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Development of an Instrument for Identifying
Community Reasons for Staging a Festival 

TERI L MAYFIELD AND JOHN L CROMPTON

Focus group interviews and a literature review were used to identify an initial compre-
hensive set of 60 items describing why nonprofit and government entities stage festivals.
After pretesting and subsequently testing the items on a sample of 291 festival organizers,
a 30-item instrument consisting of eight domains was demonstrated to be reliable and valid.
The eight generic reasons for staging festivals were recreation/socialization, culture/
education, tourism, internal revenue generation, natural resources, agriculture, external
revenue generation, and community pride/spirit.

Festivals and events are emerging as one of the fastest
growing types of tourism attractions. While no reliable longi-
tudinal data appear to be available to substantiate this obser-

vation, its validity is suggested by the organization in the past
decade of festival associations in many states, the rapid growth
in membership of the International Festivals Association
(IFA), and attendance at the IFA annual conference, which
now typically exceeds that of the long-established annual con-
ference of the Travel and Tourism Research Association.

Getz (1991) has suggested that the magnitude of festivals
and events justifies recognizing them as one of the three major
categories of tourism attractions. The other two categories
are ambient attractions (e.g., climate, scenery, culture, hospi-
tality, and wildlife) and permanent attractions (e.g., theme
parks, historical sites, sports facilities, convention centers,
and sacred sites).

Although festivals and events have emerged as a major
category of attractions, their recent proliferation means that
little has been reported about the factors that have stimulated
this interest in staging festivals. The primary objective of this
study was to develop a standardized instrument that could
be used to identify the range of reasons that community
organizations may have for staging a festival.

There were four reasons that suggested the development
of such an instrument was important. First, the authors are
involved in the development of training programs for festival
organizers. The content of such programs is likely to be most
useful if it is responsive to the reasons why festivals are
staged. If, for example, revenue generation is the main driv-
ing force, then the types of information likely to be of interest
to organizers will be different than if the driving force is
appreciation of the arts or heritage. Use of the instrument
is likely to lead to better targeting of programs and better
matching of programs to the needs of particular clienteles.
Second, the standardized instrument will enable changes to
be monitored over time. It could be administered periodically
to detect the shifting of clientele goals, so that support
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ation and resources development from Texas A&M University
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Department of Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences at the
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programs could be adapted accordingly. &dquo;Over time, produc-
ing the event might become secondary to survival of the
group, or original goals might be displaced by totally differ-
ent ones&dquo; (Getz 1989, p. 131).
A third potential use for the instrument is the building

of consensus as to the purpose for a festival within a com-

munity. Frequently, different actors involved in organizing
festivals have different objectives which can lead to efforts
being dissipated or, in extreme cases, to friction within the
community. A standardized instrument provides a means to
measure any differences that exist so they can be confronted,
addressed, and reconciled. A fourth use may be to identify
the position a festival occupies in the eyes of sponsors and
participants (i.e., vendors and entertainers, who constitute
a festival’s &dquo;product&dquo;). This would involve identifying similar-
ities and differences between one particular festival and others
in the area. Those reasons for staging the festival that are
perceived to be unique from the participants’ / sponsors’ per-
spective would guide organizers in approaching additional
participants/sponsors.

The primary reason for staging the relatively small propor-
tion of festivals that are operated as commercial ventures is
likely to be the opportunity to obtain a good financial return
on invested resources. However, a majority of festivals are
organized by nonprofit or governmental entities that may have
myriad other reasons for staging them. Hamilton et al. (1989)
undertook a survey of 276 festival organizers in Texas and
assembled the primary reasons for staging festivals under five
general headings: revenues (15 % ), community spirit (18 % ),
recreation (21 % ), education (24 % ), and tourism (18 % ). Getz
(1991) highlighted the economic benefits of festivals through
their role in attracting tourists, increasing expenditures and
length of stay periods, increasing amount of taxes collected,
and increasing employment. Uysal, Gahan, and Martin (1993)
suggested the purposes of events were to create a positive
image of a place, bring in money to the local economy, min-
imize negative impacts, contribute to sustainable development,
foster better host/guest relations, and help preserve sensi-
tive natural or social and cultural environments. Ritchie (1984)
reviewed related literature and concluded that the positive
impacts of events on communities could be economic,
physical, sociological, cultural, psychological, and political.
Transferring Ritchie’s impacts into reasons for staging
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festivals suggests the reasons may include generating reve-
nue, improving physical surroundings, increasing socializa-
tion, promoting and preserving culture, improving well-being
of a community, and gaining recognition and support from
various publics.

The potential of festivals for enhancing cultural identity
has long been recognized. Twenty years ago they were per-
ceived to have an important role in perpetuating subcultures
in the United States.

They offer an opportumty to search out disappearing immigrant
customs that peoples have brought with them m the nature of
celebration fun They offer a wonderful opportunity for self-

expression and commumcation with others through speech, music,
pantomime, action, play and dance. (Ickis 1964, p. 2)

More recently, commentators have similarly highlighted the
potential contribution of festivals in preserving identity.

Festivals are about identity, whether personal or social, and they
are the context and the process of creating links between people
in the community, as well as between the community and the wider
national and cultural environment. (Farber 1983, p. 34)

INITIAL INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT

Procedures used to develop the standardized instrument
were consistent with those recommended by Churchill (1979).
An initial comprehensive set of reasons was developed from
focus group interviews and a review of the literature. Three
focus group interviews were held in Austin, San Antonio,
and College Station, Texas. The three sessions involved a total
of 10 festival organizers who represented a diversity of fes-
tivals. In choosing participants for the focus group interviews,
several characteristics were considered: size of visitor atten-
dance at the festival, size of host community, nature/theme
of festival, and location of festival. Using these criteria,
organizations were recommended by the executive secretary
of the Texas Festivals Association. One of the authors, who
is an experienced facilitator, moderated each of the discus-
sions. Organizers at the focus groups represented festivals
with attendances ranging from 300 to 3.1 million, $40 to
$6 million in gross revenue, one to seven in paid staff, and
0 to 10,000 in number of volunteers. Festival themes included
music, sports, culture, theater, recreation, agricultural prod-
ucts, and history.

Participants in the focus group interviews offered a vari-
ety of reasons for organizing festivals, including stimulating
wider interest in agriculture and natural resources. Other
organizers reported that money was a driving force because
festival profits can stimulate the economy, provide an oppor-
tunity for nonprofit organizations to make money, generate
scholarship funds, and generate revenue to subsidize other
programs offered by nonprofit organizations. Providing recre-
ation opportunities and promoting culture were also cited by
those participants who staged festivals to celebrate commu-
nity or regional history, culture, and/or traditions. The focus
group insights were also supplemented by reasons cited in
the literature.

The culmination of these initial efforts to develop a
standardized instrument was identification of seven major
reasons for organizing festivals: tourism, culture, community
spirit, recreation, education, internal revenues (for the organi-
zation itself), and external revenues (for the community

at large). Each of these reasons embraced multiple dimen-
sions. For example, tourism included increasing tourism to
the community; fostering better host/guest relations; bring-
ing in out-of-town guests; exposing nonresidents to attrac-
tions ; promoting tourism to the area; promoting the city; and
showing off the area to visitors. Focus interviews and the
literature review identified a total of 60 statements that cap-
tured the dimensionality of the seven major reasons.

To reduce this list to a more manageable size and to
initially assess the content validity of items, two procedures
were undertaken involving an expert panel of judges and a
pretest. Content validity was reviewed by seven faculty mem-
bers and graduate students, who used procedures recom-
mended by Zaichowsky (1985). They assessed the extent to
which each item represented the reason domain to which it
was assigned. The judges were asked to identify if the item
was: (a) clearly representative of a reason; (b) somewhat
representative of a reason; or (c) not representative of a
reason. Based on these assessments, items receiving four or
more clearly representative ratings, or five or more clearly
representative or somewhat representative ratings, were

labeled acceptable. The nine items that did not meet these
criteria were designated as questionable. However, they were
not omitted, but merely marked for further examination
following the pretest.

The judges were also asked to edit and improve item clar-
ity, readability, and content validity. Finally, they were asked
to classify each item into one of the seven reason domain cate-
gories and to designate a new category for any item(s) that
did not fit into this set. If at least four judges classified an
item into a category, then the item was placed there. If there
was no majority agreement as to where the item belonged,
it was left in its original category and additional input from
the pretest was used before making a decision as to where
it should be reassigned. Seven items were moved from one
category to another, three of which were used to form a new
category called &dquo;socialization.&dquo; Thus, a total of eight cate-
gories were identified by the judges.

The list of 60 reason statements was randomized and

presented to a college student sample (n=316). The students
were asked to think of a festival or event with which they
were acquainted in order to create a meaningful context. They
were then asked to rate the importance of each item on a
seven-point Likert scale as a reason for putting on that festival
or event.

The purpose of the pretest was to confirm that the items
were correctly categorized, to identify any other domains that
were not considered, and to reduce the list of items to a
manageable set. The data were factor analyzed. Nine factors
emerged from a factor analysis of the items, and the saliently
loaded items generally reflected their a priori assignments
into reason domains. One additional domain emerged - a
grouping of items that appeared to be related to agriculture
and natural resources.

The factor analysis results were used to identify the three
to five items that best measured the dimensions of each fac-
tor domain. Priority was given to those items with a factor
loading of at least .60, although the researchers’ judgments
were sometimes used to amend this. From these actions, a
final list of 32 items evolved, representing the dimensions
of nine reason domains. Results of a factor analysis under-
taken on these 32 items are shown in Table 1. They confirmed
the domain assignments of items and indicated that the coeffi-
cient alphas were acceptably high.
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TEST OF THE INSTRUMENT

To obtain a measure of convergent validity, the list of 32
statements was accompanied by single-item statements for
each of the nine domains shown in Table 1. Respondents were
asked to rate both the multiscale items and the single-item
domain statements on a seven-point importance scale
anchored with very unimportant (1) and very important (7).
The two types of measures were incorporated in different sec-
tions of the questionnaire.

The sample consisted of a list of 706 festival organizers
from Texas provided by the Texas Department of Commerce.
Although it was the best list available, it was four years old.
Since many festivals are organized by volunteers who rotate
into leadership positions, it was anticipated that there would
be difficulty in obtaining a high response rate. A mail sur-
vey was used, and a total of 291 useable questionnaires were
returned, for an effective response rate of 44.5 %.

Getz (1991) points out that one of the defining features
of a festival is that it is held infrequently. Thus, in this study,
only those festivals held annually were included in the sample.
Two other inclusion criteria were that festivals should con-
sist of multiple activities (thus excluding single sporting events
such as softball tournaments or live concerts), and they should
be at least two days in duration. The duration criterion was
established in order to include only those festivals that were
prominent in size.

Results of a factor analysis using oblique rotation on the
32 statements are shown in Table 2. Eigenvalues for the seven
factors that emerged ranged from 8.34 to 1.42, and these
factors accounted for a cumulative variance of 69.2 %. The
Cronbach alphas ranged from .80 to .90.

A priori, items had been classified into nine domains. Two
of these domains loaded together in the factor analysis as

Factor 1 (recreation/socialization and family). Similarly, the
domains of culture and education aggregated on Factor 2. The
items on Factors 1 and 2 were subjected to independent
factor analyses to determine whether they remained as sin-
gle domains. These analyses confirmed the aggregations. The
only other item that did not load into the a priori domains
was &dquo;generate scholarship money,&dquo; which was originally one
of the external reason statements. This loaded with the natu-
ral resources/agriculture items on Factor 5.

Separate regression analyses were undertaken in which
the multi-item domain scales were regressed against the
single-item domain statements to assess the convergent valid-
ity of the individual items within each of the scales. Table 3
shows results of these regression analyses on each domain.
The independent variable labels used in Table 3 are described
fully in Table 2. Results from these analyses helped deter-
mine whether there were some items in the multi-item scales
that should be omitted from the final instrument.

The external revenue reason statement (EXTERN2:
generate scholarship money) loaded saliently on the natural
resources/agriculture domain (Factor 5). However, it was dis-
carded because it was conceptually incompatible with the
other items loading on the natural resources/agriculture fac-
tor. Its omission increased the factor’s coefficient alpha from
.81 to .83. It was also not added to the items in the external
revenue domain (Factor 6) because it did not significantly
contribute to improving the fit of the regression equation of
the external domain and its multi-item scale (Beta=.Ol, p=.71)
(Table 3), and it did not correlate highly either with the single
external revenue domain statement or with the other two items

loading on that factor (Table 4).
A culture domain (Factor 2) item was also omitted

(CULT2: promote culture through music) for several reasons.
It did not contribute to the fit of the regression equation of

TABLE 1

FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS OF THE FINAL LIST OF 32 REASON STATEMENTS
AFTER PRETEST ADJUSTMENTS
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the culture domain and its multi-item scale (Beta=-.02,
p=.75) (Table 3); it did not highly correlate with the culture
domain (r=.49) (Table 5); and the coefficient alpha did not
decrease when it was omitted.

It was apparent after these analyses that operationalization
of the natural resources/agriculture domain (Factor 5) was not
appropriate. Although the multi-item statements loaded to-
gether, the coefficient alpha increased from .83 to .91 when
the second scale item (AGRI2: promote natural resources of
the area) was omitted. However, the regression analysis indi-
cated that this item contributed most to the fit of the regres-
sion equation (Beta=.68, p <.01), whereas the other two natural

resources/agriculture scale items (AGRI1: enhance agricultural
awareness; AGRI3: promote agricultural products) did not con-
tribute as much (Table 3). Furthermore, the Pearson’s corre-
lation coefficient (Table 6) between AGRIl and AGRI3 was
very high (r=.83), whereas neither of these items correlated
highly with the domain (r=.44 and .45, respectively).

After reviewing the wording of the single-domain state-
ment (to promote natural resources) against the multiple scale
items that were regressed, it appeared likely that the anomaly
could be attributed to incorporating items containing the

words &dquo;agriculture&dquo; and &dquo;natural resources&dquo; in a single
domain. In further development of this instrument, these
analyses suggest that two distinctively different and separate
domains - to promote natural resources and to promote
agriculture - should be operationalized.

Thus, following the analyses, the 32 reason statements
were decreased to 30, and the number of domains was
increased from seven to eight. However, future operationali-
zation of this instrument should incorporate one or two addi-
tional items to measure dimensionality in the agriculture
domain, since only two items measured this domain after this
analysis. In addition, two or three new items will be needed
to operationalize the new natural resources domain that
emerged in order to adequately reflect its dimensionality.

CONVERGENT VALIDITY OF THE
MULTI-ITEM REASON SCALES

To provide a measure of convergent validity, Pearson
correlation coefficients were calculated to determine strength
of the association between each individual item on the
multi-item scales and the corresponding single-item domain.

TABLE 2

RESULTS OF A FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 32 REASON STATEMENTS
DERIVED FROM A SAMPLE OF FESTIVAL ORGANIZERS
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TABLE 3

RESULTS OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF MULTI-ITEM SCALES AGAINST
SINGLE-ITEM REASON DOMAIN STATEMENTS

TABLE 4

PEARSON’S CORRELATION COEFFICIENT MATRIX OF THE EXTERNAL REVENUE DOMAIN AND ITS MULTISCALE ITEMS

Correlations significant at p <.01, two-tailed test.
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A high correlation coefficient between the domain and an
individual scale item was interpreted to indicate convergent
validity. Table 7 shows the Pearson’s correlation coefficient
matrices for the single-items and the corresponding multi-
item scale in each domain.

Table 8 shows that multiple correlation coefficients from
the regression analysis of each single-item domain and its
corresponding multi-item scales were relatively strong.
Although several of the individual scale items did not corre-
late highly with their single-item domain statement, a deci-
sion was made to retain them all for various reasons. SPIRIT4
did not correlate highly with the community spirit/pride
domain (r=.39), but it was retained because the coefficient
alpha did not increase substantially when it was omitted (from
.86 to .87), and the item did contribute slightly to the fit of
the regression equation of the domain (Table 3). RECR2,
RECR3, and RECR4 did not correlate highly with the recre-
ation/socialization domain (r=.45, .40, and .36, respectively),
but they were all retained because the domain’s coefficient
alpha would have decreased if any one of them was omitted
(from .76 to .64, .68, and .74, respectively) and all contributed
slightly to the fit of the regression equation of the domain
(Table 3). INTERN1 and INTERN2 did not correlate highly
with the internal revenue domain (r=.44 and .45), but they
were retained for their contribution to the regression analy-
sis. FAM2 did not correlate highly with the family domain
(r=.48), but it was retained because the domain’s coefficient
alpha would have decreased if it was omitted (from .74 to .69).

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Eight generic reasons emerged for the staging of festivals
by nonprofit and governmental entities: recreation/socializa-
tion, culture/education, tourism, internal revenue generation,
natural resources, agriculture, external revenue generation,
and community pride/spirit. Thirty items were identified that
operationalized the eight domains. The instrument was
demonstrated to be reliable and to have content and conver-

gent validity. These 30 selected items consisted of those listed
in Table 2 with the exception of &dquo;promote culture through

music&dquo; and &dquo;generate scholarship money,&dquo; which were both
discarded. When incorporated into a questionnaire, these 30
items should be randomly scrambled, and, as discussed, addi-
tional items that measure different dimensions of the agricul-
ture and natural resources domains should be added. Respon-
dents should be asked how important they consider each
reason to be for staging the festival and to respond on a seven-
point scale anchored with very unimportant (1) and very
important (7).

Two of the potential uses for the instrument described in
the opening paragraphs of the article related to identifying
a festival’s position relative to other festivals in the eyes of
participants/sponsors and to building consensus among differ-
ent stakeholders within a specific festival. The data in Table 9
illustrates how the instrument can be scored so that it could
be used for these purposes.

Table 9 lists 27 of the 30 items. The three missing items
are those pertaining to the agriculture and natural resources
domains. They were omitted because, as noted earlier, there
were insufficient items to accurately measure these domains.
For purposes of illustration, the culture and education
domains were treated as being independent of each other.

The number of respondents checking each of the seven
points on the very unimportant (1) to very important (7) scale
is shown, along with respondents’ mean scores and the stan-
dard deviations for the multiple items in each domain. A final
line in bold in each domain reports the grand mean of the
multiple items (Table 9). The grand means indicate that com-
munity spirit/pride and family were ranked by respondents
as being the most important reasons for staging festivals, while
reasons relating to culture, education, and external resources
were least important.

Some of the reasons for attending festivals that were iden-
tified in this study were consistent with impacts and reasons
given by visitors in other studies (Uysal, Gahan, and Martin
1993; Ritchie 1984; Mathieson and Wall 1982; Gee, Makens,
and Choy 1989; Getz 1989). Of the eight generic reasons for
staging festivals that were identified in this study, six had been
suggested in previous descriptive research: revenues, com-
munity spirit, education/culture, recreation, and tourism
(Hamilton et al. 1989). This instrument can be used to address

TABLE 5

PEARSON’S CORRELATION COEFFICIENT MATRIX OF THE CULTURE DOMAIN AND ITS MULTISCALE ITEMS

Correlations significant at p <.01, two-tailed test.

TABLE 6

PEARSON’S CORRELATION COEFFICIENT MATRIX OF THE NATURAL RESOURCE/AGRICULTURE DOMAIN
AND ITS MULTISCALE ITEMS

Correlations significant at p <.01, two-tailed test.
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TABLE 7

PEARSON’S CORRELATION COEFFICIENT MATRICES OF ALL DOMAINS AND THEIR MULTISCALE ITEMS

Correlations significant at p <.01, two-tailed test.

TABLE 8

MULTIPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS INDICATING THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN DOMAIN STATEMENTS
AND THEIR CORRESPONDING MULTI-ITEM SCALES
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the question, &dquo;Are the rationales for staging a festival con-
sistent with the benefits that visitors receive from it?&dquo; If this

measuring tool is accompanied by a similar instrument meas-
uring the benefits that festival visitors seek, then differences
can be identified so that an organization can better tailor its
festival toward meeting its visitors’ needs.
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