. Values for the coefficient of variation (CV) and the content validity ratio (CVR) were utilized as evaluation criteria. CV is a statistical measure to determine whether the modification is needed. If a CV value is lower than 0.5, an additional survey is not required [46]. The CVR indicates the degree of respondents’ agreement as to how an indicator is essential in the research context [47,48]. The CVR can be calculated as follows:


  CVR =   N e − N / 2   N / 2    








where   N e   represents the number of responses that are considered “essential” indicators; and  N  represents the total number of participants.



Subsequently, the AHP method was adopted to evaluate the weighted scores of the obtained factors for sustainable C&E. The AHP was introduced by Saaty [49] and is a quantitative structured technique that allows the organization of multi-criteria decisions, building upon their respective priorities [50]. The application of AHP has been widely used in the areas of tourism planning, tourism development, and tourist destination choice [50,51], with a growing body of literature focusing on sustainability matters in the field [35,43,44,45,52]. This approach is considered a useful tool for analyzing and converting complicated issues into a simplified hierarchic framework based on pairwise comparisons of expert judgments of more-important versus less-important factors [35,53].



Although the relative importance identified by pairwise comparisons is useful for making decisions on achieving sustainable C&E, responses’ dependence on expert knowledge and perceptions may generate incongruities [45,54]. That is, items must be evaluated that are both subjective and objective, and the consistency of the indicators must be assessed through the AHP mechanism. This study calculated weights by using a pairwise comparison matrix to determine important factors for sustaining regional C&E. In addition, a consistency index (CI) and a consistency ratio (CR) were calculated to estimate congruence in the responses. According to Saaty [55], if the CR value is greater than 0.1, pairwise comparison should be redone.




3.2. Sampling


A Delphi study does not depend on a statistical sample of a population. Because it is operated using a group judgment mechanism, the samples should consist of qualified experts who have a comprehensive understanding of the relevant issues [56]. Thus, the samples for this study were experts in the C&E industry. More specifically, the samples were classified into three categories: (1) academic scholars of convention, exhibition, event and/or comparable areas; (2) industry experts from convention centers and hotels and from among professional convention organizers (PCOs); and (3) government agencies, such as destination marketing organizations (DMOs) and convention and visitors bureaus (CVBs) in Korea.



This study comprised three survey stages including Delphi and AHP, which are summarized in Figure 1. In the first stage, experts were recruited using snowball sampling. Snowball sampling is effective in recruiting respondents with the desired characteristics [57]. A researchers’ network was used to generate the initial panelists with the desired characteristics, and each panelist identified potential respondents with the desired characteristics. Experts were contacted by email or phone. When they agreed to participate in this study, they were sent a link to an online survey. Before the experts participated in the web-based survey, we assured them their anonymity and confidentiality would be preserved, by obtaining informed consent. The questionnaires asked them to rate the importance of indicators on a five-point Likert scale and included open-ended questions to gain deeper and more-comprehensive opinions.



A total of 35 panelists participated in the first Delphi survey. The collected surveys were analyzed to develop a questionnaire for the second round. Based on the experts’ opinions in the collected data, indicators were revised, deleted, and added to compile the questionnaire for the second Delphi survey [58].



In the second stage, the panelists that participated in the first stage were contacted and invited to participate in the second survey with the revised indicators. A total of 29 panelists participated in the second round. As in the first stage, the collected surveys were reviewed and analyzed to revise the questionnaire for the subsequent survey. In the third stage, an AHP survey was conducted. The expert panels that participated in the second-round Delphi survey were invited to participate in the third stage. A total of 17 panelists participated in this stage. Through the AHP, the priorities and importance of factors to establish sustainable C&E were determined.





4. Results


4.1. Expert Profile


Table 1 describes the respondents’ demographic profiles (gender, tenure in their chosen field, education, and expert classification) for the first, second, and third rounds. Of the 35 panelists in the first survey, 21 were male and 14 were female with an average tenure in C&E-related work of 11 years. A total of 19 panelists had worked for more than 10 years in their respective areas. In total, 13 experts worked in industries including convention centers, hotels, and PCOs; 13 experts were from DMOs involving CVBs and had accumulated their experience working in managerial positions for planning and implementing event tourism; and nine academic professors had conducted research in their fields. Of the 35 participants in the first survey, 29 responded to the second survey, and 17 from the second round participated in the third round’s AHP.




4.2. Delphi Results


Through the first and second Delphi rounds, items were purified as presented in Table 2. From the 35 panelists who participated in the first round, 15 items that did not satisfy the criteria were deleted. The CVR and CV were the criteria for validity and stability. First, for a sample size of 35 (p = 0.05), the minimum CVR value is 0.31, according to Wilson, Pan and Schumsky [47]. Thus, six indicators with a CVR value lower than 0.31 were eliminated. However, CV values for all indicators in the first Delphi questionnaire were less than 0.5, showing acceptable stability. Additionally, nine items that more than two panelists considered dispensable were deleted. To clarify the meanings of the indicators, seven items were revised, and 15 were added based on feedback from the experts.



In the second round, in which 29 participants completed the Delphi survey, seven indicators with less than the CVR cut-off value of 0.37 from 25 participants at the 0.05 level of significance were discarded [47]. Accordingly, the CVR value was improved from 0.638 to 0.784 after removing the deleted items, and 33 indicators remained.



Table 3 displays the results of the descriptive analysis for the 33 indicators. Willingness of organizers had the highest mean value (4.76) followed by event differentiation strategy (mean = 4.72), local support for hosting events (mean = 4.62), cohesion between event theme with city-specific industry/image (mean = 4.59), and clear objectives (mean = 4.52).




4.3. AHP Results


The AHP analysis was conducted to determine the relative importance of the five factors affecting sustainable C&E. Through pairwise comparisons from 17 participants, the weight and importance of each factor was determined. The value of CR was lower than the cut-off value of 0.1 [57], confirming acceptable consistency. The results revealed that across the five factors, event contents and capability was the most important category for sustainable C&E (weight = 0.3943). The second most important factor was the local event environment (weight = 0.1824). Facilities in venue and destination was ranked third (weight = 0.1596), followed by organizer and support/sponsorship (weight = 0.1527) and impacts (weight = 0.1017). Table 4 and Figure 2 show the weights of dimension and the relative importance across factors for achieving sustainable C&E.



Although the panelists had congruent opinions regarding the need for a variety of efforts to sustain regional C&E in their host destinations, the comparative priority based on their interests varied. Thus, it was necessary to evaluate whether the relative importance across cohorts of panelists differed. Accordingly, the panelists were divided into three groups: professors, industry professionals, and DMOs.



As shown in Table 5, the results from the comparison across the cohorts indicated that all groups reached agreement in rating event contents and capability as the most important factor and the local event environment as the second most important factor for achieving sustainable regional C&E. As the third most important factor, both professors and industry experts selected facilities in venue and destination, whereas DMOs rated organizer and support/sponsorship as the third most important factor for sustaining regional C&E. However, the difference in weight between the factors ranked third and fourth was insignificant. The CR values for all three groups ranged from 0.0105 to 0.0246, indicating significant consistency. Interestingly, in the group of DMOs, the CI and CR were somewhat higher than other groups, in spite of the acceptable levels. DMOs/CVBs play a role in hosting numerous C&E events, and they boost the MICE image in a destination. These results imply that each DMO may have distinctive strategies for establishing sustainable events, because each region in Korea varies in its degree of C&E development. Although there were some differences among the cohorts, the results show a similar pattern in their perceptions regarding priority and other factors, highlighting the importance of a convention’s or an exhibition’s own characteristics and capabilities for becoming a continuous regional event.





5. Discussion


Host destinations benefit socially and economically from successfully hosting C&E events in the long-term. An understanding of key factors of successful C&E efforts is critical for the sustainability and long-term continuity of the C&E industry. In order to identify the factors affecting continuous C&E events, rather than one-off events in a destination, this study conducted Delphi and AHP analyses with a sample of 35 C&E industry experts and scholars. The statistical analyses revealed key sustainability indicators sorted into five categories and the relative importance of internal and external factors for establishing repeatable C&E. This research contributes to the literature by developing crucial indicators and dimensions for establishing continuous C&E in a host destination.



Specifically, the Delphi results identified a total of 33 indicators for continuity of regional C&E, which were sorted into five main categories: event contents and capability, organizer and support/sponsorship, impacts, facilities in the venue and destination, and the local event environment. Among the five categories identified, event contents and capability, organizer and support/sponsorship, and impacts correspond to an event’s own characteristics (internal factors), whereas facilities in venue and destination and the local event environment represent C&E-related facilities and infrastructure and a host destination’s C&E environment (external factors). Such results reflect existing research by Kim et al. [59] and Viale Pereira and Schuch de Azambuja [60] that highlight the importance of event planning and operations and confirm the findings of An et al. [61] and Oh, Nam-Jo, and Kim [28], which demonstrated the importance of facilities, infrastructure, and local support as sustainable MICE factors. Particularly, in the current results, the top five indicators with the highest mean values were: (1) willingness of organizers (to hold succeessful C&E), (2) event differentiation strategy, (3) local support for hosting events, (4) cohesion between event theme with city-specific industry/image, and (5) clear (C&E) objectives.



Additionally, the AHP results revealed that among the five categories of sustainable C&E, event contents and capability demonstrated the highest relative weighted score, followed by the local event environment, facilities in venue and destination, organizer and support/sponsorship, and impacts. Such findings are consistent with previous research highlighting the importance of an event itself and its capabilities [7,10,41], the role of organizers [27,42], and external supports for C&E resources [8]. Further, one important category that deserves attention is the “local event environment”, which suggests that agglomeration economies should be a driving force in developing and sustaining C&E, as reflected in the findings of prior C&E studies [25,26]. This study also identified C&E impact on the development of industry or academia and their financial performance as a key sustainability factor, implying that sustainable C&E should contribute to the flourishing of a city-specific industry and improve the reputation for academic excellence as well as economic development in the host community.



In regard to the cohort comparison of categories for sustainable C&E, all three expert groups reached agreement in rating event contents and capability as the most important factor, with the local event environment as the second most important factor for establishing sustainable regional C&E. Notably, as the third most important factor, both professors and industry experts selected facilities in the venue, whereas DMOs selected organizer and support/sponsorship. From the DMOs perspective, “organizer and support/sponsorship” was rated as a more important factor for sustaining regional conventions and exhibitions compared with the other two groups. DMOs or CVBs have made efforts to boost the MICE image in their destinations and are greatly aware of organizers who play the role of final decision-makers in selecting host destinations. Moreover, because organizers are granted testimonials from government agencies that are involved in their list of sponsors [32], DMOs may perceive the factor of “organizer and support/sponsorship” as more essential.




6. Conclusions


A methodological implication for this study was found in the process of indicator development to identify the comparative priorities of sustainable C&E elements needed to anchor regional C&E. An AHP analysis is considered the most used technique for analyzing expert decisions [62]. Employing the Delphi and AHP techniques, this study identified previously undisclosed items for continuity in a convention or exhibition and revealed the relative importance of the items sorted by category.



Practical implications of the study exist with regard to the C&E operations and management. First, the C&E organizers should pay special attention to improving event contents and maximizing the capabilities of C&E for the competitiveness and long-term sustainability of C&E initiatives. Event contents and capability is the most essential dimension to be established for continuously held regional C&E. For continuity in a host destination, Getz, Svensson, Peterssen, and Gunnervall [8] highlighted how hallmark events should have “drawing power” (e.g., uniqueness, an attractive event program, and theme effectiveness) in comparison with other successful events and destinations. Therefore, strengthening an event that has drawing power is fundamental for a sustainable event in a host destination. If the event itself is a differentiated and inimitable resource in a host destination, even if other factors, such as facilities, infrastructure, or environment, are somewhat inadequate, exhibitors and visitors will come to participate in the regional event. Second, when decision-makers should concentrate on just one strategy, AHP could be a useful tool for sorting out the priorities by providing weights for diverse dimensions.



Although this study attempted to provide valuable insights into the sustainable development and operations of C&E, some limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, the indicators developed were extracted based on expert knowledge and experience. Although the identified factors may be widely used for further new and innovative studies of the MICE industry, future studies must discover essential antecedents for event sustainability. Second, the panelists participated in this study were limited to academic scholars, industry experts, and government agencies. Future research may include more expert categories such as exhibitors for more diverse and broad expert opinions. Third, because this study was conducted after the outbreak of COVID-19, anticipations of the risk solutions related to COVID-19 were widely discussed. However, due to the low importance scores achieved from the panelists, some items that are deemed to be critical during the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., on/offline hybrid C&E) were not included in this study. Future studies could aim to conduct in-depth research to identify C&E attributes that are necessary to respond to risks and adapt to unpredictable circumstances such as pandemic situations.
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Figure 1. Survey process. 






Figure 1. Survey process.



[image: Sustainability 14 01678 g001]







[image: Sustainability 14 01678 g002 550] 





Figure 2. Relevant importance and weight of each identified factor for developing sustainable conventions and exhibitions. 
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Table 1. Profile of the participants.






Table 1. Profile of the participants.





	
Demographic Information

	
First Survey

(n = 35)

	
Second Survey

(n = 29)

	
Third Survey

(n = 17)






	
Gender

	
Male

	
21

	
19

	
11




	
Female

	
14

	
10

	
6




	
Professional experience (years)

	
<5

	
9

	
5

	
2




	
5–10

	
7

	
5

	
3




	
≥10

	
19

	
19

	
12




	
Highest education

	
≤Bachelor’s

	
9

	
5

	
2




	
Master’s/doctorate

	
26

	
24

	
15




	
Expert classification

	
Professor

	
9

	
9

	
7




	
Industry expert (convention center/hotel/PCO)

	
13

	
10

	
5




	
DMO

	
13

	
10

	
5








Notes: PCO = professional convention organizer; DMO = destination marketing organization.
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Table 2. Delphi survey results for the first and second rounds.
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Category

	
First Delphi Survey

	
Second Delphi Survey

	
Remainder




	
CVR = 0.551

	
CVR = 0.638

	
CVR = 0.784




	
Mean

	
Number of Items

	
Deleted Items

	
Revised Items

	
Added Items

	
Mean

	
Number of Items

	
Deleted Items

	
Mean

	
Number of Items






	
Internal

	
Event contents and capability

	
3.96

	
8

	
4

	
3

	
5

	
4.266

	
11

	
1

	
4.321

	
10




	
Organizer and support/sponsorship

	
3.94

	
7

	
1

	
3

	
1

	
4.029

	
5

	
1

	
4.143

	
4




	
Impacts

	
-

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
3

	
3.857

	
3

	
1

	
4.054

	
2




	
External

	
Facilities in venue and destination

	
4.13

	
15

	
7

	
1

	
1

	
4.013

	
8

	
1

	
4.103

	
7




	
Local event environment

	
4.07

	
10

	
3

	
0

	
5

	
4.019

	
13

	
3

	
4.186

	
10




	
Total

	

	
40

	
15

	
7

	
15

	

	
40

	
7

	

	
33








Note: CVR = content validity ratio.
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Table 3. Descriptive data on the indicators for sustainable conventions and exhibitions.
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Category

	
Indicator

	
Mean

	
SD

	
CV

	
CVR






	
Event contents and capability

	
1. Cohesion between event theme and city-specific industry/image

	
4.59

	
0.568

	
0.124

	
0.93




	
2. Clear objectives

	
4.52

	
0.574

	
0.127

	
0.93




	
3. Highlighting a person/product

	
4.10

	
0.618

	
0.151

	
0.72




	
4. Key exhibitors

	
4.55

	
0.572

	
0.126

	
0.93




	
5. Event program and content

	
4.41

	
0.628

	
0.142

	
0.93




	
6. Extra-event opportunities

	
3.76

	
0.511

	
0.136

	
0.45




	
7. Overall event cost

	
4.03

	
0.626

	
0.155

	
0.66




	
8. Financial resources

	
4.14

	
0.581

	
0.140

	
0.79




	
9. Event differentiation strategy

	
4.72

	
0.455

	
0.096

	
1.00




	
10. R&D capability for industry (e.g., industry trend)

	
4.38

	
0.622

	
0.142

	
0.86




	
Organizer and support/sponsorship

	
1. International organizations as event organizers

	
3.72

	
0.528

	
0.142

	
0.38




	
2. Government support/sponsorship at local/national levels

	
4.03

	
0.566

	
0.140

	
0.72




	
3. Industry support/sponsorship

	
4.03

	
0.626

	
0.155

	
0.79




	
4. Willingness of organizers

	
4.76

	
0.435

	
0.092

	
1.00




	
Impacts

	
1. Impacts on related industries and academia

	
4.00

	
0.598

	
0.149

	
0.66




	
2. Profitability of events

	
4.10

	
0.772

	
0.188

	
0.52




	
Facilities in venue and destination

	
1. Space availability for events

	
4.17

	
0.711

	
0.170

	
0.66




	
2. Innovation in facility and equipment

	
3.66

	
0.814

	
0.223

	
0.38




	
3. Competence of staff

	
4.10

	
0.489

	
0.119

	
0.86




	
4. Safety and hygiene

	
4.17

	
0.658

	
0.158

	
0.72




	
5. Accessibility by air

	
4.10

	
0.772

	
0.188

	
0.66




	
6. Transportation

	
4.28

	
0.751

	
0.176

	
0.79




	
7. Variety of hotels and accommodation

	
4.24

	
0.636

	
0.150

	
0.93




	
Local event environment

	
1. Attractive tourism resources

	
4.07

	
0.704

	
0.173

	
0.72




	
2. Local security and safety

	
4.28

	
0.649

	
0.152

	
0.93




	
3. Awareness of the importance of MICE industry

	
4.34

	
0.484

	
0.111

	
1.00




	
4. Cooperation between NTO and local DMOs/CVBs

	
4.41

	
0.568

	
0.129

	
0.93




	
5. Cooperation among local MICE industries

	
4.34

	
0.484

	
0.111

	
1.00




	
6. Education for local MICE professionals

	
4.03

	
0.626

	
0.155

	
0.66




	
7. Synergy between the local major industry and academia

	
3.90

	
0.673

	
0.173

	
0.45




	
8. Local support for hosting events

	
4.62

	
0.494

	
0.107

	
1.00




	
9. Residents’ perceptions regarding MICE

	
3.79

	
0.620

	
0.163

	
0.38




	
10. Industrial environment (e.g., relevant industry clusters)

	
4.07

	
0.593

	
0.146

	
0.72








Notes: SD = standardized deviation; CV = coefficient of variation; CVR = content validity ratio; MICE = meetings, incentives, conventions, and exhibitions; NTO = National Tourism Organization; DMOs = destination marketing organizations; CVBs = convention and visitors bureaus.
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Table 4. Results for relative importance.
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	Category
	Weight of Dimension
	Importance Ranking





	Event contents and capability
	0.3943
	1



	Organizer and support/sponsorship
	0.1527
	4



	Impacts
	0.1017
	5



	Facilities in venue and destination
	0.1596
	3



	Local event environment
	0.1824
	2



	CI = 0.0107; CR = 0.0096
	
	







Notes: CI = consistency index; CR = consistency ratio.
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Table 5. Comparison of panelist cohorts.






Table 5. Comparison of panelist cohorts.





	
Category

	
Professors (n = 7)

CI = 0.0118; CR = 0.0105

	
Industry Professionals (n = 5)

CI = 0.0153; CR = 0.0136

	
DMOs (n = 5)

CI = 0.0275; CR = 0.0246




	
Weight

	
Rank

	
Weight

	
Rank

	
Weight

	
Rank






	
Event contents and capability

	
0.4718

	
1

	
0.4152

	
1

	
0.2693

	
1




	
Organizer and support/sponsorship

	
0.1168

	
4

	
0.1448

	
4

	
0.2160

	
3




	
Impacts

	
0.1047

	
5

	
0.0949

	
5

	
0.0965

	
5




	
Facilities in venue and destination

	
0.1477

	
3

	
0.1524

	
3

	
0.1719

	
4




	
Local event environment

	
0.1491

	
2

	
0.825

	
2

	
0.2227

	
2








Note: DMOs = destination marketing organizations.
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