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journals, Event Management, has covered interdis-

ciplinary matters since its first issue (Getz & Page, 

2016). Mair and Weber (2019) stated that cultural 

and social perspectives have been outpaced by busi-

ness-orientated research; and within this, little is 

Introduction

A frequent view is that events research has pre-

dominately been driven by management perspec-

tives, although even one of the oldest events-specific 
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outwardly focused toward social or cultural goals. 

Arguably little event research has been examined 

outside of established event journals (Kim et al., 

2013). Park and Park (2017) suggested more 

detailed reviews may identify minor but signifi-

cant themes and underresearched topics. Yeung and 

Thomas (2021) suggested there is a: “geographical 

concentration of linguistically advantaged scholars 

that dominate [the field’s main journals]” (p. 8).

Meanwhile, issues of research “quality” permeate 

contemporary research communities, at the level of 

individual researchers, journals, publishers, institu-

tional, and governmental strategies (Moore et al., 

2017; Ryan & Page, 2015). Since 2000, more coun-

tries have developed performance-based research 

funding systems (PRFS) that: “intrinsically link[s] 

to the structure of the research system [and] gov-

erns much of the institutional funding” (Arnold 

et al., 2018, pp. i–iv). Weinstein et al. (2019) 

reported 15% of UK academics had been asked 

to change the focus of their research to accommo-

date PRFS. Although the interdisciplinary scope 

of event research has helped establish it as a field, 

some argue that journal ranking systems may dis-

advantage specialist fields (Crowther et al., 2015). 

Thomas and Bowdin (2012) suggested that despite 

growth, event research remains a smaller field than 

tourism and relies on this literature significantly. 

Tourism researchers are similarly encouraged to 

publish in higher ranked business journals, rather 

than tourism-specific journals (Hall, 2011; Perdue, 

2015).

This article refers to Chartered Association of 

Business School (CABS) journal rankings, derived 

in relation to PRFS, both of which have emerged 

from a UK context. Many countries do not use 

PRFS and there is also considerable variation in 

methods among those that do. Although the UK 

was the first in Europe to develop a PRFS, many 

countries have learned from its evolution (Jonkers 

& Zacharewicz, 2016). The authors of this article 

are both based in the UK and a degree of ethnocen-

trism is acknowledged in the approach taken. Fur-

thermore, it is challenging to isolate the influence 

of any singular approach or metric from others. 

Supposedly independent peer review decisions can 

be influenced by impact factors, while supposedly 

objective bibliometric approaches typically disad-

vantage fields with nonjournal outputs (Zachare-

wicz et al., 2018).

Within CABS, event-specific journals are 

found in the field of Sector studies. Sector stud-

ies is the third largest field in CABS by journal 

count, although only 14% of the journals here are 

ranked three stars or above (Table 1). There are no 

event-specific journals in Sector studies that are 

ranked higher than two stars, with three-star qual-

ity defined as “internationally excellent” (Fazel & 

Wolf, 2017, p. 33).

Events researchers have carried out literature 

reviews and constructed conceptual frameworks 

to establish views on the state of the art of event 

research. Some have argued that these often fail to 

address the broad content matter of event research, 

nor do they raise significant implications for prac-

titioners or researchers (Kim & Kaewnuch, 2018). 

Riungu et al. (2018) addressed this, using Getz’s 

(2013) five main fields of planned events. How-

ever, they acknowledged their sample was lim-

ited in scope (event tourism focus), incorporating 

only five respected journals and called for more 

integrated approaches. Recently, Srivastava et al. 

(2021) carried out a bibliographic analysis of 522 

articles across 14 years of a single journal: Event 

Management. However, Park and Park (2017) 

suggested that examining multidisciplinary jour-

nals is required to fully evaluate the broad range 

of research themes. Mair (2012) carried out one of 

few literature reviews referring to a quality rank-

ing system (Excellence for Research Australia). 

This article was more robust, incorporating 144 

articles and making important critical observations 

Table 1

Journals by Star Rating in Sector Studies (CABS in 2018)

Total Journals Four Star Three Star Two Star One Star

Sector studies 109 5 (5%) 10 (9%) 39 (36%) 55 (50%)

All fields 2292 193 (8%) 478 (21%) 778 (34%) 843 (37%)
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on rigor and quality in research. This was neverthe-

less restricted to focusing on business events and 

articles published from 2000 to 2009, which may 

no longer reflect the current discourse or ongoing 

influence of PRFS.

The two main aims of this article are to firstly 

identify the events relevance of journals within 

Sector studies using a measure of interrater agree-

ment and secondly to carry out a bibliographic 

analysis of highly cited articles. This research aims 

to contribute towards the position outlined by Getz 

and Page (2016):

To make progress ontologically will require a sys-

tematic analysis of all the pertinent literature, both 

from the research journals and from praxis, with 

the aim of pinpointing all claims to knowledge 

(including all concepts being employed), and an 

effort made to codify and standardize terminology. 

(p. 620)

Key Themes Within Previous Literature Reviews

Literature reviews are not unknown in event 

management research. Some even argue that an 

excess of review articles overshadows more inno-

vative studies (Poria et al., 2015). Mair’s (2012) 

144-article review identified gaps in areas such as 

social and environmental impacts. Park and Park’s 

(2016) topic study of 551 articles, identified con-

siderable growth since 2006, with topics shifting 

from the economic to visitor experiences and moti-

vations. Kim and Kaewnuch’s (2018) 302-article 

review identified gaps such as emerging markets 

and the use of IT, while also proposing future 

agendas around industry and higher education. 

These analyses, while varied and methodologi-

cally sound, have often been limited to drawing 

from event-specific journals. Thomas and Bowdin 

(2012) acknowledged influences from business and 

management, sociology, and economics, and rec-

ognized that literature reviews also need to address 

interdisciplinary issues. Analysis of literature at the 

“periphery” is less common than that of the “core” 

literature (Getz, 2012).

Firstly, more robust sampling methods can be 

applied. Mair (2012) commented that intercoder 

analysis had yet to be fully explored in this context. 

Intercoder (or interrater) reliability analysis allows 

for the validation of a coding scheme used to select 

articles (Lombard et al., 2002; Neuendorf, 2017). 

This was used by Kim et al. (2013) in a 178-article 

review to identify and track the characteristics of 

studies over time. Although covering a 30-year 

span, only three journals were included, none of 

which were event specific. They also called for new 

analysis in terms of authorship, to investigate any 

geographic broadening over time. Park and Park 

(2016) acknowledged their review only covered 

event-specific journals and that exploring the broad 

range of research topics may be a future objective. 

Draper et al. (2018) reviewed 890 articles, arrang-

ing journals into subsets of event, tourism, and 

hospitality (T&H) research, primarily to examine 

data collection and analysis methods. Arguably, 

this also highlights the challenge in navigating the 

various overlaps, borders, and gaps between event-

specific and other journals.

Srivastava et al. (2021) took a narrow yet com-

prehensive bibliometric approach. As such, their 

detailed analysis covered historic trends, indi-

vidual authors, and cocitation measures; however, 

this is limited to a single journal. Shilbury (2011) 

summarized many factors potentially influencing 

citations, applying this to the knowledge transfers 

between top-tier management journals and sports 

journals. A similar approach was also taken in the 

context of arts management (Rentschler & Kirch-

ner, 2012) although citation analysis is not strictly 

necessary for a bibliometric approach (Ruhanen et 

al., 2015). Shilbury (2011) suggested that manage-

ment research as a whole is characterized by weak 

paradigm development. Work that extends the the-

oretical base, rather than producing clarity, leads to 

the development of diverse yet fundamentally simi-

lar journals and articles. Business and management 

research has been described as more urban sprawl 

than integrated city, where residents know how to 

reach each other, even if they have different inter-

ests and languages (Morris et al., 2009). Citation 

analysis may help clarify contributions, show how 

research streams have developed over time, and 

project future research needs.

The methods employed by event researchers 

generate data, which in turn construct knowledge 

structures that guide and shape the discipline area 

(Singh et al., 2007). Getz (2012) identified three 

discourses within events research: event tourism, 

event management, and event studies. Thomas and 
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Bowdin (2012) noted that although event manage-

ment research had grown in quantity and quality, 

“those who see themselves as members of a matur-

ing field might also be expected to subject it to 

greater critical assessment than has taken place 

hitherto” (p. 105). Research methods used typi-

cally draw from management and economics (Getz, 

2012; Patterson & Getz, 2013). Mair (2012) noted 

that qualitative research was underrepresented, par-

ticularly within higher ranked journals. However, 

Kim and Kaewnuch (2018) more recently noted 

a convergence in the volume of quantitative and 

qualitative research methods, which Lockstone-

Binney (2018) possibly attributed to the lessening 

influence of economics and greater emphasis on 

identifying sociocultural impacts.

These review articles illustrate the shifting defi-

nitions and dialogues of event management. The 

more recent emergence of Critical Event Studies 

further asserts that events management “is still 

stuck in its operational management paradigm” 

(Spracklen & Lamond, 2016, p. 1). A critical analy-

sis may help shift the discourse to one that assesses 

events from multiple perspectives, without nec-

essarily marginalizing economics (Riungu et al., 

2018; Robertson et al., 2018). The importance of 

examining the discourse further within this area is 

summarized: “Event-related research and discourse 

continues to expand, and if Event Studies is to 

bring all the themes and theories together there is a 

need to continue with more detailed analysis of the 

literature” (Getz, 2012, p. 183).

Methodology

The final data file, including further exposition 

and visualization, is available via Mendeley Data 

(Fletcher, 2021) for others to critique or build on; 

correspondence is welcomed. Microsoft Excel and 

IBM SPSS Statistics were used. An overview of the 

selection process can be seen in Figure 1.

Journal Selection

Morris et al. (2009) charted the development of 

business and management journal lists, parallel to 

the growing literature. CABS originated with a list 

of all journals submitted to the 2001 UK Research 

Assessment Exercise (RAE) as well as lists from 

six UK business schools (Willmott, 2011). The 

RAE business and management panel were tasked 

to read 9,020 journal articles, nearly 700 per panel 

member. Morris et al. (2009) argued that rankings 

of some description are largely inevitable when 

faced with this volume of literature. These may 

be individual preferences, peer surveys, institution 

lists, or approaches such as CABS. They suggest 

that systematic, transparent, hybrid approaches 

like CABS can address the shortcomings of other 

approaches. Nevertheless, many researchers have 

concerns that their work is marginalized within 

these approaches.

Twenty-two subfields were also established to 

accommodate specialisms. Event research could 

previously be found within the T&H subfield, later 

merged with Sector studies in 2015. Although T&H 

have a strong presence among the 109 journals cur-

rently making up Sector studies, this also includes 

energy, environmental, and transportation journals. 

We can view Sector studies as a field that exists to 

accommodate specialist perspectives from diverse 

economic sectors, much as the field of Regional 

studies accommodates specialist geographic per-

spectives. Many of the event-specific journals 

referred to by previous reviews are found in Sector 

studies and this would likely be a productive start-

ing point.

In contrast to previous reviews, this research pri-

oritized a broad approach to both journal selection 

and event type; therefore, a simple search criterion 

based on well-established keywords was used. Tak-

ing Park and Park’s (2016) topic trends as a starting 

point, five keywords were chosen: Event, Festival, 

Convention, Meeting, and Sport. These appear in 

Park and Park’s 10 most frequently used keywords 

from 2006 onwards, although convention and 

meeting are more variable.

Journal Relevance

Multiple raters would allow for interrater agree-

ment to be calculated. This approach is relatively 

rare in event literature reviews and other benefits 

can be noted. O’Connor and Joffe (2020) argued 

that interrater agreement can provide scrutiny, 

motivation, consistency, reflexivity, and dialogue 

in the research team. The two authors of this article 

also performed the rating tasks, therefore formal 
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training was not undertaken; however, a trial stage 

allowed inconsistencies to be addressed. A simple 

rating scale was developed: Low meant essentially 

no relevance, Medium meant there were some 

references to events worth revisiting, and High 

meant this journal potentially had interest for event 

researchers, even if it was within a niche context.

The approach was first trialed on the 21 CABS 

fields other than Sector studies to help avoid bias 

towards established literature. For the trial, the 

top five ranked journals from each category were 

selected, giving 105 journals to briefly review. 

Each researcher took half the sample. The five key-

words were used to search for articles via the jour-

nals’ own websites. The first few pages of results 

were consulted to determine if the journal was to 

relevant event researchers. The combined topic and 

relevance scale was easy to use and interpret. For 

example, a journal might be rated High in only one 

category, or have Medium ratings across several. 

False positives were easily discounted, such as 

event studies as a financial term.

Figure 1. Journal and article selection process.
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The main analysis focused only on Sector stud-

ies. Event Management is currently the highest 

rated event-specific journal at two stars; therefore, 

the researchers’ first approach was to review every 

two-star or higher rated journal, giving 53 titles to 

examine. At this stage, a Very high category was 

added to the rating scale, for journals that could be 

considered essential reading for event researchers. 

Both researchers independently reviewed all 53 

journals, giving each a rating across five categories, 

creating a matrix of 265 ratings each.

Comparing the ratings found that researchers 

were in exact agreement for 70% of cases. A sim-

ple percentage can be a good index of agreement, 

assuming that the coding task is easy, but statisti-

cal tests can mitigate against the effects of chance 

(Feng, 2013). Cohen’s kappa was used with linear 

weighting to attribute greater significance to greater 

levels of disagreement. All keywords had a good 

level of agreement except for Sport, which was 

only moderate, with interpretation taken from Alt-

man (1990) (all at p < 0.05, Event: 0.770, Festival: 

0.716, Convention: 0.712, Meeting: 0.705, Sport: 

0.414). Krippendorf’s (2004) alpha was also used, 

with all keywords other than Sport meeting accept-

able levels of reliability (all at p < 0.05, Event: 

0.898, Festival: 0.805, Convention: 0.854, Meet-

ing: 0.861, Sport: 0.558).

Although there is no universal consensus on the 

interpretation of interrater agreement values, the 

researchers considered the results at this stage to be 

positive, with the exception of Sport. The authors’ 

different backgrounds (arts and sports manage-

ment) were likely a further factor in disagreements 

around sports events. The author with a sports man-

agement background seemed to be more critical of 

this aspect, whereas a nonspecialist may find it hard 

to distinguish between sports management topics 

and events management topics in a sports context. 

Overall, many of the other disagreements seem 

to have stemmed from different interpretations of 

High and Very high. In practice, this additional cat-

egory served to be less distinct than the variations 

between Low, Medium, and High.

Table 2

Final Journal Selection

Journal Name CABS Rank 2018 Previous Reviews

Broad appeal to event researchers

Annals of Leisure Research 2 0

Annals of Tourism Research 4 4

Cornell Hospitality Quarterly 2 2

Event Management 2 6

Intl. Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 3 2

Intl. Journal of Hospitality Management 3 4

Intl. Journal of Tourism Research 2 0

Journal of Sport Management 2 1

Journal of Sustainable Tourism 3 2

Journal of Travel and Tourism Marketing 2 5

Journal of Travel Research 4 1

Leisure Studies 2 0

Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism 2 2

Tourism Economics 2 4

Tourism Management 4 0

Niche appeal to event researchers

Current Issues in Tourism 2 2

European Sport Management Quarterly 3 0

Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research 2 3

Tourism Analysis 2 2

Tourism Management Perspectives 2 0

Broad events appeal but low CABS rating

Intl. Journal of Event and Festival Management 1 5

Journal of Convention and Event-Tourism 1 6

Journal of Sport and Tourism 1 1

Journal of Policy Research in Tourism, Leisure, and Events 1 2
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The final selection process took the following 

steps. Firstly, 15 journals that received High or 

Very high ratings, in at least two of the five cat-

egories, from both researchers, were selected. 

Secondly, there were seven journals where only 

one researcher had rated highly enough and these 

were discussed further, with five eventually being 

included. Finally, four events-specific journals 

were manually included, without review, from the 

remaining 54 one-star journals within Sector stud-

ies. The final selection was 24 journals as illus-

trated by Table 2. The supplementary data file also 

illustrates a different approach to journal selection, 

which produced a similar final selection. Table 2 

includes CABS rankings and how many times 

a journal has appeared across the seven previous 

literature reviews discussed. This prompts further 

consideration on how “core” and “peripheral” jour-

nals are delineated. Seven journals have appeared 

in four or more previous reviews, while 10 have 

only appeared once or never.

Bibliometric Analysis of Articles

Scopus, Web of Science (WOS), and Google 

Scholar were considered as databases to collate 

the necessary bibliometrics. Google Scholar has 

extensive coverage and might generate a more 

diverse sample than the more selective databases 

(Martín-Martín et al., 2019). However, the search 

fields and export functions available are currently 

very limited (Gusenbauer, 2018). Scopus may be 

marginally more authoritative than WOS for fields 

like business and economics (Levine-Clark & Gil, 

2008), social sciences, and humanities (Harzing & 

Alakangas, 2016). The current CABS journal rank-

ings use data from both Clarivate (WOS) and Else-

vier (Scopus). Finally, all the journals selected at 

this stage were found in Scopus, while three were 

not currently indexed in WOS.

Searching for articles in 2008–2018 was influ-

enced by several factors. A 10-year period com-

pared well with previous reviews, considering 

the overall research scope. Getz and Page (2016) 

clearly stated, “event tourism as a growth area 

has expanded exponentially since 2008” (p. 593) 

despite being barely recognized as a term before 

the 1980s. CABS rankings were updated in 

2018, drawing from journal impact factors across 

2011–2015. Rankings were also updated in mid-

2021; however, all the journals selected here have 

maintained the same rankings.

At this stage, a grand total of 14,390 articles 

potentially met the selection criteria, with the total 

volume of publications roughly doubling over the 

10-year period chosen. This is similar to other esti-

mates of the scale of global scientific publication 

output (Bornmann & Mutz, 2015), although some 

journals outpaced the trend significantly. Not all of 

the articles would necessarily be relevant for our 

purposes so a further subset was created. A Scopus 

citation report was generated for each journal using 

the same five keywords as before. However, when 

trialing the method, convention and meeting key-

words now generated a high number of false posi-

tives and were excluded. The final search string 

used was “event OR festival OR sport” in article 

title, keywords, or abstract. This produced a subset 

of 3,021 articles or an average of 127 per journal.

Using citations as an assumed measure of quality 

has its weaknesses, although it clearly helps dem-

onstrate usage and can be triangulated with other 

factors. In this case, selecting the top 20 most-cited 

articles from each journal would give 480 articles 

in total; around 3% of the grand total or 16% of 

the subset. Each researcher took half the sample 

to review independently. Abstracts and titles were 

examined and in more ambiguous cases it was nec-

essary to read the articles in more depth. Articles 

were first selected as either relevant or not relevant 

to events management research. Although this final 

stage relies on the interpretation of the two authors, 

this was only to evaluate whether an article was 

of any broad relevance to the field of events man-

agement, rather than a judgement of quality. Both 

authors have more than 10 years’ experience in 

events management education and industry. Of the 

480 articles reviewed, 272 (57%) were selected.

Key fields exported from Scopus (on 07/26/2019) 

were: Year, Source Title, 2018 CABS ranking, 

the number of citations received, and the number 

of authors. Some fields (Affiliation, Country of 

author, Funding) required further clean up to be 

useable (Altered Fields), although this required 

little to no interpretation (Table 3).

Other fields (Original Fields) required more 

interpretation. Content analysis and categoriza-

tion here took a manifest approach, taking articles 
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at face value when describing their methodologies 

or the types of events being covered. An initial 

open-coding stage followed by a more selective 

stage was carried out. Researchers first described 

events and methodologies across the whole sample 

in expanded detail (audience survey, food festival) 

then collaboratively agreed on narrower categories 

(quantitative, festival). For example, there were ini-

tially 77 uniquely labeled types of event, although 

23 of these were different instances of mega-events. 

Forty-two were either uncategorizable or were not 

focused on a specific type of event. There were 

initially 160 uniquely labeled types of methodol-

ogy, although approximately 69 were variations 

of surveys and 22 were variations of interviews. 

Further reading and further discussion between the 

researchers was required at times.

The categories eventually chosen are largely 

reflective of categories used in previous literature 

reviews, although two may need further expla-

nation. Although all events have a tourism and 

regional aspect, events defined here as “tourism/

regional” have this aspect appearing primary over 

other concerns, for example: Christmas Markets, 

historic reenactments, military commemorations, 

and articles about events-related tourism or regional 

development policy. Concept/Theory/Experimental 

articles may have also integrated other methodolo-

gies, but are defined more by their contribution to 

theory: for example, exploring service quality, the 

carnivalesque, sustainability, dramaturgical perspec-

tives, the network society and urban redevelopment. 

Again, readers may wish to consult the full details 

in the supplementary data file.

This approach prioritized covering a broad range 

of journals and a broad range of event types. The 

process hopefully reflects the guidelines for sys-

tematic literature reviews by Fisch and Block 

(2018), being: transparent and reproducible, with 

both practical and methodological criteria being 

described and justified. The balance between 

breadth and depth seems appropriate to the maturity 

of the field and the nature of the research questions. 

Limitations will be discussed in the conclusions.

Results

This section presents statistical analysis of the 

bibliographic data, leading with summary statistics. 

Beaulieu (2015) estimated that academic articles 

receiving 10 or more citations are in the top 24% 

of most cited articles globally, while those with 100 

or more are in the top 1.8%. Articles that receive 

around 30 citations might be considered among the 

most influential in events management; by compar-

ison, Srivastava et al. (2021) found that the average 

citations for their single-journal sample was 7.9. 

Table 4 illustrates this in relation to the sample.

Statistical analysis took the following approach. 

Firstly, the Shapiro–Wilk test of normality estab-

lished that nearly all of the fields examined (in 

Table 3) were not normally distributed; there-

fore, nonparametric tests would be appropriate. A 

Kruskal–Wallis one-way ANOVA with pairwise 

Table 3

Fields Exported for Analysis From SCOPUS

Unaltered fields

Year

Source Title

CABS Rank (2018)

Number of citations

Number of authors

Altered fields

Affiliation The school or department of the author(s)

Country and region Country and Region of the author(s) 

Funding Does the paper refer to any funding received?

Original fields

Mega-event Does the paper refer to a mega-event?

Event type Sport, Festival, Expo, Tourism/regional, MICE, Religious

Methodology Quantitative, Qualitative, Mixed Methods, Methods review, Media review or Documentary, Litera-

ture review, Conceptual/Theoretical/Experimental
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comparisons was produced to determine if there 

was significant variation between categories; then 

Mann–Whitney U tests were produced across all 

possible combinations to determine differences 

between individual categories. All p values below 

are reported at a 0.05 significance level with a con-

fidence interval of 95%.

Three Subsections Follow: 

Journal, Article, and Author Factors

Journal Factors

ANOVA returned p ≤ 0.000, indicating that cita-

tions do significantly vary across the CABS ranks. 

Individual Mann–Whitney U tests confirmed that 

all the comparisons with four stars were significant 

(p ≤ 0.005 or lower) (Tables 5 and 6).

A simple word search approach was used across 

the references of all the articles within the sample. 

This does not show directionality of citations, only 

total volume (Table 7).

Article Factors

ANOVA returned p = 0.081, indicating that cita-

tions do not vary across the methodologies (Table 8).

ANOVA returned p = 0.001, indicating that 

citations vary across the event types. Individual 

Mann–Whitney U tests were carried out between 

the categories. Significant differences (p ≤ 0.05) 

were found between Sport and all other categories 

except Tourism/Regional. There was also a signifi-

cant difference between Festival and MICE (p ≤ 

0.05) (Tables 9 and 10).

ANOVA returned p = 0.081, indicating that cita-

tions do not vary across these categories.

Author Factors

Taking a more descriptive approach, it was pos-

sible to determine how frequently authors worked 

with others from their region and elsewhere. South 

America was excluded at this stage due to contain-

ing only one article (Table 11).

Departmental affiliations of all authors were 

coded, initially producing a range of 14 disciplines, 

including a miscellaneous/other category. Cell 

counts were too low for statistical analysis, so two 

new categories were produced, to attempt to distin-

guish generic and specialist management. BEMM 

(Business, Economics, Management, Marketing) 

with 131 articles and THLE (Tourism, Hospital-

ity, Leisure, Events) with 128 articles (Table 12). A 

chi-square test could then be produced to examine 

collaboration, excluding sole authors. Both chi-

squares are found to be significant, although one 

cell had a low count.

Discussion

Journal ranking and citations are positively asso-

ciated, though it may only be the four-star jour-

nals that are significant in this respect. As well as 

averaging 165% more citations, they also do so 

more consistently, as shown by the median (Table 

5). A larger sample would ideally be required and 

the potentially disproportionate number of articles 

from two-star journals could mask other issues. 

Table 4

Summary Statistics

Summary Statistics Total Percentage

Total number of articles 272 100%

Mean citations 38 –

Median citations 29 –

Maximum citations 168 –

Minimum citations 1 –

≥10 citations 235 86%

≥100 citations 16 6%

Table 5

CABS Ranking and Events Relevance

CABS Ranking Whole Sample One Star Two Star Three Star Four Star

N (journals) 24 4 13 4 3

N (articles chosen as relevant) 272 76 118 42 36

% of possible articles chosen as relevant 57% 95% 45% 53% 60%
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Table 6

Citations by CABS Ranking

CABS Ranking Whole Sample One Star Two Star Three Star Four Star

N 272 76 118 42 36

Mean citations 38 41 30 36 63

Median citations 29 33 23 27 55

Skewness 1.5 1.2 1.5 1.9 0.6

Kurtosis 2.3 0.9 2.5 4.1 −0.7

Table 7

References by Journal

Journal Name

CABS 

Rank 2018

Articles 

Selected

Refs. to 

Journal

Refs. as 

Percentage

Percentage of 

Total Articles 

2008–2018

Tourism Management 4 16 1,045 22% 12%

Annals of Tourism Research 4 6 930 20% 7%

Journal of Travel Research 4 14 863 18% 4%

Event Management 2 20 495 10% 3%

Journal of Sport Management 2 9 216 5% 3%

Journal of Sustainable Tourism 3 11 163 3% 6%

Intl. Journal of Tourism Research 2 16 147 3% 4%

European Sport Management Quarterly 3 10 118 2% 2%

Leisure Studies 2 8 112 2% 3%

Intl. Journal of Hospitality Management 3 13 90 2% 9%

Tourism Economics 2 8 83 2% 6%

Current Issues in Tourism 2 9 69 1% 5%

Intl. Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 3 9 61 1% 7%

Journal of Travel and Tourism Marketing 2 17 60 1% 5%

Journal of Sport and Tourism 1 17 57 1% 1%

Intl. Journal of Event and Festival Management 1 20 52 1% 1%

Journal of Policy Research in Tourism Leisure and Events 1 19 47 1% 2%

Tourism Analysis 2 13 45 1% 4%

Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism 2 0 34 1% 1%

Journal of Convention and Event Tourism 1 20 27 1% 2%

Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research 2 4 23 0% 3%

Cornell Hospitality Quarterly 2 0 11 0% 3%

Table 8

Citations by Methodology

Methodology

Concept, Theory, 

Experimental

Literature or 

Methods Review

Media Review 

or Documentary

Mixed 

Methods Qualitative Quantitative

N 21 26 8 21 40 156

Mean citations 48 45 25 30 34 38

Median citations 43 35 25 21 29 29

Skewness 0.6 1.5 0.1 0.9 0.8 1.6

Kurtosis −0.3 2.8 −1.2 0.2 −0.0 2.4
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Table 9

Citations by Event Type

Event Type Festival MICE Religious Sport Tourism/Regional

N 95 22 7 95 11

Mean citations 37 21 20 44 38

Median citations 28 19 14 41 25

Skewness 1.8 0.7 0.7 0.9 3.1

Kurtosis 3.5 0.8 −0.4 0.7 0.1

Table 10

Citations by Mega-Events

Category Mega-Events Non-Mega-Events

N 61 211

Mean citations 42 37

Median citations 37 28

Skewness 1.3 1.6

Kurtosis 1.8 2.5

Table 11

International Collaboration: Papers Where All Authors Were From the Same Region

Africa

Australia and 

New Zealand East Asia Europe Middle East

North 

America Average

90% 77% 65% 82% 67% 71% 75%

Table 12

Departmental Collaboration

First Author Affiliation Other Author Affiliation Observed Expected Chi-Square (1 df)

Business, Economics, Management, Marketing B 11 19.5 7.410 (p ≤ 0.000)

T 28 19.5

Tourism, Hospitality, Leisure, Events B 5
a

12 8.167 (p ≤ 0.000)

T 19 12

Note. 
a
Low count.
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CABS rankings also weight towards citations from 

higher ranked journals. Of the whole sample, 57% 

of articles (Table 6) were judged to be relevant com-

pared to 95% of the articles from the one-star arti-

cles, which were manually selected events-specific 

journals. Partially this continues to evidence events 

research as an emerging field but also reflects the 

challenges of a broad sampling approach. Only 5% 

of the articles reviewed referred to research fund-

ing, according to Scopus.

Three journals (all four-star rated) accounted for 

60% of all references within the sample, despite 

making up 23% of the total article volume in the 

2008–2018 period (Table 7). The top events-focused 

journal volume (Event Management) was fourth 

with 10% of references, while the other four events-

specific journals identified accounted for 10% 

between them. The most prolific journal (Tourism 

Management: 1,754 articles) published around 10 

times as many articles in this time period, as some 

events-specific journals (International Journal of 

Event and Festival Management: 186 articles). 

Firstly, this illustrates the sheer difference in scale 

when discussing the relation between tourism and 

events journals. Secondly, it suggests that the two 

areas remain linked, although further analysis would 

be required to investigate the directionality between 

specific journals; and within an events context. It is 

challenging to comment if this position has changed 

over time, other than to reiterate that any event man-

agement research is scarce before the 1980s and has 

grown substantially since the late 2000s.

The prevalence of quantitative methods is easily 

seen, with these making up over half the sample 

(57%) and over three times more than qualita-

tive methods (Table 8). Some argue that quantita-

tive research is easier to publish; for example, by 

making slight variations to previous studies (Tim-

othy, 2015) and there may be other factors work-

ing against qualitative methods (Wickham et al., 

2012). There appears to be no significant effect 

on citations, regardless of methods chosen. This 

includes conceptual, theoretical, and experimental 

articles, which might potentially reflect the issues 

of knowledge transfer and weak paradigm develop-

ment raised in the literature review. Additionally, 

where collaborations happen, these may be led by 

Business, Economics, Management, and Marketing 

fields (Table 11).

The use of different methods over time was 

investigated, though initial examination did not 

uncover any significant changes. The sample had 

relatively few articles from 2015 or later (20%) and 

citation lag is a known issue (Tort et al., 2012). For 

example, three articles in this sample had only one 

citation at the time data were exported (Table 4); 

all articles published 2017–2018. The number of 

authors also had no significant effect on citations.

Sports articles attracted more citations (Table 9), 

which likely reflects higher-ranked journals cover-

ing these types of events (Table 2). The knowledge 

produced may also be more easily transferable, 

compared to cultural festivals that may produce 

more context-specific knowledge. Mega-event 

related articles made up 1 in 4 (Table 10) of the 

total. Of these, 75% were sports related, primarily 

the Olympics or FIFA World Cup. This subfield of 

the events literature is not homogenous and could 

warrant further investigation.

Finally, Europe, Australia and New Zealand, 

and North America accounted for 77% of the lit-

erature by region of the lead author, which is simi-

lar to other studies (Getz, 2010; Ladkin & Weber, 

2009). All of the journal publishers were based in 

the UK or US and only English-language articles 

were selected.

Conclusions

In responding to calls to systematically ana-

lyze and better establish the coherence of events 

research, this article has taken a broad approach to 

both journal selection and bibliographic analysis. 

There is clearly relevant material in other sector 

studies journals that has often been excluded by 

previous reviews. Journal rankings or lists of any 

type are not without controversy but few research-

ers can be unaware of their role in directing flows of 

research at an individual or institutional level. This 

research has shaped a list that attempts to incorpo-

rate both specialist or core journals and those more 

towards the periphery of events research.

Other than publishing in 4-star journals, there are 

few elements significantly associated with greater 

than average citations. Quantitative approaches, 

sports events, and festivals are all clearly popular 

and there are many plausible explanations for this. 

The prevalence of quantitative methods should not 
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be taken to suggest that there is not enough material 

for productive analysis of other methodologies, or 

scope to further critique these methods (Fletcher & 

Bostock, 2020). Considering the business-orienta-

tion of the field (Mair & Weber, 2019) it is perhaps 

surprising that business events (MICE) themselves 

have not attracted more attention; although as dis-

cussed earlier in this article, the methodology used 

here likely underrepresents these types of events. 

Furthermore, the disagreement around other spe-

cialist fields (Sport) may encourage researchers 

from different events backgrounds to examine 

blended approaches (Chalip, 2006).

This analysis at least demonstrates that there 

may not be a strictly linear relationship between 

one particular journal ranking system (CABS) and 

more individual article factors like citations. As dis-

cussed previously, any events-related article receiv-

ing more than 30 citations is likely in the top 5% 

of all events articles. If bibliometrics are to be used 

at all, citations may be more appropriate for events 

management than journal rankings. Overall, events 

researchers may continue to have justified skepti-

cism of PRFS or bibliometric approaches, although 

we hope to have demonstrated how they can be uti-

lized for exploratory purposes in an expanding field.

The use of methods such as interrater agreement 

should be a priority; on a practical level to keep pace 

with expanding literature but also to build consen-

sus from multiple perspectives. Furthermore, cast-

ing a wider net may help address concerns raised 

recently by Yeung and Thomas (2021) around 

a potentially conservative or parochial focus to 

events management research. All researchers might 

be encouraged to look beyond the established jour-

nals at times. Richards’ (2021) response to Yeung 

and Thomas agreed that a significant body of event 

management literature is found in more established 

T&H journals. Although this can be welcomed as 

showing strong links with related fields, it also sug-

gests that knowledge claims and terminology need 

ongoing scrutiny. Richards (2021) also pointed to 

the considerable body of Spanish and Chinese lan-

guage literature on events which has gone largely, if 

not entirely, unaddressed within English language 

journals to date. There are clearly multiple fac-

tors requiring future events literature reviews to be 

more expansive and rigorous, which this research 

has attempted to step towards.

Recommendations

Established literature databases continue to 

develop features while being challenged by Google 

Scholar, Microsoft Academic, or social networks 

such as ResearchGate. Citation analysis is broadly 

becoming more sophisticated and accessible. Sim-

ply covering more journals and more articles may 

not always be strictly beneficial, but it is compel-

ling to imagine the scale that a multidisciplinary, 

international review team building on a similar 

approach could achieve. This research has not 

referred to big data methodologies explicitly but 

future literature reviews may need to be aware of 

tensions between data-driven and theory-driven 

approaches (Rivera, 2020).

The issue of what databases to use and what 

counts as relevant literature is of ongoing impor-

tance, perhaps even with regards to what Getz 

(2013) described as a “chronic gap between aca-

demics and practitioners” (p. 305). Some have 

argued that overreliance on academic standards 

and sources leads to significant policy blind spots, 

particularly where already marginalized economic 

sectors and regions are concerned (Forth, 2016). 

Nonselective databases would be more likely to 

include this grey literature. Academic institu-

tions also have varying policies and incentives to 

engage in research with “real-world” impact. If 

future researchers may be judged by a wide range 

of nonpublication-based outputs, then literature 

reviews also need to consider this (Ravenscroft, 

2017). Publishing study results as open data is a 

small but valuable step. Open tools and approaches 

to research design itself are also promising where 

increased transparency, access, and collaboration 

are desirable (Pearce, 2018).

The issue of defining reputable research may be 

extended to current event educators and their stu-

dents. Technology has clearly expanded the range 

and availability of literature, although without cau-

tion this only serves to add to the challenge. Spe-

cialist, multidisciplinary fields like event research 

may find this a particular challenge. How do current 

educators establish journal or reading lists that are 

shared with students? Do students tend to use the 

more traditional, selective databases or the easier to 

access, less selective databases? The reading hab-

its of undergraduate students is a relatively popular 
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subject of study, with concerns that many reading 

assignments go uncompleted (St Clair-Thompson 

et al., 2018).

Others have examined the location of authors, 

but cross-referencing with the locations of the 

events they study could be an interesting further 

step. The assumption otherwise is that research-

ers may primarily study events in their own local-

ity, but clearly some international collaborations 

are happening. Furthermore, different regions and 

countries specialize in different types of events 

(Backman, 2018). The shifting identities of attend-

ees and employees are relatively popular topics 

(Davis, 2017; Wang et al., 2014) and researchers 

could further reflect on their own identities in rela-

tion to the events being studied (Dashper & Fletcher, 

2019). Those using ethnographic approaches have 

likely addressed this issue, though this seems to be 

a relatively rare method.

Further citation and network analysis would 

seem to be a valuable contribution to examine the 

citation trends between events-specific and other 

sector studies journals. The scale and influence 

of some journals is broadly demonstrated here, 

although a more directional approach to citation 

analysis would be required to examine the knowl-

edge interchanges between a range of journals. It 

may be a relatively small number of authors driv-

ing the field; many of the authors identified by Kim 

& Kaewnuch (2018) also appear in the analysis by 

Srivastava et al. (2021).

There appears to be some events-related litera-

ture in the management journals outside of Sec-

tor studies and beyond Business and management 

literature entirely; for example, in mass gathering 

or travel medicine (Memish et al., 2019). Do any 

of these studies cite event-specific journals or col-

laborate directly with events researchers? The test-

ing phase of journal selection identified four CABS 

fields as having some potential interest for event 

researchers: Human Resource Management and 

Employment Studies, International Business and 

Area Studies, Public Sector and Health Care, Social 

Sciences.

Finally, the analysis used and the nature of cita-

tions meant that this sample was skewed towards 

older and more established articles, the majority 

being 5 or more years old. Readers may have dif-

ferent answers to the question: “How long is a long 

time in events research?” but for a relatively new 

field, this emphasis away from the cutting edge 

may be a point of concern for some.
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