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Abstract 

Its remarkable growth makes the international meetings industry a key area of tourism on one hand, 

but a highly competitive sector on the other, which makes knowledge of attendees’ decision making 

indispensable for destination marketers and event planners. This is where the present research 

comes in, initially reviewing existing models on tourists’ decision making process and influential 

factors, with particular attention given to cultural differences which in today’s increasingly 

globalized world can represent either a barrier or a motivational element for meeting attendance. By 

doing so, this thesis uses the example of three past annual congresses of the International Institute 

of Public Finance (IIPF) and intends to answer the question how cultural differences affect 

attendees’ congress participation. An augmented gravity model tests the statistical significance of 

various variables for cultural differences (distance, continent of origin, belonging to a scientific 

community and the north-south divide) for the explanation of conference participant numbers. A 

further regression analysis examines dissimilarities between participant groups in their attitude 

towards the three congress locations, followed by the calculation of the Herfindahl-Hirschman 

index for the three meetings as a measuring instrument for cultural diversity. The analyses from 

these different perspectives on cultural differences reveal that the latter do not seem to represent 

barriers for congress participation, but rather enhance delegate numbers.                
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1. Introduction  

In today’s increasingly interdependent world with companies and associations being more and more 

globally cross-linked and the political, technological, ecological, economic and social environment 

rapidly changing, face-to-face meetings have become an important and efficient way to enhance the 

exchange of knowledge and ideas and to reduce information asymmetries and informal barriers 

across borders. Even though the overall impact of international meetings, not only in terms of 

economic benefits but also regarding knowledge transfer, professional advancement and tourism 

factors for the host destination, is difficult to estimate, tourism professionals and especially MICE 

experts have started to understand how much power the international meetings industry has and can 

have in the future  (International Congress and Convention Association, 2012, p. 4). The 

noteworthy growth in the international meetings industry in combination with delegates’ and 

companies’ cost-consciousness makes the sector highly competitive. Thus in order to attract as 

many attendees as possible, understanding their decision making and significant influencing factors 

becomes more and more important for meeting planners and destinations.       

Moreover, the fact of the world growing smaller and the consequent increase of international and 

intercultural meetings beg the question of cultural differences: Are all travellers and congress 

attendees alike despite different nationalities and cultural backgrounds? Or do nationalities and 

cultural differences matter? (Pizam & Sussmann, 1995, p. 901).  

Past studies on this topic have focused mainly on leisure tourists and applied both direct and 

indirect methods of investigation: indirect approaches are based on residents’ perceptions of tourists 

and their consequent classification by nationality. Thus locals first of all identify tourists as being 

different than them and, secondly, categorise them according to general stereotypes about a 

nationality which become specific stereotypes applied to tourists from the respective country. Direct 

methods, on the other hand, aim at observing the tourist themselves and at identifying different 

behaviour patterns based on these direct perceptions (Pizam & Sussmann, 1995, p. 902).  

In the last decades, several scholars have established different theories of tourists’ decision making 

process and decisive factors influencing it. The main framework they agreed upon consists of four 

phases, whereof the first one refers to awareness of an event or a destination and the motivation to 

travel there and the second one to information gathering. In the third step, the delegate or tourist 

chooses whether to travel or not and where to go. This decision may be influenced by a plurality of 

motivational factors and barriers, whereof cultural differences can be one.  

Hence assuming that cultural differences do have an impact on attendees’ participation decision – 

probably more for some nationalities or cultural groups than for others – they could have an 

influence in two ways: either participants as creatures of habit consider cultural differences as 
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barrier and prefer to go to meetings in their own cultural area or, on the contrary, they long for 

something new and different and attend a conference in a culturally diverse place exactly because 

there is a different culture to experience (Dann G., 1981, p. 190).  

 

 

1.1 Research purpose  

In the context of these considerations, the present thesis focuses on cultural differences and assesses 

their influence on the participant structure of three past annual congresses of the IIPF:  

 2005: 61th Annual Congress of the IIPF in Jeju Island, South Korea  

 2008: 64th Annual Congress of the IIPF in Maastricht, Netherlands  

 2011: 67th Annual Congress of the IIPF in Ann Arbor, MI, USA  

 

By doing so, the thesis aims at defining whether or not cultural differences (tackled from different 

perspectives) matter in delegates’ decision making process on congress attendance and hence affect 

the meetings’ participant structure. However, in case there is an impact, the present paper aims as 

well at allowing for the above mentioned ambiguity of the influence cultural differences could have: 

Are cultural differences more likely to be perceived as barriers for congress attendance? Or do they 

motivate delegates to attend a meeting in order to get in contact with a new culture?     

 

Thus the research question to be answered is the following:  

RQ:  How do cultural differences affect attendees’ congress participation?  

 

In order to account for the complexity of the concept of cultural differences, the question is 

approached from different perspectives: in a first step, the assumption is made that the more 

geographically distant countries are the more different are their cultures. On these grounds, a 

gravitational analysis of the three congresses’ participant data is carried out in order to assess the 

significance of distance. Thereafter, this gravity model is augmented by dummy variables 

accounting for other views on cultural differences. These dummies consider cultures to be different 

according to the criteria of continental partition, the scientific community of economists and the 

north-south divide. Focusing more on participants than on the single events, a second part compares 

participant groups and their attitudes towards meetings on different continents. In order to add 

another viewpoint, a third part is dedicated to the examination of audience diversity following the 

economic concept of market concentration and suggesting that the more diverse congress attendees 

are, the lower are cultural barriers.            



3 

 

1.2 Thesis structure   

The present thesis is divided into seven parts, whereof the very first part is given over to the 

introduction of the topic and the research carried out. The other six chapters are briefly depicted 

below:  

 

Chapter 2: Business travel & MICE 

The basic concepts and definitions used in this paper will be explained. Furthermore, this chapter 

aims at illustrating the importance of business travel and the meetings and events industry on one 

hand and on the other at presenting current developments and expected future trends in the area 

of MICE.   

  

Chapter 3: Participation decision making 

Based on an extensive literature review, the different steps of the travellers’ decision making 

process will be introduced and factors affecting the delegates’ decision to participate in a 

meeting as described by different authors in the past, will be discussed in this chapter.    

 

Chapter 4: Current focus: congresses of the IIPF  

As the congresses of the IIPF are the subject of the present research, the reader will in this 

chapter be familiarized with this association, its goals and activities.      

 

Chapter 5: Methodology 

This part will describe the data set as well as approaches and methodologies chosen for the 

present analysis clarifying how cultural differences have been tackled from different 

perspectives.    

 

Chapter 6: Key findings 

The main results for the different approaches to cultural difference will be presented and 

discussed in this chapter. The first part introduces regression results and findings for cultural 

difference represented by flight time and by segmentations of the conferences’ audience 

according to three different criteria, always focusing on the selected congresses and their 

participant structure. A following sub-chapter changes perspective and examines differences in 

attitude and behaviour of different attendee groups in all three meetings. After these two 

viewpoints, one focusing on each congress with its attendees and the other one on groups of 

participants in all three events, are merged in an further chapter, and additionally another 
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completely different approach to cultural difference is taken with the calculation of the 

audiences’ diversity.    

  

Chapter 7: Conclusion & Discussion 

This chapter summarizes the key findings of the present research aiming at answering the 

research question posed above. Limitations for the current scope of study and inputs for future 

analyses will also be briefly presented.     
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2. Business travel & MICE 

This part provides an insight into the field of business travel and meetings and will, firstly, discuss 

the importance of business travel and MICE, secondly, assess current developments and emerging 

trends in the international meetings industry. In a third part, important terms will be explained and 

finally, the meetings market with a possible segmentation and its main players will be introduced.  

 

 

2.1 Importance of business travel for trade  

Business travel accounts for a big part of the general international tourism industry and contributes 

significantly to many countries’ GDP and economic growth (MalekMohammadi & Mohamed, 

2010, p. 54).  

WTO statistics further show that business travel arrivals in 2005 added up to 16% of the total 

international tourism arrivals (as cited in Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 400).    

Therefore it is surprising that “neither business tourism nor the meetings, incentives, conventions 

and exhibitions (MICE) industry has been particularly well researched or documented” 

(MalekMohammadi & Mohamed, 2010, p. 54). Mair & Thompson (2009) further observed that the 

little research which does exist on the topic, focusses on meeting supply which leads to the 

conclusion that the definition of the MICE market is mainly done from the supply side (Mair & 

Thompson, 2009, p. 400).   

 

Poole (2010) observes that “the importance of business travel and social networks in generating 

trade is becoming increasingly recognized in the international economics literature” (Poole, 2010, p. 

1). She further explains that, even though many borders have disappeared with progressing 

globalization, there are still informal barriers to international trade caused by currency differences, 

security distances or informational distances. These barriers can be overcome by business and social 

networks across country borders: “An important way in which people build and maintain networks 

is through face-to-face meetings. If networks are transnational, these meetings will require 

international travel” (Poole, 2010, p. 3). Hence Poole considers business travel an important tool to 

enable face-to-face meetings and consequently reduce the information costs that represent a barrier 

for transnational trade (Poole, 2010, p. 18).   

Pool supports her argument referring to the sponsorship of the US Department of Commerce for 

trade missions (where US sales persons travel abroad to explore new markets and establish trade 

relationships) and trade shows (where potential clients are invited to the US in order to build a 
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relationship) aiming at enhancing the US’ international trade (Poole, 2010, p. 23). “These export 

promotion programs which rely on international travel suggest a clear causal relationship must 

exist” (Poole, 2010, p. 7).      

In her empirical study using the gravity model for the analysis of data on the US’ outgoing and 

incoming overseas travel, Poole found out that business trips are indeed a useful tool to reduce 

information asymmetries if a new trade relationships is being established. However, she observed 

that for maintaining an existing relationship business travel only benefits non-English speaking 

business travellers not living in the US for whom personal meetings represent an easier way of 

communication than phone calls or the internet (Poole, 2010, p. 34).  

Furthermore, her research also showed that high-skilled business people profited even more, as it 

results easier for them to make use of the additional business opportunities business travel and the 

consequent face-to-face meetings offer. All these results suggest a stronger influence for complex, 

heterogeneous and differentiated products which are per se very information-intensive (Poole, 2010, 

p. 42).      

 

 

2.2 Importance and development of MICE in particular  

The international MICE industry represents a large segment of the business travel field consisting of 

the following three sub-categories: meetings and conferences, exhibitions, incentives (World 

Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2006, p. 5). The area is gaining more and more importance and is 

becoming a key component of global tourism.  

 

2.2.1 Significance of the international meetings industry     

According to Oppermann & Chon (1997), “attending meetings and conventions currently represents 

the largest market segment in business travel” (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 178). MICE seem to 

be one of the fastest growing areas of the travel industry and is consequently seen as being very 

important. Already 20 years ago, more than 30% of all business travels were undertaken for 

meeting purposes, as stated by Oppermann and Chon (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 178).  

Today’s importance of the MICE industry has been pointed out by Taleb Rifai, UNWTO Secretary-

General states in his foreword to the Global Report on the Meetings Industry (2014): “The Meetings 

Industry has come of age. It has firmly placed itself at the centre of tourism as one of the key 

drivers of the sector’s development and an important generator of income, employment and 

investment” (World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2014, p. 4). In addition to these direct 
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economic aspects, he further mentions the reduction of seasonality effects for a destination, the 

renovation of destinations and their images, further economic benefits caused by participants’ 

higher spending level and lower price sensitivity as compared to leisure tourists as well as 

knowledge transfer, networking opportunities, possibilities for regional cooperation as well as 

exchange of innovation and creative ideas as positive aspects of the MICE industry (World Tourism 

Organization (UNWTO), 2014, p. 4). 

Another decisively positive feature described in the UNWTO report is that “meetings and 

conventions grow the visitor base by attracting people who are primarily attending their event rather 

than having chosen that destination exclusively on the basis of its own merits – people who might 

otherwise not have come at all” (World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2014, p. 20).  

Volkshandel emphasizes an additional aspect of significance convention attendees have for a 

conference destination, referring to their personal recommendation of the place after a positive 

convention experience which can enhance the location’s positive reputation. This effect seems to be 

very strong for conference attendees in particular compared to other tourist as in most cases they 

can be considered opinion leaders with a lot of power to have an impact on other’s opinion (as cited 

in Zhang, Leung, & Qu, 2007, p. 1123).       

Currently, a shift of paradigms can be observed: the international meetings industry is no longer 

only considered a sub-segment of tourism, but a decisive contributor to overall economic 

development (World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2014, p. 19). Main cause of this change of 

perceptions is for sure the MICE industry’s noteworthy growth and strength over the last years, 

which becomes evident by the developments of the ICCA’s meetings database: whereas in 2002 the 

ICCA had registered 6’155 events, the database has increased by nearly 4000 events in the last 

decade to 10’070 registered events in 2011.    

Reasons for this tremendous growth are numerous: Arnaldo Nardone, president of the ICCA, 

emphasizes the fast-moving environment of political, technological, social, economic and 

environmental factors leading directly to a noteworthy growth of the international meetings 

industry:  

“When advances in science, technology and healthcare are taking place at an ever increasing 

pace, when new products are coming to market in ever-faster development cycles, when inter-

country relationships and global business connectivity are both moving forward relentlessly, 

when more information is generated in the last three years than in the previous history of 

mankind […], growth in international meetings is inevitable” (World Tourism Organization 

(UNWTO), 2014, p. 6).    
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In the American Express 2014 Global Meetings and Events Forecast, Issa Jouaneh, Vice President 

and General Manager American Express Meetings & Events, focuses specifically on economic 

development and finds the MICE industry’s growth directly related to changes and growth in 

companies: “As companies seek growth, merge and change, meetings and events provide an 

important forum for communication, inspiration and reward between companies and their 

employees, customers and partners” (American Express Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 3). Both 

managers, Nardone and Jouaneh, agree on the great importance of meetings’ underlying purpose – 

bringing people together and enable them to meet face-to-face – in today’s ever-changing world.  

Adopting an even more narrow focus, Weber and Ladkin (2004) state that “the growth of the 

knowledge economy has enhanced the growth of the conventions industry. The continual need for 

information and updating of knowledge provides a strong platform for conventions as a key 

medium for the dissemination of such knowledge” (as cited in World Tourism Organization 

(UNWTO), 2006, p. 5).   

  

However, Jesús María Gómez, president of MPI Spain Chapter, accurately concludes that the main 

difficulty for describing the international meetings industry’s importance and development seems to 

be the impossibility of exact measurement (World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2014, p. 11). 

Whereas economic contributions can be put into numbers, “the value that meetings tourism 

generates in terms of professional development, knowledge transfer, investment generation, jobs 

creation and retention, talent acquisition and all other areas that define why these events happen in 

the first place” (as cited in World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2014, p. 11) are difficult to be 

exactly gauged.  

 

 

2.2.2 Trends in the international meetings industry      

Trend data for the meetings industry are hardly consistent, because of the above mentioned lack of 

measurability and the unclear definitions for the different elements of the field (see chapter 2.3) 

(World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2006, p. ix).  

Keeping in mind the mentioned potential and growth of the MICE industry, the incidents of the past 

years are easy to comprehend: destinations have become more and more interested in this promising 

sector and, aiming at attracting large numbers of events and delegates, have therefore made huge 

investments in basic infrastructure such as airports, roads, public transport and meetings 

infrastructure such as convention centres. In parallel, activities of sector associations such as ICCA, 
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MPI, SITE etc. has been very much intensified. Consequently, destinations operate today in an 

environment of extremely hard competition, suffering from economic cycles and have to keep pace 

with the fast-changing world of technology (World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2014, p. 12). 

 

The ICCA Statistics Report shows that MICE are still mainly a European phenomenon: Europe 

attracted 50 % of all meetings in 2011 and hosts also most headquarters of international 

organizations. The continent has, like North America (as second most important host continent for 

organizations’ headquarters), retrieved its popularity after the decreasing numbers of meetings in 

the last years. Latin America’s market share was also continuously increasing in the last years, 

whereas the numbers for Africa and Oceania have not changed a lot (International Congress and 

Convention Association, 2012, p. 17).  

The list of top ten countries regarding numbers of meetings hosted has not varied much over the last 

decade: leader in 2011 were the USA with 759 meetings, followed by Germany with 577 events, 

Spain with 463 meetings, the UK (434), France (428), Italy (363), Brazil (304) and China (302). 

The Netherlands (291 meetings) and Austria (267) displaced Switzerland and Japan from places 9 

and 10. The number of meetings held in the USA has by far increased most during the year, 

growing by 136 to 759 (International Congress and Convention Association, 2012, p. 17).  

The ranking of cities according to the number of meetings hosted shows Vienna on the first place 

with 181 events, followed by Paris (174), Barcelona (150), Berlin (147), Singapore (142), Madrid 

(130), London (115), Amsterdam (114), Istanbul (113) and Beijing (111). The list of these top host 

cities has not changed a lot either; the most noteworthy climber was London due to the Olympic 

Games (International Congress and Convention Association, 2012, p. 17). 

The ICCA Statistics Report reveals as well that the growing share of annual meetings has been the 

biggest one with 29.8 % in 2011. Moreover, with 16.3 % of meetings hosted, September has been 

the busiest month, followed by June, October and May (International Congress and Convention 

Association, 2012, p. 18).   

    

The industry’s growth patterns appear to repeat themselves in five-year cycles: professionals 

observed a period of decline beginning in 2000 with recovery in 2005/2006, followed by another 

overall decrease with improvement in 2011 (World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2006, p. ix).   

 

After difficult years marked by uncertainty and agitations, the international meetings and events 

industry seems to be more stable again: “large declines in activity witnessed in 2009 and 2010 are 

truly a past phenomenon” (American Express Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 6). The number of 
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expected meetings per company, representing the demand side, confirms this stabilization trend (see 

fig. 1): results from a survey among meeting industry professionals conducted by American Express 

in September 2013 reveals that the number of meetings for Europe and Central/South America is 

expected to remain the same, whereas a slight increase of 1.5 % is estimated for North America, 

balanced by a decrease of 1.2 % for the Asia Pacific region. However, even if the above mentioned 

trends are being observed for regions, it is still companies’ individual decision how many meetings 

to host (American Express Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 6).  

Moreover, the number of 

attendees for European 

meetings (see fig. 1) is 

expected to decline by 1.8 

% and by 2.4 % in Asia 

Pacific. On the other hand, 

a 0.6 % increase of the 

average participant 

numbers for North 

America and Central/South America is predicted by American Express’ survey (American Express 

Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 7).  

The meetings’ duration is expected to decline in most of the regions (by 1.7 % in Europe, 0.8 % in 

Central/South America and 2.3 % in Asia Pacific as shown in fig. 1) except North America, where 

the number of days for meetings is not predicted to change. However, compared to past years’ 

predictions, a stabilization trend can be observed (American Express Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 

7).  

Companies’ budgets, also shown in figure 1, are not expected to be cut drastically, as the most 

impactful saving efforts have already been initiated in the past years: overall meeting spend by 

companies in Europe is predicted to be reduced by 1.8 %, by 1.4 % in Central/South America and 

by 3.6 % in the Asia Pacific area, whereas North America shows immovability (American Express 

Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 8). 

Also the individual meeting budgets for North America are expected to remain unchanged. At the 

same time, budgets for Europe are said to decrease by 1.9 % (even though numbers are very diverse 

and tend to be especially stable for the UK and Germany) and the ones for Central/South America 

by 0.8 %. Adding up to 4.4 %, the decline expected for the Asia Pacific region is the highest one 

(American Express Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 8).  

Continuing the past years’ trend, lead times are predicted to be shortened again in the near future. 

Fig. 1: Predictions for the meetings industry (American Express Meetings & Events, 

2014, p. 6-9) 
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Several industry professionals in their contributions to the UNWTO report and the American 

Express 2014 Global Meeting and Events Forecast observe a paradigm change in the MICE 

industry and highlight especially the following trends (see fig. 2):  

 New technological developments are not considered a threat to the industry anymore, but are 

rather seen as enhancers and lead to an increase in hybrid and online meetings. This does not 

mean that the need to meet physically face-to-face will completely be eliminated, but that 

“delegates now not only interact in physical domains like meeting rooms, they will also interact 

virtually with their peers within their respective social and professional networks” (World 

Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2014, p. 39). Particularly attendee-centric apps (expected 

increase between 2.6 % for Central/South America and 4.9 % for North America shown in the 

bottom row in figure 2), augmented reality and social media will receive increased attention. For 

the latter, an increase of 4.0 % in North America, 2.5 % in Europe, 1.3 % in Central/South 

America and 3.2 % in Asia Pacific is predicted 

(American Express Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 

43). Especially for large events with a big audience, 

apps and social media are considered an efficient 

way of communication with delegates (American 

Express Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 20). 

 Industry professionals forecast demand to 

concentrate more and more on local meetings 

instead of global ones, as participants try to save 

travel costs and time and have might face more 

compliance issues in global meetings, as shown by 

the fourth row in figure 2, where an increase of 2.7 

% for North America, 4.1 % for Europe and 4.2 % 

for Central/South America regarding local meetings 

can be seen (American Express Meetings & Events, 

2014, p. 10).      

 Despite the stabilization trend in the industry 

mentioned above, there will still be budget 

challenges in every region (increasing by 3.4 % in 

North America, by 3.1 % in Europe, by 1.7 % in Central/South American and even 3.8 % in Asia 

Pacific). One possible counter-strategy is the combination of several large company events into 

Fig. 2: Global trends in the meetings industry 

(American Express Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 20) 
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an even bigger meeting, which leads to fewer mega-events but an increased number of 

participants for each one and hence a reduced cost per delegate (American Express Meetings & 

Events, 2014, p. 22).  

 Another topic of growing importance is safety and security (expected to increase by 1.8 % in 

North America, 2.2 % in Europe, 2.4 % in Central/South America and 2.6 % in Asia Pacific) as 

shown in row 2 in figure 2. The survey conducted by American Express shows that “meeting 

experts see meeting owners more cautious in their choice of destinations than leisure travellers, 

as the potential ramifications of their meeting attendees 

finding themselves at risk are top of mind” (American 

Express Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 14). Especially in 

North America, many meetings have been cancelled 

and/or changed as a result of any subtle possibility of 

unforeseen events (American Express Meetings & Events, 

2014, p. 22). As figure 3 clearly illustrates, concerns about 

political and economic instability also seem to be a 

decisive factor for destination choice. 

 The new customer, searching for a meaning in events, 

rejects standard meetings and co-creates content, products 

and experiences (World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 

2014, p. 17).  

 Destinations will cooperate more and more in strategic 

partnerships and joint promotional campaigns (World 

Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2014, p. 48). 

   

 

2.3 Definitions: meeting, congress, convention, conference 

Not only does the MICE industry suffer from the lack of research on the attendee’s perspective, but 

according to Fred R. Lawson (1980), also from the absence of clear, consistent definitions. Lawson 

criticizes the use of ‘congress’, ‘conference’ and ‘convention’ as interchangeable terms in different 

countries and cultures. He explains the high significance of and the urgent need for definitions with 

the latters’ influence on facility requirements and choice: “Without a defined market demand for 

different kinds of provision at the time of planning it is inevitable that assumed requirements may 

be either inadequate or underutilised” (Lawson, 1980, p. 184).  

Fig. 3: Top perceptions influencing choice of 

meetings destination (American 

Express Meetings & Events, 2014, p. 

14) 
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UNWTO, ICCA and MPI define ‘meeting’ as a “coming together of a number of people in one 

place, to confer or carry out a particular activity” (World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), 2014, 

p. 10). Specifying their definition, all three organizations indicate a minimum of ten attendees and a 

duration of four hours or more as critical characteristic. As examples of events that meet the above 

mentioned criteria, the MPI mentions conventions, conferences, congresses, trade shows and 

exhibitions, incentive events and corporate/business meetings (as cited in World Tourism 

Organization (UNWTO), 2014, p. 10).   

‘Meeting’ has turned out to be the most general denomination and, as Lawson clarifies, “may or 

may not be qualified by their size, location, degree of formalisation, social content, or residential 

needs” (Lawson, 1980, p. 184). 

 

‘Congress’, ‘conference’ and ‘convention’, more specifically, all refer to a “regular formalised 

meeting of an association or body” (Lawson, 1980, p. 188) with a clearly defined agenda or 

program, a limited duration and a restricted size of audience depending on the venue used. For the 

specific terms, Lawson suggests the following taxonomy:  

A ‘congress’ consists of general sessions and pursues the goal of information transfer. Most 

common are big, formal full-membership meetings. The ideal venue for congresses is specific 

congress centres offering the possibility to host a big audience in classic auditoriums with 

classroom-style seating (Lawson, 1980, p. 188). 

‘Convention’ describes the same phenomena of full-membership meetings, but is the denomination 

mainly used in North America and the Pacific region. In these continents, it is very common for 

associations and also companies to have an annual meeting of members or respectively employees 

(Lawson, 1980, p. 188). Other authors such as Oppermann (1996) simply define ‘conventions’ as 

“large gatherings of several thousand persons” (Oppermann, 1996, p. 175).   

The term ‘assembly’ refers to “policy-making or legislator meetings attended by a large number of 

representatives or representative groups who may formally speak and vote on the subjects of the 

agenda” (Lawson, 1980, p. 188). 

Ultimately, a ‘conference’ is defined by Lawson as “general sessions and face-to-face groups with a 

high participation, primarily concerned with planning, obtaining facts and information, or solving 

organisational and operational problems” (Lawson, 1980, p. 188). Participants are very numerous, 

as the audience typically consists of a minimum of 30 and up to more than 150 attendees, who seem 

to be exclusively members of the specific organizing company, profession or association (Lawson, 

1980, p. 188).  

The following table illustrates and summarizes the taxonomy as suggested by Lawson:  
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Concept Elements Purpose Attendees Size Level of 

formality 

Facility 

requirements 

Meeting Cannot be qualified by size, location, degree of formalisation, social content or residential needs 

Congress General 

sessions 

Information-

giving; serious 

working purpose 

Full-

membership 

Large Formal Congress halls, 

usually theatre-

style seating in 

auditoriums 

Assembly  Policy-making 

or legislator; 

formal speaking 

and voting 

Large numbers 

of 

representatives 

Large Formal  

Convention   Major- or total-

membership 

   

Conference General 

sessions and 

face-to-face 

groups 

Planning, 

obtaining facts 

and information, 

solving 

organizational or 

operational 

problems 

Minimum 30-

50, up to more 

than 150 

participants 

  Flexible 

furniture and 

technical 

services must 

allow different 

seating 

arrangements 

Table 1: Concept definitions as suggested by Lawson (own representation based on Lawson, 1980, p. 188)  

 

 

2.4 Segmentation of the international meetings market 

An ‘international meeting’, according to the definition suggested by the Union of International 

Associations (UIA), is either 1) a meeting which is organized or sponsored by an international 

organization with a number of participants adding up to 50 or more, 2) a meeting which is not 

hosted or sponsored by an international organization, but still of high international importance, 

which has a duration of three days or more and whereof more than 40 % of delegates are not from 

the host country and at least from five different countries or 3) a meeting which is not hosted or 

sponsored by an international organization, but still of high international importance, whereof more 

than 40 % of delegates are not from the host country and at least from five different countries, 

which has a duration of more than two days and either attracts more than 250 participants or offers 

an exhibition at the same time (as cited in International Congress and Convention Association, 

2012, p. 15). The International Congress and Convention Assocation (ICCA) agrees on this 

definition, but observes only events whereof the meeting location changes between three countries 

or more (International Congress and Convention Association, 2012, p. 15).         

As Oppermann and Chon observe, “convention business is fairly heterogeneous” (Oppermann & 

Chon, 1997, p. 179). The ICCA Statistics Report on the International Association Meetings Market 

confirms this diversity and mentions meeting size, characteristics of participants and meeting 

objectives as possible criteria for segmentation (International Congress and Convention 

Association, 2012, p. 14).    
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However, as illustrated in figure 4, the 

ICCA (2012) as well as Oppermann & 

Chon (1997) and Lawson (1980) put 

forward the differentiation of meetings 

based on their organizational entity and 

hence propose the classification in 

association meetings, which are as the 

name indicates organized by non-corporate 

entities, and corporate meetings, prepared 

and controlled by companies (International 

Congress and Convention Association, 2012, p. 14; Lawson, 1980, p. 186; Oppermann & Chon, 

1997, p. 179). This meeting originator is considered to be the main distinctive criterion used for 

segmentation as it “determines what kind of meeting is organised and the kind of supplier services 

needed” (International Congress and Convention Association, 2012, p. 14).   

 

The main distinctive feature between association and corporate meetings has turned out to be the 

so-called ‘freedom of choice’, i.e. the fact that at association conferences “attendance is laregely 

discretionary from the attendee’s perspective” (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 400), while corporate 

meetings are in most cases mandatory. Participants hence can both decide whether to attend a 

meeting or not and as well which convention to attend. According to Hiller (1995), “attendance 

depends on the level of interest in the purpose of the meeting and the priority that potential 

delegates give to the event” (as cited in Zhang, Leung, & Qu, 2007, p. 1124).   

This main distinctive element ‘freedom of choice’ impacts on one hand the participation fee and 

travel expense payment, which for most association meetings has to be done by the attendee him-

/herself, whereas expenses for a mandatory corporate meeting are usually reimbursed by the 

company. On the other hand, also the way in which participation decisions are taken, differs for 

association and corporate meetings due to the ‘freedom of choice’ factor: due to the fact that 

participants can choose whether to attend or not and what meetings to go to, association delegates’ 

decision making process tends to be very similar to the leisure travellers’ one (Mair & Thompson, 

2009, p. 400).  

Oppermann and Chon (1997) agree on ‘freedom of choice’ being the most important element for 

differentiation, however, they add other characteristics in which association and corporate meetings 

differ: they agree with Edelstein and Benini (1994) on the fact that “attendance at association 

Fig. 4: Segmentation of the international meetings market 

(International Congress and Convention Association, 2012, p. 14) 
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meetings is considerably larger and attendees are more often accompanied by their spouses” (as 

cited in Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 179).   

 

According to Var, Cesario & Mauser, both corporate and association meetings can further be 

categorized according to their organizational level. Examples for local organizations are trade and 

crafts associations or a rotary club, meeting on a regular basis in a local restaurant, bar or in a 

specific club house (Var, Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 195).  

The next level, regional organizations are characterized by “membership from, say, part of a state 

or province […], all of a state or province […] or several contiguous states or provinces” (Var, 

Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 195). They can serve as an umbrella organization for various local 

organizations, where the latter are represented by one delegate, or be a unique organization without 

local components. Regional organizations’ meetings are held either every time in the same bigger 

city of the region or in different cities by turns (Var, Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 195).  

Again, national organizations can either consist of local or regional counterparts or be an 

independent organization and also their meeting can either be held alternately in different places or 

always in the same city (Var, Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 196). International organizations 

represent the last level in Var, Cesario and Mauser’s taxonomy and apply to global organizations 

which have or have no subsidiary entities and plan their regular meetings either always in the same 

place or in different cities (Var, Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 196).   

 

McCabe, Poole, Weeks and Leiper specify the denomination of association meetings as “those 

based around organised and structured groups of people who have similar interests” (as cited in 

Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 400). Again within this category of association meetings, the ICCA 

report points out significant differences between events regarding size, budget, duration, complexity 

and discipline, stating that every field has its own associations which hosts an event (scientific or 

other academic meetings, professional industry events, trade association meetings, social groups 

etc.) (International Congress and Convention Association, 2012, p. 14).  

But still, there are common features observed in all non-corporate meetings, as described by the 

ICCA (International Congress and Convention Association, 2012, p. 14):  

 Most non-corporate events are repeated in a periodic rhythm (e.g. annual, bi-annual) 

 Associations try to hold every meeting in a different destination  

 In 70-75 % of the cases, destinations are chosen in a bidding process (i.e. a local entity such as 

national sub-organisation or a local (board-) member offers to host the meeting), in the 
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remaining 25-30 % of the cases a coordinator of the association chooses destination and venue 

following predefined principles   

 Lead-time for association meetings is long and can add up to 5 years 

Based on these criteria, the ICCA estimates a total number of 21’000 association meetings to be 

hold periodically (International Congress and Convention Association, 2012, p. 14).  

 

For Lawson (1980), there is a refined distinction to be made: he distinguishes associations holding 

many meetings per year (for example many congresses organized by governmental organizations 

such as the UN, UNESCO or the WHO) from larger as well as often more international ”full-

membership meetings […] held each year or at periodic intervals” (Lawson, 1980, p. 186).     

 

Within the MICE industry, Oppermann & Chon identified association meetings with a contribution 

of 71% of direct expenditure, 78% of participants and 80% of all meetings held as the most 

important category (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 179). Even though the meetings market is 

growing, Oppermann, Loverseed (1993) and Shure (1994) perceive it as a “very competitive market 

due to the increasing number of associations vying for members and attendees, reduced or tightened 

expense funding for travel by many organizations, and the dependence of associations on profits 

from conventions” (as cited in Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 179).    

 

 

2.5 Main players in the convention industry  

Oppermann and Chon (1997) as well as Var, Cesario and Mauser (1985) identify three main players 

in the convention sector, namely the organizing association, the host location and the delegate 

(Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 181; Var, Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 106). 

Var, Cesario and Mauser equalize the host assocation, or in their own term the convention agency, 

with a “producer who wishes to maximize some appropriate ‘profit’ function. Very often the 

objective is to maximize convention revenues” (Var, Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 196). 

Consequently, assocations aim at attracting the biggest possible audience. This can be done by the 

choice of an attractive destination, the invitation of well-known keynote speakers, the organization 

of an attractive program and intense promotion among association members (Oppermann & Chon, 

1997, p. 183).  

As just mentioned, the assocation chooses the conference location based on association inherent 

criteria such as its scope (local, regional, national), the expected number of participants, the place of 
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the association’s headquarters or decision-makers’ personal preferences as well as on location 

inherent factors such as the location’s image, leisure activities, entertainment, safety and security as 

well as the climate (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 182). However, among the destination-specific 

aspects, “conference and accommodation facilities, accessibility, and price levels are commonly 

ranked as the primary decision factors” (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 182).  

Put in a nutshell by McCleary, “unless a city is in an assocation’s evoked set, it doesn’t have a 

chance of being selected” (as cited in Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 183). In order to become top-

of-mind, the host location promotes itself in the trade press or via mailing. Destinations are very 

interested in convention tourism, firstly because these meetings can be a useful tool to balance 

seasonal demand and, secondly, because they get exposed to a high number of participants, who 

after a positive experience during the convention might come back with their partners for a leisure 

trip (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 183). Competition among destinations is very fierce and is 

becoming stronger and stronger, as the number of convention locations is growing constantly 

(Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 183).  

The adjacent figure shows the interactions and 

connections - some measureable and tangible, others 

not - between the three actors. It should be pointed out 

that assocation and host location are not by accident 

respresented on the same level. Oppermann and Chon 

emphasize that “a common purpose of both association 

and host location is a maximization of the number of 

delegates” (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 181).     

Oppermann and Chon suggest a sub-categorization 

(participating members vs. non-participating members) 

for the delegate group in order to take account of the 

fact that not even half of all members attend a 

convention due to different reasons. However, in 

return there may also be non-members participating 

(triangle upside-down) (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 

184).  

How exactly delegates take their decisions to attend or not and what factors impact positively on 

this choice and what elements represent barriers for participation will be further explained below.    

Fig. 5: Interrelationships model (Oppermann & Chon, 

1997, p. 181) 
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3. Participation decision making  

In different scientific areas, interest in understanding individuals’ purchase decision making process 

is keen. “There is a general agreement that understanding decision-making processes of consumers 

is critical to explaining and predicting their purchase behaviour” (Jung-Eun Yoo & Chon, 2008, p. 

113). Along with other areas of economics, also in leisure and business tourism in general as well as 

the MICE industry in particular this awareness for stimuli affecting the way individuals take their 

decisions as well as the wish to explicate behavioural patterns and forecast demand have been 

increasing. However, the vast majority of studies on travel motivations have focused on individual 

leisure tourist and their criteria for choosing a holiday destination (Jung-Eun Yoo & Chon, 2008, p. 

113).  

Even though “association meetings constitute the largest segment within convention tourism” 

(Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 180), little research has focussed so far on the demand side of the 

MICE industry and the participants’ decision making process, as it has been observed by Jung-Eun 

Yoo and Chon (2008). Focus of the existing studies has mostly been on the host associations or the 

meeting planners and, more specifically, on features affecting their destination and venue choice 

(Jung-Eun Yoo & Chon, 2008, p. 113).  

However, as an increase or decrease of the number of participants at a convention affects both the 

association’s and the destination’s economic benefits, it is of high importance for destinations and 

congress organizers to understand how delegates take decisions and what factors might stimulate or 

hinder their participation (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 180).  

Moreover, despite the overall growth of the MICE industry, individual associations face more and 

more difficulties attracting a larger number of participants to their congresses. As the main goal of 

both congress destination and meeting planners however is the attraction of as many delegates as 

possible, the need to know attendees’ behavioural patterns in participation decision making 

becomes evident (Malekmohammadi, Mohamed, & Ekiz, 2011, p. 50). A widely applicable 

framework of decision making and features that influence this process in a positive or negative way, 

might hence not only be of interest for academics, but also of practical use for industry practitioners 

such as meeting planners.    
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3.1 Individuals’ decision making process  

Absolutely characteristic for decision-making in tourism is the consumer’s high involvement in the 

process, as travel planning requires a high time and monetary investment and as services in general 

are intangible and are produced and experienced at the same time (Jung-Eun Yoo & Chon, 2008, p. 

114).  

As it has been explained previously, due to the free choice whether to attend or not and which 

congress to go to, conference attendees’ decision patterns are comparable to the one of leisure 

tourists and in general to those of consumers. Nevertheless, according to Mair & Thompson, the 

existing differences between the two segments of travelers seem to be significant enough to validate 

the specific modelling of conference participants’ decision making (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 

401).  

Attendees’ decision making process and more specifically the choice of conference have been 

explained in various articles. Indeed, all these 

models show a similar basic framework with the 

following steps (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 400):  

The first phase, motivation, is about creating and 

increasing awareness of the event. Potential 

attendees may receive the announcement together 

with a call for papers in an official e-mail or mail 

from the association, may see the advertising in a 

trade magazine or be informed by colleagues (word 

of mouth) (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 401). For the 

leisure tourist, in contrary, Mathieson & Wall have 

identified many more possible stimuli which can 

create awareness and motivation. According to their 

research, travel motivation for the leisure segment 

can be caused by the simple need to get away and to relax, by marketing campaigns initiated by 

destinations or travel agencies or as well by recommendations (as cited in Mair & Thompson, 2009, 

p. 401).  

The motivation phase is followed by the information search stage. How much additional 

information is sought by the potantial delegate strongly depends on how (s)he became aware of the 

conference’s taking place: As a mail from the associaton already contains most details like congress 

topic, program, names of keynote speakers, accommodation offer etc., the need for further 

Fig. 6: Decision making process (Mair & Thompson, 

2009, p. 402) 
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information search is relatively little. On the contrary, information given by word of mouth is 

mostly not enough to lay the foundation for a decision, which is why the potential delegate is likely 

to make additional efforts to find learn about the conference’s details (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 

401).  

The following evaluation of alternatives phase is usually not only about „deciding which of many 

conferences to attend, in a similar vein to the way the tourists decide which of many destinations to 

attend […], but rather […] deciding whether or not to attend the conference“ (Mair & Thompson, 

2009, p. 401). This assessment may be influenced by many pull factors, i.e. attributes of the 

conference which attract participants, such as famous keynote speakers or an exciting destination. 

But also participant inherent push factors like the wish to explore a new destination or to meet new 

people may carry weight. Moreover, Mair & Thompson emphasize that also unforeseen occurrences 

which could inhibit participation (e.g. time conflicts or familiary issues) as well as general monetary 

and organizational circumstances (e.g. time and money budget) should not be neglected in this stage 

(Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 401). 

Based on the collected information and the consequent assessment of all the alternatives the 

potential participant takes either the positive decision to attend the conference or the negative one 

not to.  

The last stage past decision behaviour refers on one hand to actions taken right after the attendance 

decision such as meeting registration, hotel booking or paper submission in case the delegate has 

chosen to attend a specific conference. On the other hand, the past decision behaviour phase has 

also a long-term horizon, considering that after a conference is before another one. Decisions taken, 

experiences made during an event and the level of satisfaction both with the choice and the attended 

conference influence future decision making (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 401).     

As it has been mentioned in the respective explanations of the different stages above, the decision 

making process for conference attendance differs mainly in the first three phases from the leisure 

tourist’s one, whereas the decision making itself and the past decision behaviour of the two 

segments are quite similar (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 401).   

The above presented process has met with the approval of other researchers, amongst others 

Oppermann and Chon (1997), who summarize it as follows: “As in any other consumer decision-

making processes, the potential tourist first has to recognize the need to travel. This is followed by a 

transgression through information search, evaluation of alternatives, product choice, outcome, and 

post-evaluations” (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 184).  
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3.2 Factors influencing congress participation decision making             

As it has already been mentioned, the above described process of decision making is, especially in 

the evaluation of alternatives stage, a lot impacted by participant-inherent psychological push-

factors, characteristics of the conference or the destination acting as external pull-factors, the 

participant’s general situation and unforeseen obstacles (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 401).  

Oppermann and Chon (1997) tie in with the ‘freedom of choice’ being the main distinctive element 

characterizing association meetings and making the area of attendance motivation a very interesting 

field of study for researchers, as delegates’ “travel patterns and buying behaviour are potentially 

influenced by their perception of the destination, conference organizers, their own needs and 

desires, and financial and other factors” (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 180).    

There have been several studies aiming at providing a clear taxonomy of all these influencing 

elements. As Mair & Thompson have observed, “communalities can be identified within the areas 

of location, cost, networking, social aspects, intervening opportunities, conference/association 

activities and personal and professional development” (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 401). Other 

more particular factors have only been mentioned sporadically in few researches and can therefore 

not be generalized.  

 

According to MalekMohammadi & Mohamed (2010), there are mainly three studies aiming at 

establishing a theoretical framework of factors which influence attendees’ decision making process 

(MalekMohammadi & Mohamed, 2010, p. 54): Var, Cesario & Mauser (1985) focus on three 

influential factors accessibility, attractiveness and emissiveness in their econometric research. 

Oppermann and Chon (1997) describe in two different studies the decision making process per se 

and relationships and communication among the three main players in the conference industry, i.e. 

associations, host locations, attendees and identify a taxonomy of personal/business factors, 

association/conference factors, location factors and intervening opportunities. Last but not least, 

Zhang, Leung and Qu (2007) develop Oppermann and Chon’s model further by putting forward 

association/conference factors, personal/business factors, location factors and total cost factors as 

the four main elements affecting participation decisions (MalekMohammadi & Mohamed, 2010, p. 

54). 
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3.2.1 Accessibility and attractiveness as essential factors in Var, Cesario & Mauser (1985)     

In the earliest model, proposed in 1985, the authors observe the growth of the meetings and events 

industry and shortly introduced expected economic benefits (i.e. a balance of seasonality in hotel 

occupation as well as the overall growth of the region as a consequence of a higher demand) and 

potential drawbacks, so-called social costs. That is where they bring up the estimation of visitor 

numbers and the amount of their spending as an important tool for the estimation and assessment of 

the mentioned positive and negative impacts (Var, Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 194). In this 

context, Var, Cesario & Mauser try to identify factors affecting the participation decisions in order 

to provide a model for the estimation of participant numbers and their respective spending.  

The mentioned authors discovered that “the decision of a member of an organization to attend a 

convention at a particular site is, in most cases, a function of accessibility and attractiveness” (Var, 

Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 198), with attractiveness comprising for example keynote speakers’ 

degree of popularity or the attendee’s personal perception of the conference being of value for 

his/her development. Var, Cesario and Mauser continue their argument that “individuals make 

trade-offs between accessibility and attractiveness in deciding whether or not to attend a convention 

meeting” (Var, Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 198). The authors’ econometric study using 

gravitational and regression analysis of data on conference attendance in various North American 

cities contributed evidence for the importance of accessibility, attractiveness and emissiveness 

variables.         

 

3.2.2 Decisive factors grouped in four categories by Oppermann & Chon (1997)     

Oppermann and Chon provide probably the most detailed research on the participation decision 

making process and factors influencing it (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 407). Firstly, they highlight 

again similarities of the attendees’ decision making process with the one of any other consumer or 

tourist and agree on the process explained above in chapter 3.1. In their model, which is shown in 

figure 6, they start with a pre-disposed individual and group all the factors influencing its decision 

to attend a convention or not in four main categories. Personal/Business factors refer to the person’s 

state of health (as someone who is not in the best health may be neither be able nor willing to 

travel), personal finances and funding issues (because most expenses for accommodation, the 

registration etc. for a conference have to be paid by the attendee him-/herself), time availability 

(conflicting dates seem to be a frequent reason for non-attendance), family engagement as well as 

personal striving for development and learning (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 185).  
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The next group of aspects influencing the 

decision making are association/conference 

factors, i.e. “components related to the 

individuals’ professional goals and involvement 

with the association” (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, 

p. 186). These include the recognition of 

colleagues, personal interaction and professional 

contacts with a network of experts from the same 

field of activity, the feeling of belonging to a 

bigger global community with shared opinions as 

well as further education, continuous 

development of new skills and being updated on 

important developments in the respective industry 

(Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 187). Moreover, 

Oppermann and Chon emphasize the impact of 

membership in different organizations and the 

different levels of involvement in these:  

“These days, many professionals are members of a number of different organizations. But they 

are not involved in each organization to the same degree. […] Thus, if decisions have to be 

made on which annual convention to attend, when attending all is impossible, the individual is 

more likely to choose the one which serves her/him best” (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 186).  

 

In a next step, location factors come into play, such as climate, possibilities for activities or trips 

before or after the meeting, previous experiences and distance (as an element impacting travel 

costs). Furthermore, the three main influential factors exposed by Var, Casario snd Mauser (1985) 

re-appear in in Oppermann and Chon’s location factors: They mention the importance of 

accessibility and, linked to this, transportation costs and the duration of the trip (e.g. participants 

prefer locations which can be reached by direct flights) as well as to the location’s attractiveness 

and the impact of the destination’s image and reputation (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 187).  

 

Last but not least, Oppermann and Chon identify intervening opportunities as barriers for 

attendance as for example attendees’ above mentioned membership in various associations and the 

plurality of conventions held at the same time, which make it impossible for participants to attend 

all meetings they would actually be interested in. Another competing product might also be leisure 

Fig. 7: Attendance decision making process and influencing 

factors (Oppermann & Chon, 191997, p. 186) 
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trips and holidays, due to the fact that conference participation fees in most cases have to be paid by 

the delegate him-/herself (because of optional attendance) (Oppermann & Chon, 1997, p. 188).       

    

3.2.3 Combination and modification of previous models by Zhang, Leung and Qu (2007) 

Starting with a literature review, Zhang, Leung and Qu look at all the factors mentioned by the 

above described authors. In a next step, developing further the basic framework proposed by 

Oppermann and Chon (1997), they suggest a new model on elements influencing the participation 

decision-making (see figure 8).  

The predisposed individual as a starting point is equal to the one proposed by Oppermann and 

Chon. Furthermore, also association/conference factors as well as personal/business factors have 

been adopted from Oppermann and Chon and stay unaltered.   

The first change affects the location factors and 

consists in merging Var, Cesario and Mauser’s theory 

with the one introduced by Oppermann und Chon. The 

latters’ location factors are consequently subdivided in 

attractiveness and accessibility as already suggested in 

1985 by Var, Cesario and Mauser (Zhang, Leung, & 

Qu, 2007, p. 1124).  

In the category of destination attractiveness fall the 

location image and reputation, the climate as well as 

experience made in the past, as suggested by 

Oppermann and Chon in their model (factors itemized 

with bullet points in the adjacent figure). Moreover, 

based on their literature review, Zhang, Leung and Qu 

added new elements (itemized with arrows in figure 8) 

such as common language, safety and security, 

openness and friendliness of locals, attractions and sightseeing opportunities, restaurant facilities 

and night life offers. The added accessibility subcategory comprises the distance of the trip, the 

convenience of flying directly and the convenience of the visa application process.  

The second, even major modification carried out by Zhang, Leung and Qu on Oppermann and 

Chon’s model consists in exchanging the so-called intervening opportunities for a new category 

total cost factors, following Var, Cesario and Mauser’s notion of participants’ decisions on 

attendance being limited by an available time and monetary budget. Zhang, Leung and Qu argue 

Fig. 8: Changed model of attendees' decision making 

process (Zhang, Leung & Qu, 2007, p. 1126) 
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that this cost factor introduced by Var et al. is reflected in Oppermann and Chon’s intervening 

opportunities: “Both sets of authors mentioned that due to limited time and money, attendance at a 

convention might result in the foregoing of other alternative opportunities” (Zhang, Leung, & Qu, 

2007, p. 1125).  

Further following Var, Cesario and Mauser’s concept, Zhang, Leung and Qu suggest the sub-

division of the total cost category into monetary costs and time costs. Taking in consideration the 

different opportunity costs for the use of time and money, this division seems very appropriate 

(Zhang, Leung, & Qu, 2007, p. 1126). Expenses for transportation, accommodation, the conference 

registration or costs caused by currency rates (all attributes already mentioned by Oppermann and 

Chon before and hence itemized with bullet points) can hence be assigned to monetary costs. Time 

costs, on the other hand, refer to other conferences as well as leisure trips or holidays as alternatives 

as suggested by Oppermann and Chon, as well as to new alternatives such as spending time at the 

office, with family or with friends (itemized with arrows).  

Zhang, Leung and Qu conclude by explaining that association/conference factors actually refer to 

the core product of a convention and that location factors as part of the actual or augmented product 

can enhance the entire conference experience for participants (Zhang, Leung, & Qu, 2007, p. 1127).  

 

In their refined model a multitude of elements affecting conference participation has been 

mentioned. Zhang, Leung and Qu’s proposition for further studies is the consequent examination of 

single factors’ importance for explaining attendees’ decisions (Zhang, Leung, & Qu, 2007, p. 1127).     

 

3.2.4 Empirical research on the decision making process by Mair & Thompson (2009) 

With their empirical study, Mair & Thompson (2009) aimed at assessing the above mentioned 

factor frameworks and filling some of the explanation gaps. Based on literature review’s results, 

they conducted short structured interviews with conference attendees in Scotland, which raised a 

multitude of elements (some already mentioned in previous literature, some new) that could 

potentially influence the attendance decision. These attributes where then, in a second phase, tested 

in a large scale survey among 1400 participants at six UK association congresses. Despite the low 

overall response rate of only 15.6%, analysing data using a principal components analysis (PCA) 

and multiple regression analysis in SPSS, Mair & Thompson could draw the following conclusions: 

(Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 405):  
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According to their data analysis, the conference attendance 

decision is mainly influenced by six factors, which are 

networking, personal/professional development, cost, 

location, time and convenience, health and security (Mair & 

Thompson, 2009, p. 406). As a result, Mair & Thompson 

propose an adjustment of their decision making model 

(explained in chapter 3.1), adding the two newly identified 

factors health and security and time and convenience to the 

evaluation of alternatives stage (see fig. 9). Furthermore, it 

seems important to emphasize the lack of so-called 

intervening opportunities in the empirical study. Hence Mair 

& Thompson suggest to reduce the number of categories of 

impacting elements to only two, classifying all the factors either as pull- or push-factors (Mair & 

Thompson, 2009, p. 407).  

The regression analysis aiming at an identification of elements influencing repeated attendance, 

however, showed that from the six identified factors only two were significant enough to explain 

why a participant would attend a meeting again (p value < .001). These two significant aspects 

networking opportunities (standardized β = .427, t value = 7.041 and p value = .000) and costs 

(standardized β = -.160, t value = -2.633 and p value = .009) hence explain 21% of the variance in 

repeated attendance (regression analysis R
2 

= 0.21). Mair & Thompson conclude that, even though 

there might be a plurality of different factors influencing attendees’ decision making process, 

extremely high attention should be paid by conference organizers to networking opportunities and 

costs in order to attract repeaters (Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 408).  

However, the results of this empirical research cannot be generalized as the underlying data are 

specifically linked to the UK association meetings’ attendees. But nevertheless, the study confirmed 

the high influence of location factors (attractiveness & accessibility), which were strongly 

emphasized especially by Var, Cesario and Mauser (1985) as well as Oppermann and Chon (1997). 

Discrepancies from Oppermann and Chon’s model have been shown for their personal and business 

factors, which in Mair & Thompson’s research has been sub-divided in two elements personal and 

professional development and health and security. But still, from the four factors Oppermann and 

Chon had identified as being influential, Mair and Thompson’s empirical study could confirm the 

importance of two, namely association and conference factors and intervening opportunities (called 

networking opportunities and time and convenience in their empirical analysis) (Mair & Thompson, 

2009, p. 408).       

Fig. 9:  Revised stage evaluation of alternatives  

in the model of the decision making process 

(Mair & Thompson, 2009, p. 407) 
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3.2.5 Claim for influence measurability by Malekmohammadi, Mohamed and Ekiz (2011) 

Also Malekmohammadi, Mohamed and Ekiz (2011) criticize the lack of empirical evidence for the 

two main models for participation decision making proposed by Oppermann and Chon (1997) and 

Zhang, Leung and Qu (2007). Analysing five international conferences held in Singapore in 2010, 

Malekmohammadi, Mohamed and Ekiz conducted a survey among a convenience sample of 

participants with questions about their demographics and background, their trip characteristics and 

different push and pull factors for attendance (Malekmohammadi, Mohamed, & Ekiz, 2011, p. 54). 

The authors have identified professional and prestige (relationship building, personal interactions, 

personal development, belonging to international community, reputation), pleasure seeking (getting 

away from home, gaining new experiences and knowledge about a different place), destination 

factors (destination image, weather conditions, safety, language, accommodation, culinary offer, 

travel distance and cost, flight time) and conference factors (meeting quality, relevance of the topic, 

networking possibilities, speakers’ reputation) as four categories of motivational features 

(Malekmohammadi, Mohamed, & Ekiz, 2011, p. 59).  

Data analysis with SPSS has shown that the relevance of these motivational factors did not differ 

for various delegate segments. Thus, gender, age and nationality did statistically not have any 

particular influence on attendance motivation. However, the significance level of the safety and 

security factor in particular did differ among segments done according to participants’ nationalities 

(Malekmohammadi, Mohamed, & Ekiz, 2011, p. 60).  

In general, conference factors and pleasure seeking were given the highest importance by survey 

participants. This confirms findings of previous research conducted by Var, Cesario and Mauser 

(1985), Oppermann and Chon (1997) and Jung-Eun Yoo and Chon (2008) on the influence of 

destination features. However, the pleasure-seeking element has not been mentioned in previous 

studies and is hence a new factor emphasized by Malekmohammadi, Mohamed and Ekiz 

(Malekmohammadi, Mohamed, & Ekiz, 2011, p. 60).  

 

3.2.6 Theory of reasoned action applied by Jung-Eun Yoo and Chon (2008) 

Basis for Jung-Eun Yoo and Chon’s study are the assumption of congress participation decision 

making being a rational and systematic, highly complex cognitive process and the suggestion of the 

theory of reasoned action (TRA), a specific form of the expectancy-value model, as an explanatory 

approach. According to the latter model, consumers’ or travellers’ decisions depend mainly on their 

attitude towards the action, which is formed by beliefs and the evaluation of the expected outcome. 

This personal attitude combined with the subjective perception of societal norms, i.e. what society, 
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colleagues or experts think about the action, leads to an individual’s intention to perform the 

behaviour and, consequently, to the behaviour itself (Jung-Eun Yoo & Chon, 2008, p. 115).  

After literature review on this subject and 20 personal, unstructured interviews with experts on 

congress participation decision making, Jung-Eun Yoo and Chon collected a list of 42 factors that 

affect the attendance decision. Five expert judges evaluated then the validity of these features and 

eliminated less significant ones from the list. After a pilot test, a web survey among members of 

three big tourism associations was conducted for data collection. The gained data were then 

assessed using two-factor analyses (exploratory factor analysis for one half and confirmatory factor 

analysis for the other half of the sample). The first analysis identified 25 influential elements which 

participants tend to give importance to in their decision making process, 17 thereof were affirmed to 

be valid by the confirmatory factor analysis (Jung-Eun Yoo & Chon, 2008, p. 116).  

Jung-Eun Yoo and Chon suggest grouping these features into five main dimensions, namely 

destination stimuli (including destination image, climate, recreational and social program as well as 

possibilities for leisure excursions), professional and social networking opportunities (referring to 

personal interactions, professional contacts, social recognition, paper discussions and participation 

in association activities), education opportunities (such as personal development, keynote lectures 

and following industry trends), safety and health situation (i.e. security and safety as well as 

hygiene situation in the congress destination, individual health status) and travelability (like total 

costs, travel time, time budget, individual financial restrictions and funding assistance from the 

organization). Even though the factors identified have been tested for validity and reliability, Jung-

Eun Yoo and Chon conclude by referring back to the individual nature of the decision-making 

process and hence advising not to generalize their framework to all participants (Jung-Eun Yoo & 

Chon, 2008, p. 121).      

 

3.2.7 Meetings participation model (MPM) created by Lee and Back (2008) 

Criticizing the lack of theoretical frameworks for the explanation of participants decision making, 

also Lee and Back tie their study up to the concepts from behavioural psychology and assess the 

applicability of the theory of reasoned action (TRA) and the further developed theory of planned 

behaviour (TPB). As mentioned above, the first concept proposed by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) 

puts forward that “individuals’ behaviour is determined by their intention to perform the behaviour, 

and this behavioural intention is, in turn, a function of their attitude toward the behaviour and their 

subjective norms” (as cited in Lee & Back, 2008, p. 301).  
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In response to the TRA’s main weakness, which his the restriction of its predictional power to 

volitional actions only, the model has been extended to the theory of planned behaviour (TPB). This 

framework allows for non-volitional actions by adding to the personal evaluation of possible 

outcomes (behavioural beliefs) and the pressure from fellow men’s expectations (normative beliefs) 

a third category of factors influencing human behaviour, namely external elements with the power 

to enhance or constrain a behaviour (control beliefs) (Lee & Back, 2008, p. 301). Lee and Back 

agree upon the validity and applicability of TRA and TPB for the explanation of attendees’ 

participation decisions, explaining that motivational factors (equal to behavioral belief) such as 

networking opportunities, self-development or attractiveness of the congress topic lead to a positive 

attitude towards the event and this, in turn, to an enhanced participation intention. But attendance is 

also influenced by intervening opportunities (control beliefs in the TPB) as for example conflicting 

dates, health issues, family events or monetary restrictions. At last, social pressure like colleagues’, 

superiors’ or family members’ perception of the conference’s importance can also play a significant 

role in the decision making process (Lee & Back, 2008, p. 301).         

However, the authors propose with their meeting participation model (MPM) a further extension of 

the described concepts, adding destination image (i.e. the subjective evaluation of a location’s 

characteristics) as another participation factor. More specifically, they suggest the sub-

categorization of the destination image factor according to “(1) the relative strength of beliefs about 

each destination attribute in evaluating each place as a possible destination, and (2) the extent to 

which prospective destinations were believed to possess certain characteristics” (Lee & Back, 2008, 

p. 302). A very similar concept of measuring destination attractiveness is the one proposed by 

Oppermann (1996), by multiplying a location’s performance on different attributes with the weight 

given to these characteristics (Oppermann, 1996, p. 179).  

Together with this destination image feature, Lee and Back suggest past meeting participation 

experience as an additional non-volitional element for their meeting participation model as a 

refinement of the theory of planned behaviour (Lee & Back, 2008, p. 302).  

The following table should serve as a summing up of the exposed perspectives and aims at a better 

comparability of the various influential factors defined by the different authors: 
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Author 
Theoretical 

basis  

Location 

Event Association Personal External 

Barriers 

  Accessibility 
Attractive-

ness 
Monetary Other 

Var, Cesario, & 

Mauser, 1985 

/ Accessibility Attractivenes

s, 

Emissiveness  

/ / / / / / 

Oppermann & 

Chon, 1997 

/ Location Factors 

(destination image, transport 

costs, accessibility, 

accommodation cost, 

climate, pre-&post 

activities, previous 

experiences) 

 

Association / Conference 

Factors (involvement with 

association, peer 

recognition, prof. contacts, 

personal interactions, global 

community) 

Personal / 

Business 

Factors 

(prof. 

advancemen

t, health, 

finance, 

time 

availability, 

family, 

funding, 

desire to 

learn) 

/ / Intervening 

Opportunit

ies (other 

conferences

, vacations, 

other items) 

Zhang, Leung, & 

Qu, 2007 

Oppermann 

& Chon, 

1997 

Accessibilit

y (distance, 

direct flight, 

ease of visa 

application) 

Attractivene

ss 

(destination 

image, 

climate, prev. 

experiences, 

safety & 

security, 

friendliness 

of locals, 

scenery, 

food, 

accommodati

on, night life) 

Association / Conference 

Factors (involvement with 

association, peer 

recognition, prof. contacts, 

personal interactions, global 

community) 

Personal / 

Business 

Factors 

(prof. 

advancemen

t, health, 

finance, 

time 

availability, 

family, 

funding, 

desire to 

learn) 

/ Monetary 

Cost 

Factor 

(transportati

on cost, 

accommoda

tion cost, 

congress 

registration 

cost, 

exchange 

rate) 

Time Costs 

(trade off 

alternative 

conferences

, trade off 

vacations, 

trade off 

time in 

office, trade 

off time 

with family 

& friends) 

Mair & Thompson, 

2009 

Push / pull 

factors  

→  empirical 

/ Location,  

Health & 

security  

Networking Personal / 

Professional 

Development 

/ Cost Time & 

Convenience  

Malekmohammadi, 

Mohamed, & Ekiz, 

2011 

→  empirical Destination Factors 

(destination image, weather, 

safety, language, 

accommodation, culinary 

experiences, travel costs & 

distance, flight time) 

Conference 

Factors 

(meeting 

quality, 

relevance of 

topic, 

networking, 

speakers’ 

reputation) 

/ Professiona

l & 

Prestige 

(relationshi

p building, 

personal 

developmen

t, personal 

interaction, 

belonging 

to 

community) 

 

Pleasure 

seeking (get 

away from 

home, gain 

new 

experience 

& 

knowledge 

of a place) 

/ / / 

Jung-Eun Yoo & 

Chon, 2008 

Expectancy 

value 

model, TRA 

 

→  empirical 

Destination Stimuli 

(destination image, climate, 

recreational & social 

program, possibilities for 

leisure trips) 

 

Safety & Health Situation 

(security & safety, hygiene 

conditions, personal health) 

Education 

opportuniti

es (personal 

developmen

t, keynote 

lectures, 

follow 

industry 

trends) 

/ Professiona

l & Social 

networking 

opportuniti

es (personal 

interactions, 

professional 

contacts, 

social 

recognition, 

paper 

discussion, 

participatio

n in 

association 

activities) 

/ Travelability (total cost, 

travel time, time budget, 

finance restrictions, funding 

assistance)  

Lee & Back, 2008 TRA, TPB 

 

/ Destination 

Image 

Networking 

opportuniti

es 

 

Attractiven

ess of 

congress 

topic 

 Personal 

Attitude  

 

Self-

development 

 

Past meeting 

experiences 

Norms 

(others’ 

perception of 

conference’s 

importance) 

Intervening opportunities 

(conflicting dates, health 

issues, family events, 

monetary restrictions) 

Table 2: Overview of factors influencing attendance decision as presented by various authors 
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4. Current focus: congresses of the IIPF  

The present research relates to the modified model of factors influencing the attendance decision 

making process proposed by Zhang, Leung and Qu (2007). Following their suggestion to test the 

impact of single factors out of the model, this study focuses on different perspectives on cultural 

difference and assesses the influence of this factor on the participant structure of three annual 

congresses of the International Institute of Public Finance (IIPF). This chapter aims at familiarizing 

the lector with the scientific community of the IIPF in order to make characteristics of the examined 

congresses clear and at explaining the focus of this thesis.  

 

4.1 International Institute of Public Finance (IIPF) 

The IIPF has been founded in Paris in 1937 and is since then the global organization of economists 

specialized in Public Finance. The academic association’s mission is to enhance study and research 

on different topics in the area of public finance and policies and to serve as a platform for 

networking, discussions and an exchange of ideas and experiences among public finance experts. 

All this seems to become more and more relevant “at a time when academic economic research 

tends to distance itself from economic policy problems” (http://www.iipf.org/index.htm). The IIPF 

aims at countering this trend by giving a strong focus and orientation towards the real world with its 

policy issues. On the other hand, with the increasing specialization of the academic field of public 

finance economics, the IIPF is gaining importance as a platform for intellectual discussions and an 

exchange of opinions among experts of this area (http://www.iipf.org/index.htm). 

 

The organization is currently chaired by president Michael Peter Devereux (University of Oxford, 

UK), who is supported by two vice presidents Joel Slemrod (University of Michigan, US) and 

Alfons J. Weichenrieder (Goethe University Frankfurt am Main, DE). IIPF headquarters are in 

Munich, Germany at the Ifo Institute - Leibniz Institute for Economic Research 

(http://www.iipf.org/mngmnt.htm).     

 

The IIPF’s member community adds up to 800 associates from universities and the civil service 

from more than 50 different countries. Both the developing and the industrialized world are 

represented. New members pay 180 EUR for a three-year membership or 120 EUR for one year. 

Membership renewal for existing members costs 60 EUR for one calendar year and adds up to 162 

EUR for a three-year period. There is a discount of 40% on all rates for members younger than 31 

years. Membership benefits include the receipt of print versions of the academic journal 
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International Tax and Public Finances (whereof one issue is entirely dedicated to selected IIPF 

congress papers) as well as, since 2011, also electronic subscription to the mentioned publication. 

Also subscription fees for other journals on the topic such as the FinanzArchiv/Public Finance 

Analysis and the National Tax Journal are considerably lower for IIPF members. Moreover, 

members have the privilege to pay a lower registration fee for IIPF’s annual congress and to receive 

the newsletter from the organization’s president (http://www.iipf.org/mbshp.htm).  

 

Highlight of IIPF’s activities is the four-day annual congress held in August. The scientific program 

covers five keynote lectures or panel discussions distributed throughout the conference period of 

four days and seven two-hour slots for up to 15 parallel sessions allowing approximately 400 paper 

presentations. In addition, a social program consisting of a welcome aperitif after the first day, a 

half-day excursion in the afternoon of the second day as well as a gala dinner on the congresses last 

evening give opportunities for networking, social interaction among participants and a little 

exploration of the conference destination.  

Congress locations change every year and are chosen by the IIPF president in collaboration with the 

board of management. Destinations, i.e. IIPF members interested in hosting the conference as Local 

Organizers, can approach the president with their suggestion; most of these offers are accepted. 

However, it is in the IIPF’s interest, firstly, to hold the congress every three to four years overseas 

and in Asia or America, secondly, to support African participation with the help of contributions 

from the Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) and, thirdly, to choose destinations 

which are attractive also from a touristic point of view.  

The following table provides an overview of IIPF congress locations and conference topics from the 

last 20 years:  

 

Year Location Subject 

2014 Lugano CH Redesigning the Welfare State for Aging Societies 

2013 Taormina IT The Role of the State in Growth and Development 

2012 Dresden DE Public Finance, Public Debt and Global Recovery  

2011 Ann Arbor US Rethinking the Role of the State: Responses to Recent Challenges 

2010 Uppsala SE Tax Evasion, Tax Avoidance and Shadow Economy 

2009 Cape Town SA Public Policy and Development 

2008 Maastricht NL Demography and Pensions 

2007 Warwick UK Global Public Goods and Commons: Theoretical and Policy 

Challenges for a Changing World 

2006 Paphos CY Public Finance: Fifty years of the second best - and beyond 

2005 Jeju Island KR Macro-Fiscal Policies: New Perspectives and Challenges 

2004 Milan IT Fiscal and Regulatory Competition 

2003 Prague CZ Public Finance and Financial Markets 

2002 Helsinki FI Public Versus Private Sectors in Public Finance 
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2001 Linz AU The Role of Political Economy in the Theory and Practice of Public 

Finance 

2000 Sevilla ES Public Finance and Human Capital 

1999 Moscow RU Public Finance and Transitions in Social Security 

1998 Córdoba AR Public Finance, Employment and Labour Markets 

1997 Kyoto JP Public Investment and Public Finance 

1996 Tel Aviv IL Globalization of Economic and Financial Activities 

1995 Lisbon PT The Changing Role of the Public Sector: Transitions in the 1990s 

1994 Cambridge US Public Finance, Environment and Natural Resources 
Table 3: List of annual congresses of the IIPF (http://www.iipf.org/pcong.htm) 

The fact that more than two thirds of these congresses were held in Europe and that the 

association’s headquarters are in Germany as well as the large European membership the 

association has, expose the IIPF with its conferences as a very European phenomenon.    

This turns out to be especially particular in comparison with the scientific community of economists 

in general, where North America is the most important hub, attracting academics from Europe and 

Australia and sometimes even Asia.  

 

4.2 Focus of this research 

As it has been mentioned above, the present research relates ties in with the model proposed by 

Zhang, Leung and Qu (2007) and their advice to examine specific factors for their impact on 

congress attendance. In this context, this thesis aims at studying different perspectives on cultural 

difference and describing the influence of this factor on the participant structure of three past annual 

congresses of the IIPF, namely:  

 2005: 61th Annual Congress of the IIPF in Jeju Island, South Korea  

 2008: 64th Annual Congress of the IIPF in Maastricht, Netherlands  

 2011: 67th Annual Congress of the IIPF in Ann Arbor, MI, USA  

 

The selection of these three events makes sense for different reasons: firstly, their implementation 

on three different continents complies with the topic of different cultures and the closely linked 

question whether cultural differences enhance or hinder congress attendance. Secondly, the time 

intervals between them are regular and with three years not too big, and thirdly, data on numbers of 

participants and the latter’s origins were sound and comparable.        

 

By focusing on the mentioned three conferences, the present paper aims at answering the following 

research question:  

RQ:  How do cultural differences affect attendees’ congress participation?  
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As the research question implies, this thesis does not only aim at finding out whether cultural 

differences do have an impact on conference participation, but also at bringing to light whether they 

are more likely to enhance participation due to attendees’ interests in discovering foreign cultures or 

to inhibit attendance because of delegates’ reluctance to leave the well-known and their comfort 

zones.     

 

However, the concept of cultural difference is a very complex one as it cannot be easily answered 

when cultures are considered to be different and when they are similar. This is why the present 

study takes different perspectives on the topic:  

a) Comparing the three selected congresses:  

 Geographical distance (measured in flight time) as an indicator of cultural difference 

 Continents as determinants of cultural difference 

 Scientific community as main indicator of cultural difference 

 North-south divide (using the World Bank’s taxonomy of high-income and low-income 

economies) representing cultural difference 

b) Comparing participant groups (according to continents) and their behaviour in the different 

congresses  

c) Audience diversity examined analogously to market concentration in economics        
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5. Methodology  

This chapter presents the methodology used for answering the research question introduced above.   

 

5.1 Description of the data set 

Basis for the present analysis were participant lists from the three IIPF congresses mentioned above 

as well as lists of IIPF members for the respective years. On purpose, the official lists of IIPF 

members and congress participants have been changed as little as possible. As these lists were 

created automatically in connection to the registration systems (official IIPF system for IIPF 

membership registration, individual systems for participant registration provided by local organizers 

of the congresses), most information is based on inputs done directly by every individual member or 

participant during the registration process and might therefore be in different languages.  

 

For all three congresses, relevant information from both membership and participant lists were 

consolidated into a new table listing all the countries with the respective data as follows:   

 

Table 4: List used as basis for the following analysis (extract from Jeju Island) 

 

Having in mind the research interest of this paper, main focus was put on the columns which 

showed participants’ and members’ city and country of origin. Assignment of nationality was done 

based on the members’/participants’ inputs regarding their city of origin, without considering the 

place of the university they were representing.  

In order to make the assignment of countries of origin absolutely certain and the data filtering for 

the following analysis clear, the internationally acknowledged ISO country codes (ISO 3166) have 

been added. Furthermore, accounting for the above mentioned differences in participants’ data input 

languages and in order to have the lists of evaluation as precise as possible, official designation of 

countries have been used.    

 

For the big countries specified below, a further sub-division in regions was necessary. The criteria 

used for this categorization are detailed hereinafter:  
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AR: Argentina was geographically sub-divided into Republic of Argentina east and Republic of 

Argentina center. A third category Republic of Argentina west has not been introduced, as all 

members and participants have their origins in the center or the east coast of the country.  

 

AU:  Australia has been regionalized into its time zones:  

 Commonwealth of Australia Eastern Standard 

Time (UTC+10) 

 Commonwealth of Australia Central Standard 

Time (UTC+9.5) 

 Commonwealth of Australia Western Standard 

Time (UTC+8) 

  

BR: Brazil has been sub-divided into Federative Republic 

of Brazil east, Federative Republic of Brazil center 

and Federative Republic of Brazil west, whereof only 

the eastern and the central part are being used in the 

present paper, being all the congress participants from the coastal region around Rio de 

Janeiro and São Paulo or from Brasilia.  

 

CA: Also for Canada, a vertical sub-division was 

absolutely necessary and has been applied 

according to the time zones illustrated in the 

adjacent figure.  

Nevertheless, Canadian members/participants 

had their origins only in the following five of 

the totally six time zones: 

 Canada Newfoundland Standard Time (UTC-

3.5) 

 Canada Atlantic Standard Time (UTC-4) 

 Canada Eastern Standard Time (UTC-5) 

 Canada Mountain Standard Time (UTC-7) 

 Canada Central Standard Time (UTC-8) 

 Time zones are referring to standard time.  

 

Fig. 11: Canada time zones (Matthews & Vincent, 

1998) 

Fig. 10: Commonwealth of Australia time zone 

system (National Standards Commission, 

2003, p. 5) 
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CN: People’s Republic of China’s size required also a geographical sub-division. As the time 

zones from 1912 are have no longer been in effective use and only a single time zone is 

applied nowadays, the territory has simply been sub-divided in People’s Republic of China 

east, People’s Republic of China center and People’s Republic of China west.  

 

RU: Despite its enormous size, the area of the Russian Federation has not been sub-divided for the 

present work, as members as well as congress participants came only from the main cities St. 

Petersburg and Moscow.  

 

US: Like for the classification of 

Canadian areas, time zones have 

also been applied for the sub-

division of the United States of 

America, as it can be seen in the 

adjacent figure.  

 Out of the six time zones, only four 

have been used here according to 

the cities of origin from 

members/participants: 

 United States of America Central Standard Time (UTC-6) 

 United States of America Eastern Standard Time (UTC-5) 

 United States of America Mountain Standard Time (UTC-7) 

 United States of America Pacific Standard Time (UTC-8) 

 Again, time zones are referring to standard time.  

 

In a next step, the above explained regions of origin (countries including the mentioned sub-

divisions) have been grouped as follows by wider geographical areas, mostly conforming to 

continents: 

 Africa   

 Asia 

 Australia & Oceania 

 Central America 

 Europe 

 Near East 

 North America 

 South America 

 

Fig. 12: United States of America time zones (TimeTemperature.com) 

(TimeTemperature.com) 
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The considerations below should be noted regarding some special cases in the continent 

categorization:  

 According to National Geographic, the terms Near East and Middle East denote the same 

territories and refer to the countries of the Arabian Peninsula, Cyprus, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, 

Jordan, Lebanon, Palestinian territories, Syria, and Turkey (National Geographic).  

 Even though only a minor part of Russia is on the European continent, it has been classified as a 

European country as the European part is major living space for its population and also area of 

origin of IIPF members and congress participants.    

 

In a last step of data preparation, each region (i.e. countries according to the ISO norms and sub-

divided countries) was assigned a city of reference, which is in most of the cases the capital or one 

of the country’s biggest cities or the one with the most important airport. The comments below 

specify the choice made in some special cases:    

 

DE: Even though most members and congress participants are originally from the region around 

Munich, Frankfurt has been chosen firstly, being very centrally located and, secondly, having 

one of the world’s busiest airports.  

 

US: For the five US time zones, New York (EST), Chicago (CST), Denver (MST), Los Angeles 

(PST) and Honolulu (HST) have been chosen as cities of reference based on the following 

considerations:   

 Denver has been chosen as city of reference for the Mountain Standard time zone, as its 

airport is bigger than Phoenix airport.  

 Even though Dallas airport would be bigger, Chicago has been chosen as city of reference 

as it is more central for the entire Central Standard time zone. 

 In geographical relation to the other cities chosen, San Francisco would have been first 

choice being located approximately on the same parallel of latitude. But as Los Angeles 

airport seems to be of higher importance for international flights, Los Angeles has been 

taken as city of reference for the Pacific Standard Time zone.  

  

ZA: As most of the members and congress participants were living in the Pretoria region, 

Johannesburg has been taken as reference city instead of Cape Town.  
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5.2 Flight time as an indicator of cultural difference: the gravity model 

Cultural differences can be tackled from various angles. One perspective expects the distance 

between the congress venue and participants’ countries of origin to lead to cultural differences and 

hence to be a decisive factor for conference attendance. Following this line of thought, it can be 

assumed that the bigger the distance between two countries is, the more different are their cultures 

and hence the more or less likely are participants from one country to attend a meeting in the other 

one.       

This perspective leads to the resumption of the gravity model used in trade economics to predict 

trade flows between countries and to “assess the effect of distance” (Buch, Kleinert, & Toubal, 

2004, p. 293).    

Trade theories suggest that “the desire of a market is dependent on its market size and geographical 

proximity” (Peh & Low, 2013, p. 24). Whereas the relationship between spatial interaction and 

market size is positive, i.e. the bigger the markets, the more interaction, the exchange of information 

and the movement of people or goods are negatively correlated with distance: an increase in 

distance causes a decrease in interaction, as the bigger distance gets, the obstacles and disruptions 

lead to increased physical transportation and information costs. With his First Law of Geography 

and its assumptions that near things are more connected than things that are far away from each 

other, Tobler put this interrelation in a nutshell (as cited in Peh & Low, 2013, p. 24).  

Peh and Low explain that this correlation and the consequent intensity of interaction can be 

described by three different interaction models:  

“The gravity model measures the interaction between any possible pair of location. The 

potential model measures interaction between one location and every other location. The retail 

model measures the boundary of the market areas between two locations competing over the 

same market” (Peh & Low, 2013, p. 24).      

The model applied in the present research is the gravity model, further expounded in more detail in 

the following pages. According to Var, Cesario and Mauser (1985), the gravity model is “the best-

known characterization of spatial interaction phenomena” (Var, Cesario, & Mauser, 1985, p. 198).  

   

As its name hypothesizes, the gravity model restates the basic assumption of Isaac Newton’s Law of 

Gravity arguing that “any two bodies attract one another with a force that is proportional to the 

product of their masses and inversely proportional to the square of the distance between them” (Peh 

& Low, 2013, p. 24). Newton’s physical model has been successfully introduced into the area of 

economics, where “the physical bodies are the exporting and importing countries and their ‘mass’ is 

their economic mass” (Genç, 2013, p. 117). In other words, the model assumes that “there is a 
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positive relationship between economic size and trade and a negative relationship between distance 

and trade” (Ghemawat, 2001, p. 138) and is hence used to explain and predict trade flows. 

The basic gravity equation as suggested, among others, by Buch, Kleinert and Toubal (2004) and 

Chaney (2013) looks as follows:    

 

 

 

 

YAB stands for foreign trade revenues between two countries coming from A’s exports to and its 

imports to B; TAB is a constant; GDPA and GDPB reflect both countries’ gross domestic product as a 

measurement for economic size and DistAB refers to the geographic distance between the two 

markets.     

As Walsh further explains, all continuous variables of the model are usually stated in logarithms in 

order to account for their large ranges (Walsh, 2008, p. 11). In the following equation, 𝞪 is a 

constant, 𝞫1, 𝞫2 and 𝞫3 are coefficients for the importance of the respective variables:     

 

Genç adds that “it is also most common to extend the basic equation by including a number of 

factors that potentially facilitate or inhibit trade, such as cultural, geographical, and political 

characteristics” (Genç, 2013, p. 117), which leads to their denomination as ‘augmented’ gravity 

models.    

 

Despite the gravity model’s success and wide acceptance in the field of international trade 

economics as an empirical model for the explanation of variances in the volumes of bilateral trade, 

it has also been criticized for its lack of “an economic theoretical foundation” (Genç, 2013, p. 116). 

But regardless of this criticism, the model has witnessed a noteworthy revival in the last years and 

remains a very significant tool for the analysis of factors influencing trade flows. Genç specifies 

that “although most studies have traditionally focused on trade in commodities, the use of gravity 

model in the analysis of bilateral trade in services (such as tourism) is gaining popularity as more 

data on trade in services are becoming available” (Genç, 2013, p. 117).  

However, the models’ application in tourism shows an interesting phenomenon: whereas the 

distance coefficient in gravity models for commodities’ trade is always negative due to increased 

transportation costs, i.e. a longer distance leads to increased costs and hence to less trade, it can be 

either negative or positive for models applied in tourism. On one hand, increased transportation and 
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travel costs because of a longer distance can still represent a barrier for travel; but on the other 

hand, a traveller might want to visit a place exactly because it is far away from his/her country of 

origin and offers a different culture, in this case distance is positively correlated to travel.  

 

As it has already been used to explain leisure tourist flows between two places, the gravity model 

can in the present case also help to assess people flows between participants’ countries of origin and 

the respective destination for the three analysed congresses. According to this first assumption that 

cultural differences arise from distance, the applied gravity model would suggest a positive 

relationship between a country’s number of members (equals mass or economic size) and the 

number of participants from that country (as a measure of trade intensity), and a negative one 

between distance among country and host destination and number of participants.  

But how should this distance be measured? Difference appears to be a very multidimensional 

phenomenon, which should at this point be explained in more detail.   

 

5.2.1 Distance 

In the last years, the world has become notably smaller and the earth, as pictured by Friedman, 

flatter (as cited in Peh & Low, 2013, p. 18). New technological developments have led to a 

reduction of communication and transportation costs, referred to as distance costs, and a consequent 

“sharp increase in gross trade, capital, and migration flows that characterize the globalization 

process” (Buch, Kleinert, & Toubal, 2004, p. 293). Globalisation has, with deregulations and new 

means of communication and technology, integrated the global society and also changed the 

perceptions of distance, time and boundaries (Peh & Low, 2013, p. 18). Consequently, the 

discussion arose on whether geographical aspects and distance have died or still matter: Scholars 

around Economist editor Frances Cairncoss are holding the view of the distance’s death, claiming 

that, as it has already been mentioned above, “information technologies and, in particular, global 

communications are shrinking the world, turning it into a small and relatively homogeneous place” 

(Ghemawat, 2001, p. 138).  

In contrast, Olson and Olson as well as Kitchin and Dodge argue that distance is still important and 

is constantly influencing human beings and their interactions with each other and hence could not 

die off (as cited in Peh & Low, 2013, p. 18). Concordantly, also Peh and Low (2013) as well as 

Ghemawat (2001) place great importance on distance. The last-mentioned author points it out 

especially for internatioanl trade, stating that neglecting distance in today’s globalized world can 

even be a threat for a company and postulating the diligent consideration of different aspects of 

distance by managers before taking decisions on global expansions and entries to new markets 
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(Ghemawat, 2001, p. 138). He further explains that many firms, stunned by promising untouched 

markets, “routinely overestimate the attractiveness of foreign markets” (Ghemawat, 2001, p. 137) 

and completely ignore the implicated risks and costs implicated that may be caused by distance.  

Among the scholars defending the significance of distance, there is agreement on the multi-

dimensionality of the concept and the need to consider also other facets of distance in addition to 

the geographical one.    

Lojeski and Reilly, for example, suggest a classification of distance according to three main 

categories: the first type, which is probably the most tangible and measurable one, is physical 

distances, including geographical distance, temporal distance and organizational distance. Another 

category consists of face-to-face interaction, technical skills and support as well as team size and 

can be called operational distances. Lastly, there are affinity distances, referring to interdependence 

distance, cultural distance, relationship distance and multi-tasking (as cited in Peh & Low, 2013, p. 

13).  

Peh and Low narrow the 

suggested taxonomy down 

identifying  in their adjacent 

representation of the ‘tentacles 

of distance’ eight different 

categories: cultural distance, 

administrative distance, 

geographical distance, 

economic distance, technological distance, socio-demographic distance, relationship & affinity 

distance and organizational distance (the latter including for example time differences, psychic 

difference or improvements in transportation networks) (Peh & Low, 2013, p. 19).  

Ghemawat (2001) dedicated his study to distance examining the challenges it may cause for 

businesses’ expansion process to foreign markets, picturing these difficulties with the case studies 

of Star TV’s failed plans to conquer Asian market as well as Tricon Restaurant International’s 

expansion strategies. Referring to a study conducted by Frankel and Rose, he postulates that the 

attractiveness of a new market depends not only on geographical proximity, but also on cultural, 

administrative and economic aspects.  

Frankel and Rose propose in the adjacent table that well-known economic indicators such as 

economic size (GDP) and income level (GDP per capita) must not be neglected (a 1% rise in both 

factors causing a 0.7%, respectively 0.8% increase in trade). However, even more attention should 

be paid to other dimensions: A common currency can lead to 340% more trade, commonalities in 

Fig. 13: Tentacles of distance (Peh & Low, 2013, p. 19) 
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language may increase trade activities by 200%. 

The impact of a past colony-colonizer 

relationship between two countries on trade can 

even reach an increase of 900%. But, in addition 

to these administrative and cultural factors, 

geographical distance is still of importance: a 

1% increase in physical distance comes along 

with a 1.1% decrease in trade (as cited in 

Ghemawat, 2001, p. 137). Ghemawat further 

puts forwards the taxonomy according to his CAGE framework, distinguishing four different 

categories of distance: Cultural distance, Administrative or political distance, Geographic distance 

and Economic distance (Ghemawat, 2001, p. 138).  

The first type, cultural distance, refers to religious, racial or language differences but as well to the 

more complex concept of divergence in social norms (defined as informal agreements in a society 

on behaviour). These cultural factors can affect consumers’ preferences and consequently their 

product choices and hence create distance (Ghemawat, 2001, p. 140).  

Administrative or political distance consists in differences of currencies, restrictions of foreign 

investments and other measures for the protection of the domestic market. On the other hand can 

historical and political ties between two countries such as the above mentioned colony-colonizer 

relationship or membership in a union like the EU or strong institutional infrastructure with a well-

working legal system diminish administrative distance (Ghemawat, 2001, p. 141).  

Ghemawat’s basic statement on geographical distance is that “the farther you are from a country, 

the harder it will be to conduct business in that country” (Ghemawat, 2001, p. 142). However, again 

the author insists on the importance of other factors besides the physical space between two places 

in kilometres, mentioning topography, the size of a country, the average within-country distances to 

the boarder or transportation and communication infrastructure as important aspects in the 

assessment of geographical factors influencing trade intensity (Ghemawat, 2001, p. 144).  

For the last category, economic distance, Ghemawat identifies wealth or income of consumers as 

the most important factor and adds that, in general, “rich countries […] engage in relatively more 

cross-border economic activity relative to their economic size than do their poorer cousins” 

(Ghemawat, 2001, p. 144). Furthermore, the economic distance also decreases if a company finds 

its values such as the reliance on Economies of Scale and standardization in the economic profile of 

the target countries or if there are cost-price differences that can be exploited (Ghemawat, 2001, p. 

144).   

Fig. 14: Impact of distance attributes on international trade 

(Ghemawat, 2001, p. 138) 
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The present research using the gravity model focuses on geographical distance, defined as “the 

distance between two geographic points” (Peh & Low, 2013, p. 16).    

Reid and OhUllachain further suggest that “distance can be measured in its actual or functional 

sense” (Peh & Low, 2013, p. 22). Geographical distance can hence be referred to as actual linear or 

air-line distance in kilometres (in the present case from the respective city of reference to the 

congress venue) or as functional distance in the form of flight time. Peh and Low recommend the 

use of functional geographical distance and even specify that “flight-time is a causal factor for other 

facets of distance” (Peh & Low, 2013, p. 13). Not for nothing is flight time the very first distance 

factor in figure 13 above, implicating the entire complex configuration of distance aspects and 

leading to other categories such as cultural distance, technological distance, economic distance, 

climate, time zones or organizational distance (Peh & Low, 2013, p. 13).  

 

But why should flight time be a relevant indicator for cultural difference? The correlation is an 

indirect one and has been visualized by Peh and Low in figure 13. As the arrows show, flight time 

is an indicator of flight distance, which in turn implicates geographical distance. The latter leads to 

administrative and socio-demographic distance and, in a next step, to cultural distance.      

 

It seems important to emphasize that flight time is not the same as trip time. As Peh and Low 

straighten out, “a journey to an outlying location may consume more time because of the need to 

transfer-to-transit or/and a longer commuting-time from the arrival to the outlying location” (Peh & 

Low, 2013, p. 14).  

In general, flight time itself may be affected by the flight route, more specifically by airspace bans 

and other air-traffic control measures as well as by head or tail winds or the use of jet-streams (Peh 

& Low, 2013, p. 15).  

 

For the above exposed reasons and for the fact that flight time affects travellers in a more direct way 

than air-line distance, the following gravitational analysis has been done considering flight time as 

independent variable for the definition of participant numbers.     

Calculation of flight times have been done using the online tool http://flighttime-calculator.com 

considering only one way travels from the participants’ countries of origins, to be more precise the 

chosen cities of reference for these countries, to the closest international airport connecting the city 

hosting the congress. In case the online tool offered several flight times, the shortest and if possible 

the direct one has been chosen. Names, characteristics and service levels of operating airlines have 

not been considered.  
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In order to test the applicability of the gravity model to congress attendance, a linear regression 

analysis has been carried out in IBM SPSS Statistics Version 22. This examination aimed at 

assessing the significance of the number of members from a country B (equals mass or economic 

size) and the natural logarithm of flight time (equals distance) from country B to congress 

destination A as independent explanatory variables for the explanation of the number of congress 

delegates from country B as dependent variable. The use of the flight time’s natural logarithm 

instead of pure flight time in minutes helped to account for the high number of short distance flights 

and hence to control the distribution’s skew and to counteract the problem of heteroscedasticity. 

Thus, the equation of the examined gravity model was the following:   

 

 

 

5.3 Other views on cultural difference: linear regressions for cultural difference dummies 

In order to allow for other designations of cultural differences, the following additional three 

scenarios and definitions of cultural difference were created:  

Scenario Criteria for cultural difference 

D01 Cultural difference is present for all continents of origin except the conferences host 

continent.   

D02 The scientific community is decisive: economists from Europe, Australia & Oceania 

as well as North America share common research and there is active exchange of 

information as well as travels between these three continents.  

D03 Distinctive feature is the north-south divide according to the World Bank’s taxonomy 

of high-income and low-income economies as defined in July 2014 (World Bank, 

2014).  

According to this, high-income economies are found in Asia, Australia & Oceania, 

Europe and North America, whereas countries of Africa, Central America, Near East 

and South America represent low-income economies.  

Whenever come countries of a continent were classified as high-income and others as 

low-income economies, the entire continent has been attached to the category (high-

income or low-income) where the majority of its countries belonged to.  
Table 5: Criteria for cultural difference dummies 

In each scenario, a dummy variable 1 was given to a country in case it was culturally different from 

the host country according to the respective criteria and 0 in case there was no cultural difference.   

The allocation of the cultural difference dummies for the different scenarios is shown in the 

following table:  
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Participants' continent 

of origin 

Congress location 

Jeju Island, KR Maastricht, NL Ann Arbour, US 

Asia Europe North America 

D01 D02 D03 D01 D02 D03 D01 D02 D03 

Africa 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Asia 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 

Australia & Oceania 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 

Central America 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Europe 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Near East 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

North America 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

South America 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Table 6: Allocation of cultural difference dummies 

Again, for all three congresses, the cultural difference dummies in these three scenarios have then 

been tested on their significance. The underlying equations are shown below:   

 

 

Taking into consideration that not only distance alone could explain variance in participant numbers 

and taking account of the possibility for positive correlation of distance with travel, in a next step 

the previously tested gravity model has been augmented with these dummy variables:  

 

This adds to the effect known from gravity models in commodity trades the special aspect of 

tourism, where increased distance can enhance a traveller’s interest in exploring the foreign culture 

and therefore lead to more far travels.    

 

Last but not least, also the gravity model was even more augmented by adding combinations of the 

mentioned dummies:  

 

Due to the similarities and the consequent linear combination of dummies in scenarios D02 and 

D03, the test of these two variables together resulted pointless.  
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5.4 Reversed viewpoint: focus on participant groups 

After having analyzed in depth the composition of the participant structures for the three different 

congresses, the focus has been shifted from the events to the different participant groups and their 

attitude towards the meetings on three different continents. Considering that the IIPF is a very 

European association with headquarters in Germany, the majority of its members from and most 

congresses in Europe, there is thus a reason to presume that European participants would have been 

more reluctant to attend the congresses in South Korea or Ann Arbor.    

The participant groups were constituted as follows: European countries represented one group; the 

ones from Asia, Africa, Australia & Oceania as well as the Near East a second one (called Asian for 

the analysis) and North, Central and South Americans a third one (hereinafter simply called 

American). As it had been done for the congresses’ participant lists, number of members, number of 

participants and flight time were added respectively for each of the listed countries. Moreover, a 

new dummy variable for the three congresses has been added: D_AS for the meeting on Jeju Island, 

D_EU for the one in Maastricht and D_US for the congress in Ann Arbor. The dummy variable 

used was 1 to indicate presence at the congress (e.g. 1 for D_AS in the rows for the Korean 

conference) and, for reasons of linear 

combinations, 0 for the other two 

dummies in the same row. A table like 

the adjacent one was thus created for 

each of the participant groups.  

 

Then, a linear regression analysis was 

carried out in order to determine the 

significance of these meeting dummies 

created and consequently to answer the 

question whether there were differences 

in the created participant groups’ 

behavior in the different conferences. 

The analysis was done twice for every 

group, once with and once without the 

distance variable.  

 

 
Table 7: Example of a list according to participant groups (Americans) 
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Model equations for the Asian group were the following ones:  

  

. 

 

Dummies D_EU and D_US were used for this Asian equation in order to find out whether Asians 

behaved different in the congresses on other continents than in the one in South Korea.   

 

To find out whether the fact of the conferences being held in Asia and America had an impact on 

Europeans in comparison with their behavior in Maastricht, the equations below were analyized:  

 

    

 

The same was done for the American group of participants, comparing their behavior in South 

Korea and the Netherlands with the one in their home continent:  

 

 

 

However, it became evident that the model without the flight time variable would automatically 

estimate a distance coefficient which would distort the results for the dummies. For that reason 

distance inevitably had to be controlled and included in the model. Hence only the results of the 

equation including lnFlight_time will be interpreted in the following pages.   

 

 

 

5.5 Combining groups of participants and congress locations  

In a next step, the two adopted perspectives, i.e. looking at the three different events on the one 

hand or at the above mentioned groups of participants on the other, were combined in order to 

achieve refined results. This integration allowed for the analysis of and comparisons between the 

different participant groups’ attitude towards meetings in the three different congress locations. 

First of all, the data sets for the congresses and participant groups were merged into one new table. 

Every region (country designation according to ISO codes including sub-divisions) was listed three 

times and received a dummy 1 for the participant group it belonged to (0 for the others) and for the 

respective congress location. The combination of these dummies, i.e. the group dummy multiplied 

with the congress location dummy, led to 9 new dummies describing the group per congress 
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location. Table 8 illustrates the above explained by showing the example of the Swiss 

Confederation.   

 

For eight of these new dummies for the groups per congress location, a regression analysis in 

combination with the distance variable was undertaken in order to assess their significance for the 

explanation of the 9
th

 dummy.  

Consequently, the results have been compared in the 

following ways (see fig. 15):  

 Horizontally (red arrows) to investigate a group’s 

attitude towards congresses on different 

continents. 

 Vertically (blue arrows) to assess the three 

participant groups’ attitude towards one congress 

location.  

 Diagonally (green arrows) to see whether one 

participant group was more likely to attend a 

congress on their home continent than the other 

groups on theirs. 

In order to allow for a triangular comparison of the 

respective dummies, the regression analysis was carried out three times with the variable of 

reference (the one in the center of the figure and left out in the calculation) being once EU_Maast, 

once AS_Jeju and once US_AA.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8: Combination of participant groups and congress locations 

Fig. 15: New dummies for three participant groups in 

three different congress locations 
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5.6 Herfindahl-Hirschman Index  

Another piece of evidence for cultural difference could be the diversity of the participant structure 

at the three congresses, which can be analysed by the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI). In 

accordance with its frequent use in in economics to calculate the market share of a firm and hence 

the concentration of a market, the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index can reveal in the present research 

how diversified the participant structure is in terms of countries of origin.  

In preparation for the HHI calculation, only those countries (= observations) are being selected 

which contributed participants, i.e. number of participants ≠ 0. In a first step, each country’s 

percentage of the total number of participants is calculated. This percentage si is equivalent to the 

market share in market concentration calculations. The HHI is then calculated using the following 

formula:    

 

 

As it has been shortly summed up by Pepall, Richards and Norman (2008), “the HHI is the sum of 

the squares of the market shares of all of the firms in the industry” (Pepall, Richards, & Norman, 

2008, p. 46). In the case of congress participation, the respective market share si refers to the 

percentage of attendees from a specific country of the total number of participants. This index 

reveals then, how diversified the participant structure is: in case the HHI for a congress is close to 0, 

there are many countries delegating attendees for the conference. However, if the HHI value is 

closer to 10’000, there are only a small number of different countries of origin of attendees (keeping 

in mind that the HHI’s upper extreme of 10’000 equals a monopoly in market structure 

descriptions).  

 

 

 

HHI  ∑    
  

   ) 
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6. Key findings 

This chapter presents and discusses the main findings of the analyses carried out for the various 

perspectives on cultural differences.  

 

 

6.1 General observations of participant structures  

The congress held on Jeju Island in the Republic of South Korea in 2005 observed a total of 241 

participants from 35 different regions (32 different countries according to ISO codes). In the same 

year, IIPF membership added up to 862 members from 72 different regions (64 different countries 

according to ISO codes).  

The adjacent graph shows the fragmentation of the participant structure according to participants’ 

continents of origin:  

African participants amounted to only 

0.83% (while representing 1.28% of 

total members). Asians, adding up to 

23.43% in membership, were 

significantly overrepresented with 

44.81% of participants. The amount of 

participants from Australia & Oceania 

was with 0.83% quite close to the 

corresponding membership portion of 

0.81%. Central America brought 0.83% 

of participants, whereas only 0.12% of 

IIPF members. Another strongly 

represented region was Europe with 44.40% of participants, but still significantly less than the 

58.12% of total members. Participants from the Near East added up to 1.24%. At the same time, the 

region represented 2.90% of total IIPF members. With a portion of 6.64% of participants, North 

America brought 6.64% of participants, the third largest group, but still far behind the leading 

regions. Its membership portion added up to 11.25% in the mentioned year. Lastly, only 1.41% of 

the participants were South Americans, whereas nevertheless 2.09% of members were from the 

region.  

Fig. 6: Participant structure of the congress on Jeju Island (KR) I 
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The graphical portions of the different 

continents are represented more clearly in 

the following diagram and can be better 

related to each other. As it is evident, the 

green Asian share with 44.81% 

predominates, followed by the yellow 

European part of 44.40%. It seems 

important to mention 

that these two 

regions are nearly 

equal in percentages.  

Furthermore, a more 

precise analysis of 

the Asian region of origin shows that the vast majority of participants are 

Japanese (21.16%), the second largest group consists of South Korean 

citizens (19.92%) followed by the remaining Asian countries representing 

3.73% of the total participants. 

 

Details of the European share show Germany as a leading country of origin 

(10.79%), followed by the Czech Republic with 4.98% of participants and 

Finland bringing 3.73% of total participant numbers. Still, the portion of these 

three countries together still does not reach the total percentage brought by the 

rest of European countries.  

     

 

         

 

 

In 2008, the congress in the Dutch city of Maastricht attracted nearly twice as many participants 

than the meeting held three years before on Jeju Island, namely 415 delegates from 37 different 

countries (32 different countries according to ISO codes). It is hence worth noting that the audience 

in Maastricht was indeed considerably bigger than the one on Jeju Island but not more diverse 

regarding delegates’ countries of origin.  

Fig. 7: Participant structure of the congress on Jeju island (KR) II 

Fig. 18: Asian participants 

in detail (KR) 

Fig. 8: European 

participants in detail 

(KR) 
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Whereas the number of participants nearly doubled from the conference in 2005 to the one in 2008, 

membership slightly decreased to 804 members from 59 regions (51 different countries according to 

ISO codes). IIPF membership in 2008 

was thus much more homogeneous 

regarding national backgrounds than in 

2005.       

The clear majority, i.e. 75.18%, of 

participants came from Europe, over 

representing the continent regarding to 

the share of 68.53% it held of 

membership. Asians represented the 

second largest group of delegates, notably 

smaller than in 2005, adding up to 

14.46% of participants and 16.29% of 

members in the same year.   

 

As the adjacent pie chart illustrates, the 

remaining five continents only brought 

nearly 10% of participants. Far behind 

Europe and Asia are North Americans as 

the third largest audience group adding up 

to 5.54% of participants and, at least, 9.45% 

of members. The Near East brought 1.2% 

of participants and 2.61% of membership in 

2008, whereas the attendee group from 

South America represented 0.96% of the 

entire audience and 1.74% of IIPF 

members. Australia & Oceania’s share of 

participants added up to 0.72% and to 0.37% of membership. Last but not least only 0.24% of all 

participants was originally from Africa (while at least 0.75% of all members). In spite of a small 

membership share of 0.12%, there were no participants at all from Central America present at the 

congress in Maastricht.  

 

Fig. 20: Participant structure of the congress in Maastricht (NL) I 

Fig. 9: Participant structure of the congress in Maastricht (NL) II 
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Examining more carefully the large European 

contingent of participants, it can be observed that by far 

most attendees, namely 26.27% came from Germany 

(plain yellow share in the adjacent pie chart). The 

second largest European group consisted of Dutch 

delegates (yellow share marked with crosses), adding 

up to 11.33% of total participants. Europe’s third 

largest delegate group came from Finland, amounting 

to 6.02% (share with stripes), followed by attendees 

from Italy representing 5.78% (share with light 

squares). The rest, namely 25.78% of European 

participants from the remaining 16 European countries is shown in 

the adjacent pie chart by the larger checkered area and is only 

slightly smaller than the share represented by German participants.      

 

As for Asia, the second largest continent represented, the detailed 

analysis looks as follows: Japanese attendees (plain green share) 

amounted to 10.6% of the total number of participants, followed by 

2.41% South Koreans (green share with stripes) and only 1.45% 

delegates from China (green grid area).      

 

 

Three years later, in 2011, the congress 

held in Ann Arbor in the United States 

of America showed again lower 

numbers both of participants and IIPF 

members: total amount of congress 

attendees decreased to 320 participants 

from 37 different regions of origin (31 

countries according to ISO codes). It is 

interesting to observe that despite the 

30% decrease in audience size, the 

number of different countries of origin 

Fig. 22: European participants in detail (NL) 

Fig. 10: Asian participants in detail 

(NL) 

Fig. 24: Participant structure of the congress in Ann Arbor (US) I 
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is equal to the one mentioned above for the congress in Maastricht. The Ann Arbor conference’s 

participant structure thus seems to be much more diverse in term of countries of origin. Membership 

behaves in a similar way: from over 800 in 2008, the number of members decreased until 2011 by 

nearly 10% to only 747. In contrast, the number of different regions of origin grew from 59 (51 

different ISO codes) to 66 (56 countries according to ISO codes).       

Figures 24 and 25 show the audience segmentation according to participants’ continents, i.e. areas 

of origin. It can be noted that European attendees represented the biggest group among all 

participants, accounting for 54.06%. Despite representing the largest crowd of attendees, in 

comparison to their membership share in the same year of 60.91%, Europeans were slightly 

underrepresented. By contrast, delegates from the host continent, North America, were the second 

largest group, totaled 27.19% of the congress audience, while only representing 15.66% of 

membership.  Asian participants only amounted to 14.69% and 16.73% of members; both shares for 

Asia are quite similar to the ones registered from the congress in 2008 in Maastricht, but 

significantly lower than the corresponding values shown by participant and membership lists from 

2005’s conference on Jeju Island. 

Far behind these three big groups, Africa 

follows contributing 1.25% of congress 

delegates and 2.95% of members in 2011. 

But still it has to be noted that this value is 

quite a bit higher compared to the meetings 

in 2005 and 2008 where African 

participants accounted not even for 1%. 

Anyway, even lower are the numbers for 

the South American share of 0.94% of 

participants and 1.61% of members. Last 

but not least, the Near East with a 

membership share of 2.01% added only 

0.63% of participants.   

Moreover, it should be noted that in 2011 there were neither participants nor members from 

Australia & Oceania (which corresponds to a decrease of nearly 1% in attendees in comparison to 

the congresses in 2005 and 2008). Also Central America, despite a very small group of members 

(namely 0.13% of membership) was not represented at the congress in Ann Arbor.  

 

Fig. 11: Participant structure  of the congress in Ann Arbor (US) II 
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In the more detailed analysis of the largest 

group of participants, the Europeans, it attracts 

attention that as in the two other congresses as 

well Germany represented with 22.5% the 

largest sub-group of attendees (plain yellow 

share). This percentage is slightly lower than 

the one observed in Maastricht (26.28%), but 

twice as much as the share of audience at the 

congress held in South Korea (10.79%). Second 

strongest European country in sending 

delegates to the congress in Ann Arbor was 

Switzerland with a total share of 5.63% (yellow area with stripes). But it seems important to 

mention that, despite representing the second largest group of attendees, this share is nearly four 

times smaller than the German one. The remaining 25.94% of participants came from 17 different 

countries within Europe (yellow grid area).   

As for the North American portion of attendees (shown in red) it 

should be mentioned that the largest sub-group by far is not the area 

of Ann Arbor itself, but the East coast around New York (Eastern 

Standard Time UTC-5), represented by 17.81% of all attendees. The 

Eastern Standard Time Area is followed by the Central Standard Time 

Zone (UTC-6) including the congress host location, accounting to 5 % 

of participants. Third largest audience 

share was furthermore held by 

Canada’s East (Canada Eastern 

Standard Time UTC-5) with 2.19% of 

attendees.   

Within the Asian share of 14.69% in total, Japan is the leading 

country with 10% of participants. The second largest Asian group, 

consisting of Chinese delegates, is with 3.13% more than three times 

smaller than the Japanese one. The remaining 1.5% of Asian 

attendees was coming from three different countries, namely South 

Korea, India and Singapore.    

 

Fig. 14: North American 

participants in detail (US) 

Fig. 13: Asian participants in detail 

(US) 

Fig. 12: European participants in detail (US) 



58 

 

Graph 29 and table 9 below illustrate the comparison of the three mentioned congresses with regard 

to participants and members and their continents and countries of origin. Firstly, looking at the total 

number of participants nearly doubling (i.e. increasing by 72%) from 241 in Jeju Island’s congress 

in 2005 to 415 in 2008 in Maastricht and decreasing by 23% again to totally 320 at the meeting held 

in 2011 in Ann Arbor, it can be noticed that the size of the audience is subject to wide fluctuations. 

However, given that the number of accepted papers and registrations for the congress in each case 

depend mostly on the respective local organizer’s facilities and the capacity limits thereof, these 

fluctuations in attendee numbers do not allow any conclusions regarding participants’ motivations 

to attend or obstacles not to. By comparison, the number of members changed much less than the 

participants’, but were indeed continuously decreasing: whereas in 2005 the IIPF listed 862 

members, it was only 7% less in 2008 when membership added up to only 804. Between 2008 and 

2011, the total number of IIPF decreased by another 7% to 747.  

Despite the strong fluctuations in congress audience size, the number of different countries of 

participants’ origin has remained quite stable, adding up to 35 regions (32 countries according to 

ISO country codes) for the congress held in 2005 on Jeju Island, to 37 (i.e. again 32 countries 

according to ISO codes) in 2008 in Maastricht and to 37 (equaling 31 countries according to ISO 

definitions) for the 2011 meeting in Ann Arbor. Diversity regarding countries of origin was hence 

quite similar for the audience of all three congresses.  

More diverse in terms of number of different countries seems to have been IIPF membership in the 

analyzed years: the 862 IIPF members in 2005 came notably from 72 different regions of the world 

(i.e. 64 different countries according to ISO codes), in 2008 this number decreased by more than 

10% to 59 regions (51 countries according to ISO codes) and increased again slightly to 66 regions 

(56 countries according to ISO codes) in 2011.      

 Jeju Island 

KR (2005) 

Maastricht 

NL (2008) 

Ann Arbor 

US (2011) 

# participants 241 415 320 

# different countries (ISO) 35 (32) 37 (32) 37 (31) 

# members 862 804 747 

# different countries (ISO) 72 (64) 59 (51) 66 (56) 

% participants Africa 0.83 % 0.24 % 1.25 % 

% participants Asia 44.81 % 14.46 % 14.69 % 

% participants Australia & Oceania 0.83 % 0.72 % 0.00 % 

% participants Central America 0.83 %  0.00 % 0.00 % 

% participants Europe 44.40 % 75.18 % 54.06 % 

% participants Near East 1.24 % 1.20 % 0.63 % 

% participants North America 6.64 % 5.54 % 27.19 % 

% participants South America 0.41 % 0.96 % 0.94 % 

Countries with biggest participant 

shares 

Japan (21.16 %) 
South Korea (19.92 %) 

Germany (10.79 %) 

Germany (26.28 %) 
Netherlands (11.33 %) 

Japan (10.60 %) 

Germany (22.5 %) 
USA EST (17.81 %) 

Japan (10.0 %) 
Table 9: Participant structures of the three congresses compared 
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A closer look to attendees’ continents of origin reveals quite a high level of unequal distribution. 

Whereas in South Korea in 2005 all continents were present (even though some of them were 

noticeably underrepresented), there were no delegates from Central America participating in the 

Dutch congress in 2008 and the conference in 2011 in the United States of America shows not only 

the lack of Central American attendees, but also of participants from Australia & Oceania.  

In all three congresses, delegates from Africa constitute a very small proportion of the total 

audience, adding up to only 0.24% in Maastricht in 2008 and at least to 1.25% in Ann Arbor in 

2011. As mentioned above, while participants from Australia & Oceania were not present at all in 

Ann Arbor, they made up just 0.83% and 0.72% in South Korea and the Netherlands. Even less 

represented is Central America, only contributing attendees to the congress in 2005 in South Korea 

and there just adding a share of 0.83% of the total audience. Another minority in all three 

conferences were participants from South America, as they represented only between 0.41% (in 

South Korea in 2005) and 0.96% (in Maastricht in 2008) of total delegates. Attendees from the Near 

East have at least a share of more than 1% both on Jeju Island (1.24%) and in Maastricht (1.20%), 

but only half this proportion, namely only 0.63% in Ann Arbor.     

As table 9 and figure 29 both 

highlight, participants of all three 

congresses were mainly of 

European, Asian or North 

American origin. By far the largest 

participant group both in 

Maastricht and Ann Arbor were 

Europeans with a share of 75.18% 

and 54.06%. In 2005 on Jeju 

Island, their share of 44.40% was 

nearly equal to the Asians’ one. 

The latter represent with 44.81% 

the strongest attendee group in 

2005 on Jeju Island and show with 

ca 14.5% a stable audience share in the other two congresses. A similar pattern but with lower 

proportions can be seen in North American participants: whereas their share adds up to 27.19% in 

Ann Arbor, it amounts around 80% less only to 5.54% and 6.64% in Maastricht and on Jeju Island.   

Noteworthy is the predominance of European, Asian and North American participant groups in the 

congress held on their relative continent. What attracts attention is hence the high proportion of 

Fig. 15: Comparison of participant structures 
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European participants always being around 50% of total participant numbers and their evident 

domination with three quarters of total audience size in the congress held in the Netherlands. Asian 

attendees are present in all three congresses, but dominate in the meeting in 2005 on the Asian 

continent with a share of 44.81%, which is approximately three times bigger than their proportion in 

congresses on other continents. Even more significant is this contrast for North American attendees, 

representing the second largest participant group in the congress held in the North American Ann 

Arbor in 2011 while only amounting to shares of around 6% in conferences on other continents.  

This observation of predominating host continents is mostly confirmed by the analysis of the three 

countries contributing the highest participant shares: at the conference held 2005 in South Korea, 

most participants were from Japan (21.16%) or South Korea (19.92%). Similarly the structure for 

the Dutch congress in 2008, where 26.28% of the total participants had their origins in Germany 

and 11.33% in the hosting Netherlands. The meeting in Ann Arbor in 2011 is particular insofar as 

the three countries amounting to the biggest participant shares, namely Germany predominating 

with 22.5%, the Eastern part of the United States with a 17.81% and Japan with 10%, are on three 

different continents. Germany’s high proportion of participants in all three congresses is not 

surprising, given that the IIPF’s headquarters are located in Germany.  

 

 

6.2 Flight time as an indicator of cultural difference: the gravity model 

After having identified flight time as a possible and probably the most obvious indicator of cultural 

difference, a linear regression analysis has been carried out in order to depict the significance of this 

variable for the prediction of congress attendance. Membership has been entered as control variable. 

Table 10 shows the analysis results for all three congresses.  

The adjusted R
2
-value is 0.698 for Jeju Island, 0.925 for Maastricht and 0.869 for Ann Arbor. This 

reveals that for the congress on Jeju Island, 69.8% of the variance in the dependent variable (which 

is the number of participants) can be explained by the variables entered as predictors. This share is 

even higher for the congress in Ann Arbor, where, according to the R
2
-value, 86.9% of variance in 

 Jeju Island (2005) Maastricht (2008) Ann Arbor (2011) 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant 46.020 .000 9.503 .084 22.716 .013 

Members .236 .000 .542 .000 .468 .000 

LNFlight_min -7.086 .000 -1.830 .062 -3.742 .012 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .716 (.698) .929 (.925) .876 (.869) 

Table 10: Results for regression with flight time as explanatory variable  
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congress attendance is explained by membership and flight time. The conference in Maastricht 

shows, with a share of 92.5% of variance explained by the predictors chosen, the highest model fit.  

Looking at the chosen variables and their corresponding B-values, it becomes evident that 

membership as the control variable for all three congresses contribute significantly to the prediction 

of participant numbers, showing a p-value of 0.000. The relationship between membership and 

participant numbers is clearly a positive one as shown by the B-values of 0.236 for Jeju Island, 

0.542 for Maastricht and 0.468 for Ann Arbor.       

The B-values for the natural logarithm of flight time show a negative correlation between number 

of participants (dependent variable) and flight time (explanatory variable). Hence the longer the 

flight time from a country to the congress destination, the fewer participants from this country are 

likely to attend the meeting. With -7.086, this value is the highest for Jeju Island, followed by -

3.742 for Ann Arbor and -1.830 for Maastricht. For the congresses in South Korea and the United 

States, the logarithm of flight time is significant on a 98% level (p-values 0.000 and 0.012). But 

also for the congress in Maastricht, flight time is an important determinant of the participant 

number, which is shown by the p-value of 0.062 indicating significance on a 93% level. 

 

 

6.3 Continent of origin as an indicator of cultural difference (D01) 

Tackling cultural difference from another angle it was assumed in a further step that cultures are 

different for participants from all countries that are on another continent than the host continent 

(dummy 1) and similar for participants with countries of origin on the same continent as the 

congress destination (dummy 0). A regression analysis was conducted for this scenario, testing the 

dummy variable D01 for its significance.  

Adjusted R
2
-values resulted very similar to those in the above described models, totalling 0.633 for 

Jeju Island, 0.922 for Maastricht and 0.869 for Ann Arbor, stating that 63.3%, 92.2% and 86.9% of 

variance in participant numbers can be explained by the chosen independent variables. Membership 

as control variable still seemed to be highly significant (p-values 0.000). With p-values of 0.003 and 

0.010 (both indicating significance on a 99% level) for the congresses on Jeju Island and in Ann 

Arbor, the scenario assuming cultures to be different for countries of origin of a different continent 

 Jeju Island (2005) Maastricht (2008) Ann Arbor (2011) 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant 10.333 .002 .887 .542 4.650 0.35 

Members .236 .000 .548 .000 .473 .000 

D01 -10.294 .003 -2.873 .131 -6.202 .010 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .654 (.633) 926 (.922) .877 (.869) 

Table 11: Results for regression with D01 as explanatory variable  
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than the congress destination results to be indeed an important and valuable factor influencing 

conference attendance. With its p-value of 0.131, scenario D01 is not significant for the explanation 

of variances in the participant number of the Maastricht congress. The analysis for D01 shows B-

values of -10.294, -2.873 and -6.202 for the three congresses. Also from this perspective, cultural 

difference (represented in D01) seems to have a negative relationship with participant numbers.  

 

 

6.4 Scientific community as an indicator of cultural difference (D02) 

Considering the belonging to a scientific community as a determinant of cultural diversity, the 

regression results are as shown in table 12.  

The model fit indicated by the R
2
-values of 0.576 for Jeju Island, 0.918 for Maastricht and 0.843 for 

Ann Arbor is again similar to the one of previous analyses. The membership variable is again 

highly significant on a 99%. In contrast, the chosen cultural difference dummy D02 seems not to be 

significant for the congresses in Maastricht and Ann Arbor, as the respective p-values of 0.514 and 

0.507 indicate. However, for the participant number of the meeting on Jeju Island, variable D02 

turns out to be a statistically valid explanatory factor: the p-value of 0.036 depicts significance on a 

96% level. In this case, the correlation is again negative and similar to the one between participant 

numbers and flight time.                

 

 

6.5 North-South divide as an indicator of cultural difference (D03)  

Looking at cultural differences again in another way, the North-South divide, i.e. the World Bank’s 

distinction between high-income and low-income countries has been assumed to be the main 

indicator. Table 13 specifies the results from the linear regression analysis carried out in order to 

assess this factor’s significance for the explanation of variances in participant numbers.  

 

 

 

 Jeju Island (2005) Maastricht (2008) Ann Arbor (2011) 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant 5.485 .029 -.154 .906 .165 .905 

Members .257 .000 .554 .000 .467 .000 

D02 -6.016 .036 -1.358 .514 -1.449 .507 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .601 (.576) .922 (.918) .852 (.843) 

Table 12: Results for regression with D02 as explanatory variable  
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It becomes evident that for the data from the Maastricht and Ann Arbor conferences, the overall 

model fit is in the same range as the one seen in the previous analyses (R
2
-values are 0.917 and 

0.842). However, for the congress on Jeju Island, the fit of 54.3% (ensuing from the R
2
-value of 

0.514) is between 10 and 20% lower than the results from the other regressions have shown and 

indicates that other factors not considered in the analysis explain nearly half of the variance.     

Again, membership appears to have a discernible positive effect on participant numbers, as it can be 

seen in the variable’s significance levels of 99%. P-values for the cultural difference dummy D03 

however are with 0.776, 0.788 and 0.728 far too high, thus the mentioned dummy’s contribution 

cannot be considered as significant for any of the congresses.  

 

 

6.6 Results for variable combinations 

Taking adequate account of the assumption that not only one single variable examined, especially 

not only flight time, indicates cultural difference, the analysed variables have been combined with 

each other and further regression analyses for these combinations have been undertaken.  

Focusing on flight time and continents as simple determinants of cultural difference (D01), the 

regression models show quite a good fit with R
2
-values of 0.708, 0.923 and 0.866. However, neither 

for Maastricht (p-values of 0.264 and 0.739) nor for Ann Arbor (p-values of 0.860 and 0.094) are 

the chosen variables significant. Flight time only shows significance on a 99% level for the 

congress on Jeju Island, where its relationship with number of participants is again negative. 

Dummy D01 appears only to be significant on a 90% level (p-value 0.094) for the congress in Ann 

Arbor, where its B-value of -6.761 shows a negative correlation with the participant numbers.  

 Jeju Island (2005) Maastricht (2008) Ann Arbor (2011) 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant 1.645 .367 -.426 .743 -.115 .931 

Members .251 .000 .554 .000 .468 .000 

D03 -1.149 .776 -.638 .788 -.958 .728 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .543 (.514) .921 (.917) .851 (.842) 

Table 13: Results for regression with D03 as explanatory variable  

 Jeju Island (2005) Maastricht (2008) Ann Arbor (2011) 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant 71.503 .001 11.567 .232 4.448 .077 

Members .242 .000 .541 .000 .474 .000 

LNFlight_min  -12.621 .005 -2.300 .264 .001 .860 

D01 10.811 .160 1.030 .793 -6.761 .094 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .734 (.708) .929 (.923) .877 (.866) 

Table 14: Results for regression with variables LNFlight_min and D01 combined  
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Combining the distance variable with dummy D02 (splitting the world according to the criterion of 

the scientific community) it becomes evident that for all three congresses, members and flight time 

result to be the most significant factors for the explanation of delegate numbers. Dummy D02 is not 

significant at all, showing p-values of 0.870 for Jeju Island, 0.538 for Maastricht and 0.495 for Ann 

Arbor.    

Considering flight time and the World Bank’s division in high-income and low-income countries 

being decisive for the determination of cultural differences, the results are similar as shown in table 

16 below: the model fit for all three conferences is good (R
2
-values of 0.694, 0.923 and 0.854), but 

the dummy variable D03 does not seem to be decisive at all for the explanation of the number of 

participants. Nonetheless, flight time shows p-values of 0.000 for Jeju Island and of 0.056 and 

0.059 for Maastricht and Ann Arbor and appears to be negatively correlated with participant 

numbers. Significance of flight time is hence given for all three congresses on a 94% level.  

 

In order to distinguish the dummy variables’ impact from the distance’s one, the product of the 

dummy and the distance variable have been introduced to the gravity equations as an interaction 

link and also tested for significance in the gravity equation. However, neither appeared the 

interaction link to be significant nor got the dummy variables more explanatory power.       

 

The combination of multiple explanatory variables in a regression analysis shows the following 

results:  

 

 

 Jeju Island (2005) Maastricht (2008) Ann Arbor (2011) 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant 45.211 .000 11.537 .076 25.670 .013 

Members .237 .000 .541 .000 .471 .000 

LNFlight_min  -6.907 .001 -2.292 .067 -4.307 .013 

D02 -.469 .870 1.565 .538 1.591 .495 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .716 (.688) .930 (.923) .878 (.867) 

Table 15: Results for regression with variables LNFlight_min and D02 combined  

 Jeju Island (2005) Maastricht (2008) Ann Arbor (2011) 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant 47.676 .000 10.487 .073 4.204 .108 

Members .241 .000 .545 .000 .469 .000 

LNFlight_min  -7.428 .000 -2.080 .056 -.009 .059 

D03 2.617 .431 1.418 .537 .872 .756 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .721 (.694) .930 (.923) .866 (.854) 

Table 16: Results for regression with variables LNFlight_min and D03 combined  
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Again, the adjusted R
2
-values of 0.711, 0.921 and 0.862 suggest that the model explains the 

majority of variances in the number of attendees at the congresses. Dummy variables in both 

scenarios D01 and D03 are not significant. The only factor valid for the explanation of the 

dependent variable seems to be flight time for the congress on Jeju Island: the p-value of 0.003 is 

significant on a level of 99%, while the B-value of -14.094 indicates a strong negative correlation 

with participant numbers.      

 

 

6.7 Reversed viewpoint: focus on participant groups 

Changing focus from the conferences’ participant structures to the attendee groups, the following 

has been observed: in the regression for the dummies without the flight time variable, the distance is 

automatically interpreted by the model and thus the result shows the cultural barrier indicated by the 

dummy and the distance together. Therefore, the control of the distance coefficient seems 

indispensable in order to assess the influence of distance and cultural barriers separately and hence 

only the results of the 

second model (with flight 

time) will be considered.  

Apparently, for participants 

from Asia (incl. Africa, 

Australia & Oceania as well 

as the Near East) the fact 

that the congress was being 

held in Europe or America and not in Asia did not have a significant influence. This can be seen in 

the high p-values for D_EU (0.768) and D_US (0.622).  

 

 

 

 Jeju Island (2005) Maastricht (2008) Ann Arbor (2011) 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant 78.398 .001 10.707 .281 4.485 .080 

Members .250 .000 .544 .000 .475 .000 

LNFlight_min  -14.094 .003 -2.130 .313 .001 .906 

D01 12.720 .106 .121 .978 -6.701 .102 

D03 3.788 .255 1.385 .623 .500 .855 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .745 (.711) .930 (.921) .877 (.862) 

Table 17: Results for regression with variables LNFlight_min, D01 and D03 combined  

Asians Without flight time With flight time 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant .716 .340 16.485 .001 

Members .366 .000 .354 .000 

LNFlight_min   -2.554 .001 

D_EU  -.449 .666 -.293 .768 

D_US -.901 .387 .534 .622 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .766 (.759) .790 (.781) 

Table 18: Results for Asian equation 
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For Americans, the fact of 

the congresses being 

organized not on their 

continent, but in Asia 

(D_AS) and in Europe 

(D_EU) is again not 

significant.  

 

The adjacent table 20 shows a 

different picture for the 

behavior of Europeans: the 

fact that the congress was 

held in Asia and not in 

Europe (represented by 

D_AS) with a p-value of 0.104 is significant and is positively correlated to participant numbers. 

Similar is the case for the conference held in America compared to the one in Europe: the p-value of 

0.032 indicates significance on a 96% level and again the correlation is positive. Thus in general, 

meetings on other continents seem to be attractive for European delegates. 

 

Table 21 summarizes the results of the regressions as presented so far, estimated both for the 

different congress locations and the groups of participants linked together. 0 indicates that there was 

no significance, - shows a negative correlation with the number of participants (dependent variable) 

and + a positive one. The last two columns (analysis “by congress”) show a consolidation of the 

regression results found for the three different dummies (D01, D02 and D03) in combination with 

the distance variable. Parentheses have been put as the indicated sign only points out a tendency, 

mostly given by dummy D01 which appeared to have the most explanatory power.     

The summary confirms, first of all, the validity of the gravity model, as the distance parameter 

appeared to be nearly always 

significant and negatively correlated to 

the number of participants.     

Having the distance controlled in the 

model and significant, the results of the 

Americans Without flight time With flight time 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant .959 .318 13.538 .071 

Members .537 .000 .508 .000 

LNFlight_min   -2.192 .090 

D_AS  -2.975 .024 -.421 .830 

D_EU -2.002 .125 -.429 .784 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .707 (.692) .721 (.702) 

Table 19: Results for American equation 

Europeans Without flight time With flight time 

Variables B Sig. B Sig. 

Constant 1.845 .083 33.778 .001 

Members .456 .000 .442 .000 

LNFlight_min   -6.816 .002 

D_AS  -5.522 .000 6.857 .104 

D_US -2.886 .043 8.387 .032 

R
2
 (R

2 
adjusted) .846 (.841) .860 (.854) 

Table 20: Results for European equation 

 By participant group By congress 

 Distance 
(flight time) 

Dummies Distance 
(flight time) 

Dummies 
(D01, D02 and D03) 

AS - 0 - (+) 

EU - + (-) 0 

US - 0 (-) (-) 

Table 21: Summary of previous results 
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dummies by congress (D01 predominating) show that the fact of the congress being held in Europe 

and not on another continent is not significant for attendance, while the conference organized in 

Asia seems to increase attractiveness. However, for the meeting in the US there were apparent 

barrier effects caused by the continent.  

The analysis of the participant groups’ behaviour has shown that Asians’ and Americans’ 

attendance is neither enhanced nor detained by the congress location (no effect). For Europeans, in 

contrast, likelihood of attendance is increased for the meetings held outside Europe (positive effect). 

This interest in other continents observed in European participants leads probably to the positive 

effect for the Asian congress (in column 4): Asians and Americans do not seem to care about the 

conference location, Europeans like to attend meetings in Asia or America, hence the overall effect 

for the Asian congress becomes positive. 

However, the barrier effect for the congress in Jeju Island cannot be explained easily with the 

analysed dummies, which is why a more detailed analysis bringing the two perspectives together is 

required.     

  

 

6.8 Combining groups of participants and congress locations  

The combination of the viewpoints assessing each participant group’s attitude towards the congress 

on the different continents led to the following results:   

 

An adjusted R
2
-value of 0.812 indicated a very good model fit with 81.2% of participant number’s 

variance explained by the model. The logarithm of flight time resulted to be significant on a 99% 

level showing a negative correlation with a B-value of -3.071. Significant p-values are marked in 

yellow and will be focused on in further detail, in the following lines. The comparison of the values 

revealed the outcomes below: 

Fig. 30: Regression results for 8 dummy variables indicating participant groups' attitude towards congress locations 
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Congress on home continent vs. abroad (red arrows):  

All three attendee groups do not seem to care whether the congress is held on their respective 

home continent or on another one, i.e. their attendance is not positively or negatively influenced 

by the fact that the congress is held on another continent.    

 

Likelihood of attendance of the three different delegate groups in the same location (blue arrows):  

 Regarding participation in the congresses in Maastricht and Ann Arbor, all Americans, 

Europeans and Asians do not show any differences. However, the significant (0.043) negative 

correlation reveals that the likelihood of Asians attending the Jeju Island conference is higher 

than of Europeans attending this Asian congress. Thus there seems to be a cultural barrier for 

Europeans towards the Asian congress.    

    

Likelihood of attendance of the three different delegate groups in their respective home continents 

(green arrows):  

 Even though they do not seem to face any barriers for 

participation in congresses on other continents than the 

continent of origin, Asians and Americans are more 

likely to participate in meetings at home than the 

Europeans are to attend a conference in Europe. Asians 

and American delegates thus appear to be more home-

bound than Europeans.    

Fig. 31: Illustration of dummy comparisons, congress home vs. abroad 

Fig. 32: Illustration of dummy comparisons, three delegate groups in same location 

Fig. 16: Illustration of dummy comparisons, 

delegate groups in their home continents 
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The results have so far shown that, even though for all three participant groups the fact of the 

congresses being held on other continents than their respective home continent did not have a 

significant barrier effect, Asians and Americans as being more homebound than Europeans. The 

latter generally seem to be more interested in the tourist aspect of congress participation on other 

continents.  

 

 

6.9 Concentration of countries of origin   

Another, completely different, indicator of cultural difference can be the overall diversity of the 

participant structure, i.e. the number of countries of origin sending delegates to the congress. The 

calculation of the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index has been explained above and results as follows for 

the three congresses (see fig. 34, 35 and 36):   

First of all, it is important to notice that the HHI 

of 1074.19 for the congress on Jeju Island in 

South Korea in 2005, the one of 1077.95 for the meeting in the Dutch Maastricht in 2008 and the 

index of 1062.89 for the conference held in Ann Arbor in the United States of America are all very 

similar. Taking into consideration that an HHI closer to 0 indicates higher diversity in contrast to an 

index close to 10’000 referring to high concentration, it can be observed that the congress in Ann 

Arbor with the lowest HHI turns out to be the most diverse one regarding number of participants’ 

countries of origin. On the other hand, it is not surprising that the conference in Maastricht presents 

the highest HHI value and consequently the least diverse attendee structure. But still, differences 

between the three indexes are very small.  

Fig. 34: HHI for congress on Jeju Island, KR 

Fig. 35: HHI for congress in Maastricht, NL 
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Overall, country of origin concentration with HHIs 1074.19, 1077.95 and 1062.89 can be classified 

as a lower intermediate value, given the categorization of low for values < 1000, intermediate 

between 1000 and 1800 and high for indexes > 1800 (Pepall, Richards, & Norman, 2008, p. 46).  

Thus, all the three IIPF congresses examined had 

a quite heterogeneous participant structure 

without single nationalities dominating. It can be 

assumed that this leads to a good mix and low 

barriers for interaction among participants from 

different countries.  

The similarity of the three HHIs for the analysed 

events indicates low importance of the conference 

destination. This means that the congress location 

does not have a significant influence on the 

heterogeneity and hence the mix and level of 

interaction between participants.       

  

Fig. 36: HHI for congress in Ann Arbor, US 
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7. Conclusion & Discussion 

This chapter sums up the main findings of the present thesis and aims at closing the circle by 

answering the initially posed research question. Moreover, research limitations and potential inputs 

for future analyses are discussed.    

 

 

7.1 Summary & Interpretation 

The previous analysis has shown in, above all, that the participant structure of the three congresses 

clearly reflected the fact of the IIPF being a very European association. European delegates 

accounted for almost half of the total number of participants on Jeju Island, evidently dominated in 

Maastricht and represented also the biggest group of attendees in Ann Arbor. The prevailing 

nationality in all three years were Germans, which is not surprising taking into account the IIPF’s 

headquarters being in Munich and the membership structure, where Germans also represented the 

largest majority. These findings were confirmed by the regressions which showed, firstly, that the 

fact of the congress being held on another continent than Europe enhanced participation of 

Europeans and there seemed to be a touristic interest in Asia and America and, secondly, that 

Europeans were less likely to participate in their home congress than Asians and Americans in the 

conferences on their own respective home continent.    

 

Asians, mainly Japanese and South Korean attendees, were the narrow majority on Jeju Island and 

the second largest group in Maastricht, but were outnumbered by the Americans in the Ann Arbor 

conference. It is important to mention that the Asian share in all three congresses was more or less 

equal. The regression analysis for the Asian participant group has furthermore confirmed this 

assumption that the congress location did not have a significant influence on their attendance. But 

still the results of the last regression confirm that Asians were more likely to participate in their 

home congress than European attendees in the conference held in Maastricht.   

  

Americans, in contrast, clearly showed the highest participation rate in the Ann Arbor meeting, 

which is also confirmed by the last regression results indicating that Americans were more likely to 

participate in the Ann Arbor congress than Europeans in the Maastricht meeting.   

 

Considering distance, measured in flight time, as an indicator for cultural differences, the regression 

analysis confirms significance of flight time as an explanatory variable and clearly shows a negative 
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correlation with participant numbers. Thus, the gravity model holds for the three analysed 

conventions and approves that less attendees are to be expected from more distant countries.  

Keeping in mind that the IIPF is a very European phenomenon, it is not surprising that flight time 

matters most for the congress on Jeju Island (most distant congress location for majority of 

participants) and least for Maastricht.   

However, flight time has been found to be quite an imprecise indicator of cultural differences, as it 

embraces many different aspects of distance (as shown in figure 13). Even though the results seem 

to be significant, it is not clear whether the reason for a decrease in attendee numbers with 

increasing distance are related to higher travel costs or, as it has been assumed for this analysis, 

more deeply rooted cultural issues.   

  

This is also why other approaches to cultural difference made sense. The tests of the different 

dummy variables (D01, D02 and D03) showed overall positive correlations with participant 

numbers for the congress on Jeju Island and negative ones for the meeting in Ann Arbor. Thus 

apparently, as the congress location does not seem to matter a lot for Asians and Americans as the 

analysis focusing on the participant groups has shown, South Korea seemed to be attractive from a 

touristic point of view for Europeans (even though travel costs are higher and flight time thus 

negatively correlated).   

 

Coming back to the research question ‘How do cultural differences affect attendees’ congress 

participation?’ it can be concluded that there is no clear and irrefutable answer.    

Whether cultural differences have an impact on congress attendance, i.e. participant numbers 

depends on the perspective taken. In any case, flight time does have a negative correlation with 

participant numbers, leaving the question open whether this is really because of cultural differences 

implied in increased geographical distance or rather because of higher travel costs.  

Throughout the different participant groups and the three congresses, there were no highly 

significant effects which would permit the conclusion that there are cultural barriers. Rather the 

contrary seems to be the case: increased participant numbers for Europeans in congresses on other 

continents indicate that there is apparently a touristic element which makes Ann Arbor and Jeju 

Island attractive congress locations. These findings encourage the IIPF to pursue its efforts to 

change congress destination every year and to hold the annual meeting at regular intervals overseas, 

given that the European majority of its members are interested in other continents and indeed in 

other cultures.    
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Moreover, the absence of cultural barriers is confirmed by the low Herfindahl-Hirschman Index, 

which suggests a quite heterogeneous participant structure without single nationalities 

predominating.   

However, these results probably do not allow for generalization, as it can be assumed that more 

important than cultural differences is the like-mindedness of participants and their belonging to the 

scientific community of public finance economists.   

 

 

7.2 Limitations & Suggestions for future research  

The above presented results of this study should be interpreted in the light of the following 

limitations: 

First of all, the complexity of the concept of cultural differences should be kept in mind. Even 

though different approaches have been applied in order to define whether cultures are different or 

similar, there was no evidence for the appropriateness of the criteria chosen.  

Closely connected therewith is the issue of the classification made: the basis of the analyses was 

mainly participants’ place of residence as indicated by themselves in the registration process for 

IIPF membership and the single congresses. However, place of residence does not necessarily 

coincide with nationality and cultural background, which makes the identification of cultural 

differences even more complex (e.g. a Japanese professor living and working in Germany and 

hence listed as German, despite a possible adaptation to the European culture, still has a Japanese 

background and would probably face less cultural barriers towards attending a congress in Asia than 

a native German). Thus Dann’s argument that nationality and national cultures cannot be regarded 

as the only distinguishing criterion, but should always be considered in combination with other 

influencing variables, is definitely a valid one (Dann G., 1993).         

The classification comes along with another limitation, which is the division of attendees’ countries 

of origin according to continents. It should be kept in mind that cultural differences not only exist 

between continents but also among countries within the same part of the world, e.g. within Europe. 

However, an analysis of more than 70 countries would go beyond the scope of the present thesis, 

which is why the countries have been grouped into 8 continents for the analysis and consequently 

complexity has been reduced.   

Another important limitation to consider is the interrelation of factors affecting the decision making 

process: even though different perspectives on cultural differences have been adopted and some 

factors have appeared to be significant for the determination of participant numbers, there is no 

evidence that the influential element was really cultural difference (e.g. flight time could be 



74 

 

negatively significant just because a longer flight implies higher travel costs and not because more 

distant countries have a different culture which represents a cultural barrier for participation). It is 

obvious that other important factors which have not been considered here, such as for example the 

attractiveness of the conference topic, safety & security in the host destination or travel costs and 

time, might also exert certain influence.      

Furthermore, it seems important to mention that the present study does not allow for generalization 

as it only focuses on the specific case of three congresses held by the IIPF.  

 

This last point leads to a suggestion for future research: in order to make the presented findings 

more comparable and generalizable, similar studies would need to be carried out analysing the 

impact of cultural differences on the participant structure of other congresses in other sectors than 

the one of public finance. 

Moreover, further research could focus on the significance of other influencing factors mentioned in 

decision making models for congress participation such as networking opportunities (brought up by 

most authors; see table 2) or safety & security in congress destination (stated in many models and 

identified as one of the main trends). The examination of the importance of social activities and 

possibilities for leisure excursions seems to be interesting and promising as well, as it would assess 

the raison d’être of a crucial part of many conferences’ program and offer useful insights both for 

congress organizers as well as for the convention bureaux.  

Furthermore, the assessment of the importance and relevance of the conference topic and in general 

the congress quality could also provide a useful insight. Opinions differ on whether association 

congresses discuss the very hot topics of the industry or, as Oppermann (1997) writes, often do not 

offer good quality contributions as the really important findings are directly published (Oppermann, 

1997, p. 155) and hence offer mainly networking possibilities.  
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Appendices  

Appendix A: Regression results for the congress on Jeju Island (KR)  

 

Flight time as indicator of cultural difference 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 
LNFlight_min, 

Membersb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .846a .716 .698 6.37882 

a. Predictors: (Constant), LNFlight_min, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 3277.483 2 1638.741 40.274 .000b 

Residual 1302.060 32 40.689   

Total 4579.543 34    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), LNFlight_min, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 46.020 10.159  4.530 .000 

Members .236 .033 .687 7.234 .000 

LNFlight_min -7.086 1.601 -.420 -4.425 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Continent as indicator of cultural difference (D01) 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 D01, Membersb . Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .809a .654 .633 7.03554 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 2995.580 2 1497.790 30.259 .000b 

Residual 1583.963 32 49.499   

Total 4579.543 34    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 10.333 3.104  3.329 .002 

Members .236 .036 .685 6.515 .000 

D01 -10.294 3.192 -.339 -3.225 .003 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Scientific community as indicator of cultural difference (D02) 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 D02, Membersb . Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .775a .601 .576 7.55453 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 2753.276 2 1376.638 24.122 .000b 

Residual 1826.267 32 57.071   

Total 4579.543 34    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 5.485 2.401  2.284 .029 

Members .257 .038 .745 6.669 .000 

D02 -6.016 2.753 -.244 -2.186 .036 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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North-south divide as indicator of cultural difference (D03) 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 D03, Membersb . Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .737a .543 .514 8.08840 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 2486.030 2 1243.015 19.000 .000b 

Residual 2093.513 32 65.422   

Total 4579.543 34    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 1.645 1.799  .915 .367 

Members .251 .042 .729 5.959 .000 

D03 -1.149 3.997 -.035 -.287 .776 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D01 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 
D01, Members, 

LNFlight_minb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .856a .734 .708 6.27430 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 3359.170 3 1119.723 28.443 .000b 

Residual 1220.373 31 39.367   

Total 4579.543 34    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 71.503 20.317  3.519 .001 

Members .242 .032 .702 7.469 .000 

LNFlight_min -12.621 4.153 -.748 -3.039 .005 

D01 10.811 7.505 .356 1.440 .160 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D02 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D02, Members, 

LNFlight_minb 
. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,846a ,716 ,688 6,47802 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 3278,634 3 1092,878 26,043 ,000b 

Residual 1300,909 31 41,965   

Total 4579,543 34    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 45,211 11,415  3,961 ,000 

Members ,237 ,033 ,689 7,091 ,000 

LNFlight_min -6,907 1,952 -,409 -3,538 ,001 

D02 -,469 2,834 -,019 -,166 ,870 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D03 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 
D03, Members, 

LNFlight_minb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .849a .721 .694 6.41536 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 3303.680 3 1101.227 26.757 .000b 

Residual 1275.863 31 41.157   

Total 4579.543 34    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 47.676 10.425  4.573 .000 

Members .241 .033 .701 7.216 .000 

LNFlight_min -7.428 1.667 -.440 -4.457 .000 

D03 2.617 3.281 .080 .798 .431 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D01 & D03 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 

D03, D01, 

Members, 

LNFlight_minb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .863a .745 .711 6.23976 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, D01, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 3411.504 4 852.876 21.905 .000b 

Residual 1168.039 30 38.935   

Total 4579.543 34    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, D01, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 78.398 21.063  3.722 .001 

Members .250 .033 .725 7.585 .000 

LNFlight_min -14.094 4.321 -.835 -3.262 .003 

D01 12.720 7.643 .419 1.664 .106 

D03 3.788 3.268 .116 1.159 .255 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D01 & D02 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D02, Members, 

LNFlight_min, 

D01b 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,863a ,745 ,711 6,23976 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, LNFlight_min, D01 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 3411,504 4 852,876 21,905 ,000b 

Residual 1168,039 30 38,935   

Total 4579,543 34    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, LNFlight_min, D01 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 78,398 21,063  3,722 ,001 

Members ,250 ,033 ,725 7,585 ,000 

LNFlight_min -14,094 4,321 -,835 -3,262 ,003 

D01 16,508 8,936 ,544 1,847 ,075 

D02 -3,788 3,268 -,154 -1,159 ,255 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D02 & D03 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D03, Members, 

LNFlight_min, 

D02b 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,863a ,745 ,711 6,23976 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min, D02 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 3411,504 4 852,876 21,905 ,000b 

Residual 1168,039 30 38,935   

Total 4579,543 34    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min, D02 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 78,398 21,063  3,722 ,001 

Members ,250 ,033 ,725 7,585 ,000 

LNFlight_min -14,094 4,321 -,835 -3,262 ,003 

D02 12,720 7,643 ,516 1,664 ,106 

D03 16,508 8,936 ,505 1,847 ,075 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Appendix B: Regression results for the congress in Maastricht (NL)  

 

Flight time as indicator of cultural difference  

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 
LNFlight_min, 

Membersb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .964a .929 .925 5.42636 

a. Predictors: (Constant), LNFlight_min, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 13086.857 2 6543.429 222.223 .000b 

Residual 1001.143 34 29.445   

Total 14088.000 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), LNFlight_min, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 9.503 5.333  1.782 .084 

Members .542 .027 .936 19.733 .000 

LNFlight_min -1.830 .947 -.092 -1.933 .062 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

 

 

 



90 

 

Continent as indicator of cultural difference (D01) 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 D01, Membersb . Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .962a .926 .922 5.52565 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 13049.884 2 6524.942 213.703 .000b 

Residual 1038.116 34 30.533   

Total 14088.000 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) .887 1.439  .616 .542 

Members .548 .027 .946 19.931 .000 

D01 -2.873 1.858 -.073 -1.547 .131 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



91 

 

Scientific community as indicator of cultural difference (D02) 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 D02, Membersb . Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .960a .922 .918 5.68055 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 12990.865 2 6495.433 201.292 .000b 

Residual 1097.135 34 32.269   

Total 14088.000 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) -.154 1.294  -.119 .906 

Members .554 .028 .956 19.823 .000 

D02 -1.358 2.059 -.032 -.660 .514 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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North-south divide as indicator of cultural difference (D03) 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 D03, Membersb . Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .960a .921 .917 5.71063 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 12979.216 2 6489.608 198.999 .000b 

Residual 1108.784 34 32.611   

Total 14088.000 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) -.426 1.288  -.331 .743 

Members .554 .029 .956 19.229 .000 

D03 -.638 2.357 -.013 -.270 .788 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D01 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 
D01, Members, 

LNFlight_minb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .964a .929 .923 5.50216 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 13088.966 3 4362.989 144.118 .000b 

Residual 999.034 33 30.274   

Total 14088.000 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 11.567 9.509  1.216 .232 

Members .541 .028 .934 19.356 .000 

LNFlight_min -2.300 2.025 -.115 -1.136 .264 

D01 1.030 3.902 .026 .264 .793 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D02 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D02, Members, 

LNFlight_minb 
. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,964a ,930 ,923 5,47591 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 13098,476 3 4366,159 145,609 ,000b 

Residual 989,524 33 29,986   

Total 14088,000 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 11,537 6,296  1,832 ,076 

Members ,541 ,028 ,934 19,490 ,000 

LNFlight_min -2,292 1,210 -,115 -1,894 ,067 

D02 1,565 2,513 ,037 ,622 ,538 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D03 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 
D03, Members, 

LNFlight_minb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .964a .930 .923 5.48110 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 13096.597 3 4365.532 145.312 .000b 

Residual 991.403 33 30.043   

Total 14088.000 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 10.487 5.657  1.854 .073 

Members .545 .028 .940 19.390 .000 

LNFlight_min -2.080 1.052 -.104 -1.977 .056 

D03 1.418 2.490 .030 .569 .573 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D01 & D03 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 

D03, Members, 

LNFlight_min, 

D01b 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .964a .930 .921 5.56602 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min, D01 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 13096.621 4 3274.155 105.684 .000b 

Residual 991.379 32 30.981   

Total 14088.000 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min, D01 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 10.707 9.774  1.096 .281 

Members .544 .029 .940 18.815 .000 

LNFlight_min -2.130 2.077 -.107 -1.026 .313 

D01 .121 4.350 .003 .028 .978 

D03 1.385 2.787 .029 .497 .623 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D01 & D02  

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D02, Members, 

LNFlight_min, 

D01b 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,964a ,930 ,921 5,56081 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, LNFlight_min, D01 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 13098,476 4 3274,619 105,897 ,000b 

Residual 989,524 32 30,923   

Total 14088,000 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, LNFlight_min, D01 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 11,532 9,611  1,200 ,239 

Members ,541 ,028 ,934 19,139 ,000 

LNFlight_min -2,291 2,046 -,115 -1,120 ,271 

D01 -,003 4,361 ,000 -,001 ,999 

D02 1,565 2,823 ,037 ,555 ,583 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D02 & D03  

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D03, Members, 

LNFlight_min, 

D02b 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,964a ,930 ,921 5,55911 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min, D02 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 13099,080 4 3274,770 105,967 ,000b 

Residual 988,920 32 30,904   

Total 14088,000 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min, D02 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 11,361 6,514  1,744 ,091 

Members ,542 ,030 ,936 18,371 ,000 

LNFlight_min -2,263 1,246 -,113 -1,815 ,079 

D02 1,134 4,000 ,027 ,283 ,779 

D03 ,554 3,960 ,012 ,140 ,890 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Appendix C: Regression results for the congress in Ann Arbor (US)  

 

Flight time as indicator of cultural difference  

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 
LNFlight_min, 

Membersb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .936a .876 .869 5.46431 

a. Predictors: (Constant), LNFlight_min, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 7169.996 2 3584.998 120.066 .000b 

Residual 1015.194 34 29.859   

Total 8185.189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), LNFlight_min, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 22.716 8.711  2.608 .013 

Members .468 .031 .919 15.208 .000 

LNFlight_min -3.742 1.404 -.161 -2.664 .012 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Continent as indicator of cultural difference (D01) 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 D01, Membersb . Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .936a .877 .869 5.44801 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 7176.042 2 3588.021 120.887 .000b 

Residual 1009.147 34 29.681   

Total 8185.189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 4.650 2.120  2.193 .035 

Members .473 .031 .929 15.407 .000 

D01 -6.202 2.289 -.163 -2.710 .010 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Scientific community as indicator of cultural difference (D02) 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 D02, Membersb . Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .923a .852 .843 5.96834 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 6974.073 2 3487.036 97.893 .000b 

Residual 1211.116 34 35.621   

Total 8185.189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) .165 1.370  .120 .905 

Members .467 .034 .917 13.804 .000 

D02 -1.449 2.161 -.045 -.670 .507 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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North-south divide as indicator of cultural difference (D03) 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 D03, Membersb . Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .922a .851 .842 5.99680 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 6962.495 2 3481.248 96.805 .000b 

Residual 1222.694 34 35.962   

Total 8185.189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) -.115 1.306  -.088 .931 

Members .468 .035 .917 13.555 .000 

D03 -.958 2.730 -.024 -.351 .728 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D01 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 
D01, Members, 

Flight_minb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .936a .877 .866 5.52731 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members, Flight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 7177.003 3 2392.334 78.306 .000b 

Residual 1008.187 33 30.551   

Total 8185.189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D01, Members, Flight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 4.448 2.436  1.826 .077 

Members .474 .031 .930 15.068 .000 

Flight_min .001 .007 .018 .177 .860 

D01 -6.761 3.915 -.178 -1.727 .094 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D02 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D02, Members, 

LNFlight_minb 
. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,937a ,878 ,867 5,50685 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 7184,451 3 2394,817 78,971 ,000b 

Residual 1000,739 33 30,325   

Total 8185,189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, LNFlight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 25,670 9,766  2,629 ,013 

Members ,471 ,031 ,924 15,062 ,000 

LNFlight_min -4,307 1,635 -,185 -2,634 ,013 

D02 1,591 2,304 ,049 ,690 ,495 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D03 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 
D03, Members, 

Flight_minb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .931a .866 .854 5.76315 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, Flight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 7089.130 3 2363.043 71.146 .000b 

Residual 1096.059 33 33.214   

Total 8185.189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, Flight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 4.204 2.543  1.653 .108 

Members .469 .033 .920 14.141 .000 

Flight_min -.009 .004 -.132 -1.953 .059 

D03 .872 2.786 .022 .313 .756 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D01 & D03 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered Variables 

Removed 

Method 

1 
D03, Members, 

D01, Flight_minb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .936a .877 .862 5.61005 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, D01, Flight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 7178.064 4 1794.516 57.018 .000b 

Residual 1007.125 32 31.473   

Total 8185.189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, D01, Flight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 4.485 2.481  1.808 .080 

Members .475 .033 .932 14.624 .000 

Flight_min .001 .007 .013 .119 .906 

D01 -6.701 3.987 -.176 -1.681 .102 

D03 .500 2.721 .012 .184 .855 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D01 & D02 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D02, Members, 

D01, 

LNFlight_minb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,937a ,879 ,864 5,56966 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, D01, LNFlight_min 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 7192,515 4 1798,129 57,965 ,000b 

Residual 992,674 32 31,021   

Total 8185,189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D02, Members, D01, LNFlight_min 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 17,732 18,438  ,962 ,343 

Members ,473 ,032 ,927 14,875 ,000 

LNFlight_min -2,631 3,680 -,113 -,715 ,480 

D01 -2,803 5,497 -,074 -,510 ,614 

D02 1,184 2,463 ,036 ,481 ,634 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & D02 & D03 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D03, Members, 

LNFlight_min, 

D02b 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,937a ,878 ,862 5,59206 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min, D02 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 7184,512 4 1796,128 57,437 ,000b 

Residual 1000,677 32 31,271   

Total 8185,189 36    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D03, Members, LNFlight_min, D02 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 25,706 9,950  2,583 ,015 

Members ,471 ,032 ,923 14,622 ,000 

LNFlight_min -4,312 1,665 -,185 -2,590 ,014 

D02 1,676 3,028 ,052 ,554 ,584 

D03 -,153 3,444 -,004 -,044 ,965 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Appendix D: Regression results for Asian group of participants  

 

Congress in Maastricht (D_EU) & congress in Ann Arbor (D_US) 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D_US, Members, 

D_EUb 
. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,875a ,766 ,759 4,269 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D_US, Members, D_EU 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 5853,944 3 1951,315 107,093 ,000b 

Residual 1785,635 98 18,221   

Total 7639,578 101    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D_US, Members, D_EU 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) ,716 ,747  ,958 ,340 

Members ,366 ,021 ,872 17,833 ,000 

D_EU -,449 1,037 -,024 -,433 ,666 

D_US -,901 1,036 -,049 -,869 ,387 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & congress in Maastricht (D_EU) & congress in Ann Arbor (D_US) 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D_US, Members, 

LNFlight_time, 

D_EUb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,889a ,790 ,781 4,071 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D_US, Members, LNFlight_time, D_EU 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 6031,774 4 1507,943 90,975 ,000b 

Residual 1607,805 97 16,575   

Total 7639,578 101    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D_US, Members, LNFlight_time, D_EU 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 16,485 4,867  3,387 ,001 

Members ,354 ,020 ,844 17,801 ,000 

LNFlight_time -2,554 ,780 -,172 -3,275 ,001 

D_EU -,293 ,990 -,016 -,296 ,768 

D_US ,534 1,081 ,029 ,494 ,622 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Appendix E: Regression results for European group of participants  

 

Congress on Jeju Island (D_AS) & congress in Ann Arbor (D_US) 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D_US, Members, 

D_ASb 
. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,920a ,846 ,841 5,723 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D_US, Members, D_AS 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 17070,729 3 5690,243 173,749 ,000b 

Residual 3111,230 95 32,750   

Total 20181,960 98    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D_US, Members, D_AS 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,845 1,053  1,753 ,083 

Members ,456 ,020 ,902 22,383 ,000 

D_AS -5,522 1,409 -,182 -3,918 ,000 

D_US -2,886 1,410 -,095 -2,047 ,043 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & congress on Jeju Island (D_AS) & congress in Ann Arbor (D_US) 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D_US, Members, 

LNFlight_time, 

D_ASb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,928a ,860 ,854 5,475 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D_US, Members, LNFlight_time, D_AS 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 17364,539 4 4341,135 144,837 ,000b 

Residual 2817,421 94 29,973   

Total 20181,960 98    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D_US, Members, LNFlight_time, D_AS 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 33,778 10,249  3,296 ,001 

Members ,442 ,020 ,874 22,077 ,000 

LNFlight_time -6,816 2,177 -,412 -3,131 ,002 

D_AS 6,857 4,177 ,226 1,642 ,104 

D_US 8,387 3,845 ,277 2,181 ,032 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Appendix F: Regression results for American group of participants  

 

Congress on Jeju Island (D_AS) & congress in Maastricht (D_EU) 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D_EU, Members, 

D_ASb 
. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,841a ,707 ,692 4,161 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D_EU, Members, D_AS 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 2465,395 3 821,798 47,457 ,000b 

Residual 1021,684 59 17,317   

Total 3487,079 62    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D_EU, Members, D_AS 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) ,959 ,952  1,007 ,318 

Members ,537 ,046 ,818 11,584 ,000 

D_AS -2,975 1,285 -,189 -2,316 ,024 

D_EU -2,002 1,287 -,127 -1,555 ,125 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Combination flight time & congress on Jeju Island (D_AS) & congress in Maastricht (D_EU) 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 D_EU, Members, 

LNFlight_time, 

D_ASb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,849a ,721 ,702 4,094 

a. Predictors: (Constant), D_EU, Members, LNFlight_time, D_AS 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 2515,166 4 628,791 37,524 ,000b 

Residual 971,914 58 16,757   

Total 3487,079 62    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), D_EU, Members, LNFlight_time, D_AS 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 13,538 7,359  1,840 ,071 

Members ,508 ,049 ,774 10,453 ,000 

LNFlight_time -2,192 1,272 -,191 -1,723 ,090 

D_AS -,421 1,948 -,027 -,216 ,830 

D_EU -,429 1,561 -,027 -,275 ,784 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 
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Appendix G: Regression results for combination participants & congress locations  

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Model Variables Entered 

Variables 

Removed Method 

1 US_AA, 

Members, 

US_Jeju, 

US_Maast, 

EU_AA, 

AS_Jeju, 

EU_Jeju, 

LNFlight_time_m

in, AS_Maast, 

EU_Maastb 

. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Tolerance = ,000 limit reached. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,905a ,819 ,812 4,795 

a. Predictors: (Constant), US_AA, Members, US_Jeju, US_Maast, EU_AA, 

AS_Jeju, EU_Jeju, LNFlight_time_min, AS_Maast, EU_Maast 

 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 26350,479 10 2635,048 114,598 ,000b 

Residual 5817,460 253 22,994   

Total 32167,939 263    

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

b. Predictors: (Constant), US_AA, Members, US_Jeju, US_Maast, EU_AA, AS_Jeju, EU_Jeju, 

LNFlight_time_min, AS_Maast, EU_Maast 
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Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 20,173 4,886  4,129 ,000 

Members ,420 ,014 ,865 31,030 ,000 

LNFlight_time_min -3,071 ,716 -,211 -4,291 ,000 

AS_Jeju -,991 1,232 -,030 -,804 ,422 

AS_Maast -1,084 1,217 -,033 -,890 ,374 

EU_Jeju -3,439 1,189 -,103 -2,892 ,004 

EU_Maast -3,450 1,867 -,103 -1,847 ,066 

EU_AA -1,343 1,207 -,040 -1,112 ,267 

US_Jeju -,565 1,334 -,014 -,423 ,672 

US_Maast -1,058 1,350 -,026 -,783 ,434 

US_AA -1,116 1,529 -,027 -,730 ,466 

a. Dependent Variable: Participants 

 

 

 


