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A B S T R A C T   

Trade shows (TSs) are a cost-effective method for companies to meet with customers and prospects, network with 
different stakeholders, and introduce new products. Although short-term, face-to-face interactions can offer cost- 
savings by reducing the sales cycle length or by developing closer ties with strategic partners, questions remain 
regarding firms’ expectations of TS participation. For example, what are the drivers of business-to-business (B2B) 
TS participation and total investment? This four-study research evaluates the total investment of prospective 
exhibitors in relation to the rationale for exhibiting at a TS and adopts the organizer’s view as the main inter-
pretative lens. The data analysis entails Tobit modeling, replication, and difference-in-differences modeling. The 
results suggest that exhibitor participation is related to performance expectations. By incorporating the means- 
end theory, this study examines the role of intangible long-term expectations (image-building, relationship- 
building, motivation-enhancing) versus tangible short-term expectations (sales-related, information-gathering) 
in determining TS investment (as a proxy of perceived value).   

1. Introduction 

Trade shows (TSs) constitute an integral element of the industrial 
marketing communication mix (Gopalakrishna & Lilien, 2012; Tafesse & 
Skallerud, 2017). Although TSs are still an under-researched stream in 
business-to-business (B2B) marketing (Sarmento & Simões, 2018), they 
generate a significant amount of business. More than 1.5 million 
American and Canadian firms exhibit at TS events each year, which 
attract over 60 million attendees (Gopalakrishna, Malthouse, & Law-
rence, 2019). For many companies, TS expenditures represent a major 
line item in the marketing budget, second only to sales force expenses 
(Hutt & Speh, 2016). TS exhibitions enable commercial and social in-
teractions among exhibitors, non-exhibiting company attendees, orga-
nizers, industry associations, distributors, intermediaries, and 
government agencies. Different stakeholders have different motivations 
and objectives for participating in TSs (Blythe, 2014; Kirchgeorg, 
Springer, & Kästner, 2010; Rosson & Seringhaus, 1995). For instance, 
TSs offer a unique opportunity for exhibitors to publicize new offerings, 
develop strategic alliances, demonstrate new products, observe com-
petitors, and acquire new customers (Gopalakrishna et al., 2019; Kim & 
Mazumdar, 2016; Jha, Balaji, Ranjan, & Sharma, 2019). Interestingly, 

organizers still do not know the drivers influencing exhibitors’ partici-
pation and investment in B2B TSs (Stevens, 2005). 

According to the CEIR (2015), during the 2007–2015 period, the TS 
industry faced severe fluctuations in growth (see also Gopalakrishna & 
Lilien, 2012). Understanding the causes of such fluctuations is important 
for organizers. Moreover, the COVID-19 pandemic places greater pres-
sure on the need to have face-to-face interactions between buyers and 
sellers once the world returns to the “new normality” (Mora Cortez & 
Johnston, 2020). Thus, investigating why actors decide to participate in 
TSs is more important than ever. Academic research from the exhibitor 
and attendee perspective is scarce, and research from the TS organizer 
perspective is “almost non-existent” (Gopalakrishna & Lilien, 2012, p. 
239). A literature review on B2B TSs indicates that only 4% of the ar-
ticles considered the organizers’ viewpoint (see Tafesse & Skallerud, 
2017). Thus, we adopt the organizer perspective as the main interpre-
tative lens for this research. 

Given the complexity in sorting out the effects of other media over 
time, a return-on-investment analysis can be transformed into a return- 
on-objectives query (Gopalakrishna & Lilien, 2012). However, more 
than 70% of exhibitors attend shows without a clear, formal objective 
(Gopalakrishna & Lilien, 2012; Stevens, 2005) and 45% of B2B 
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marketers struggle to make a strong business case for their TS in-
vestments (Brown, Mohan, & Boyd, 2017). Therefore, beyond the ex- 
ante objectives, research should explore firms’ exhibition expectations1 

(i.e., informal objectives). Such expectations evolve over time (e.g., past 
exhibiting experience, organizer promotion, industry growth) and can 
influence the participation decision by firms (prospective exhibitors) at 
two levels: (a) to participate or not, and (b) if yes, the level of their in-
vestment. These issues are vitally relevant to the organizer. We rely on 
means-end theory (Gutman 1982; Walker & Olson, 1991) to describe 
how exhibitors’ expectations are related to the participation decision 
and the investment level given participation. Research identifies 
tangible short-term and intangible long-term expectations of prospective 
exhibiting firms (Bonoma, 1983; Gopalakrishna & Lilien, 2012). A 
tangible short-term exhibiting approach is associated with (1) sales- 
related and (2) information-gathering expectations, while an intan-
gible long-term exhibiting approach is associated with (1) image- 
building, (2) relationship-building, and (3) motivation-enhancing ex-
pectations (Hansen, 2004; Lee & Kim, 2008; Ling-yee, 2006, 2007). 

The purpose of this research is to determine if TS expectations impact 
the participation decision and the level of investment by the exhibiting 
firm. Awareness of these expectations is important for TS organizers, 
since they can develop effective strategies to promote shows to attract 
prospective exhibitors and assist them in executing anticipated in-show 
behaviors. Therefore, by establishing the TS means-end chain, we pose 
the following research questions: (1) Which firm expectations influence 
TS participation (go/not go)? and (2) Which firm expectations impact 
the level of TS investment? We conduct a four-study research by 
investigating Excon 2017 (Peru), Edifica 2018 (Chile), Excon 2018 
(Peru), and World of Concrete 2020 (WOC; United States). We provide 
evidence for causal inference and generalization of results by conducting 
a field experiment and comparing the results from Latin America with 
the United States. Moreover, we use post hoc tests to account for the firm 
size moderation effects on the expectations association with TS invest-
ment/participation (as firm size might affect how firms [through man-
agers] define TS value). Latin America is emerging as a TS destination 
and provides a great scope for development (Trade Fairs International, 
2015). The TS industry in Latin America accounts for more than 2.5 
million square meters of indoor exhibition space in approximately 220 
venues identified (UFI, 2019), becoming a suitable setting for academic 
research. 

We contribute to the marketing literature in several ways. First, using 
Tobit modeling we empirically test a means-end model of exhibitors and 
non-exhibitors’ expectations and find that image-building and 
relationship-building expectations drive TS participation and invest-
ment more than other expectations. Second, we show that, contrary to 
common knowledge, motivation-enhancing activities negatively affect 
TS investment in Excon and Edifica. Third, we show that firm size 
moderates the expectations-TS performance relationship. For example, 
the larger the firm size, the stronger the relationship between image- 
building expectations and TS investment/participation. Fourth, WOC 
2020 findings are mostly consistent with those of Excon (Peru) and 
Edifica (Chile), driving an international view of TSs. 

The following section introduces the theoretical foundation and 
presents the conceptual development. Next, we describe the method and 
empirical setting. We then discuss the results from testing our model. We 
conclude with a discussion of the theoretical and managerial implica-
tions, as well as avenues for future research. 

2. Theoretical foundation and conceptual development 

2.1. Means-end theory 

We assume that a firm (via its managers) constructs a mental rep-
resentation for making sense of and acting upon the experienced world 
(e.g., Patrick & Xu, 2018). Commonly, firms prefer and select services 
for the consequences that these services (are expected to) provide, and 
for the goals that these consequences help to achieve (Kilwinger & van 
Dam, 2021). Gutman (1982) suggests means-end theory to focus spe-
cifically on the cognitive linkages between relatively concrete aspects or 
attributes of services (the “means”), the abstract consequences these 
attributes provide for customers, and the highly abstract values (the 
“ends”) these consequences help reinforce (Walker & Olson, 1991). In 
short, means-end theory indicates that there are three levels of ab-
stractions in a means-end chain – attributes, consequences, and values. 
We adopt this chain to explain how and why B2B firms find value in TSs. 

A B2B trade fair has several attributes associated with the event, 
organizer, exhibition center, and destination (Jin & Weber, 2013) that 
define the nature of the show. For example, the (expected) number and 
profile of attendees, show trajectory (years), or destination brand. 
Moreover, there are important attributes related to the size, infrastruc-
ture, and staff of the exhibitor’s booth that influence performance. 
Consequences are more abstract meanings that reflect the perceived net 
benefits associated with specific attributes. The consequences are 
composed by functional (immediate and tangible benefits) and psy-
chological (non-immediate and intangible benefits) dimensions. Func-
tional consequences identified in the TS literature are sales-related and 
information-gathering (e.g., Brown et al., 2017). For instance, conse-
quences might be described in terms of the “number and valence of 
reactions to new products” (sales-related expectations). Psychological 
consequences identified in the TS literature are image-building, rela-
tionship-building, and motivation-enhancing (e.g., Blythe, 2014). For 
example, consequences might be described in terms of the “number of 
personal contacts with existing customers” (relationship-building ex-
pectations). The decision to participate will be affirmative whether the 
firm considers that the efforts to achieve the “number and valence of 
reactions to new products” and “number of personal contacts with 
existing customers” are more effective and efficient than those linked to 
other marketing activities. With the decision to participate in a show, 
firms assess the “how” of exhibiting based on the centrality held, 
enduring beliefs or end-states of (expected) consequences that firms seek 
to achieve through their exhibiting behavior. Consequences have posi-
tive or negative meanings dependent upon their relationship to value 
(Gutman, 1982). 

Bettis-Outland et al. (2010) argue that value in TSs emerges from 
tangible (short-term) and intangible (long-term) benefits. Hence, we 
theorize that these benefits are the expected consequence in a TS means- 
end chain. Value in business markets is the worth in monetary terms of 
the economic, technical, and social benefits a customer firm receives in 
exchange for the price it pays for a market offering (Anderson, Narus, & 
Narayandas, 2009, p. 6). Thus, the sales-related expectation “number 
and valence of reactions to new products” and the relationship-building 
expectation “number of personal contacts with existing customers” can 
drive (a) the participation decision and (b) the related show investments 
to fulfill expectations, which impact the expenditure level. Value is the 
total economic gain from TS participation but is unobservable for the 
researchers. Hence, it is reasonable to assume that the greater the ex-
pected value, the more a firm will invest in a TS. Consequently, we use 
the amount of money invested in a TS as a proxy of value (see Fig. 1). 
The most common expenses accounting for the exhibitor’s TS invest-
ment are floor space, transportation cost (e.g., booth, staff, offering), 
setting up the booth, booth cleaning, and wi-fi, among others (Stevens, 
2005). 

1 The exhibitor expectations refer to the expected consequences achieved in a 
TS. 
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2.2. Expectations of prospective exhibitors of TSs 

2.2.1. Sales-related expectations 
Sales-related expectations are diverse in their conceptual spectrum 

(Cavanaugh, 1976; Kim & Mazumdar, 2016). These expectations are 
associated with on-site sales and derivative tasks of the sales process, 
with the goal of achieving tangible short-term results. The most 
frequently mentioned sales expectations in TS literature are prospecting 
leads, nurturing leads, and converting leads into customers (e.g., Brown 
et al., 2017; Dekimpe, Francois, Gopalakrishna, Lilien, & Van den Bulte, 
1997; Gopalakrishna, Roster, & Sridhar, 2010). Thus, salespeople nor-
mally work in the booth, and often in Europe and Latin America, some 
selling happens on the show floor (Dekimpe et al., 1997). From the 
customer perspective, the buying process is characterized as a series of 
stages in which prospects require different types of information that 
correspond to activities for the supplier to accomplish. The greatest 
impact of TS on the buying process tends to be at the beginning and end 
of the cycle (Gopalakrishna & Lilien, 1995). Thus, a TS can include ac-
tivities such as introducing new products or new applications of a ser-
vice and closing deals with prospects or customers. Overall, “sales- 
related performance assesses the extent to which TS efforts result in 
selling outcomes” (Tafesse & Skallerud, 2017, p. 22). Organizers 
frequently supply formal business lounges, negotiation roundtables, and 
radio-frequency identification control systems to manage leads. How-
ever, other non-selling purposes of a TS need to be considered. For 
example, Rosson and Seringhaus (1991) found that 49% of a sample of 
Canadian firms participating in a TS did not sell to attendees at the event 
or within one year. 

2.2.2. Information-gathering expectations 
Collecting information on customers, industry trends, technology, 

new markets, and/or the supply chain at a TS is an important tangible 
short-term expectation (e.g., Cavanaugh, 1976; Kerin & Cron, 1987). In 
addition, TSs offer the opportunity to observe and record competitors’ 
behavior, a traditional expectation mentioned in the literature (e.g., 
Hutt & Speh, 2016; Bonoma, 1983). Noting firms’ use of TSs as a source 
of information, Bello (1992) evaluated the origin of data and found that 
transaction information is more relevant for attendees in upper- 
authority positions when planning an upcoming equipment purchase. 
Rice (1992) suggests that information exchange between suppliers and 
buyers is highly relevant. From a seller’s perspective, the usefulness of 
the information gathered at a TS can help managers improve strategic 
decisions about business development, marketing, manufacturing ap-
proaches, financial control, projects, and special programs (Jha et al., 
2019; Sharland & Balogh, 1996). Furthermore, information exchange at 
TSs can improve the throughput of the business network; many actors in 
B2B TSs are supplementary partners in end-user solutions, so acquiring 
and sharing information can help reduce legal costs or risks in decisions 
about transferring responsibilities to a partner (Hansen, 2004). 

Importantly, B2B managers sometimes have redundant or unreliable 
market information (Bettis-Outland, 2012). As TS participants are pre- 
qualified, information acquired within a TS is likely to be of higher 
quality; thus, facilitating organizational learning and value- 
enhancement in the long-run (Bettis-Outland, Mora Cortez, & John-
ston, 2021). Organizers usually offer technical seminars and industry 

analyses at the exhibition and other formal sources of information (e.g., 
attendee directory, newsletter), while exhibitors can attend open pre-
sentations of competitors or obtain information from their booths. 

2.2.3. Image-building expectations 
Bonoma (1983) stressed the role of the TS as a marketing commu-

nication function because the activity can foster the company’s image 
with suppliers, customers, competitors, and the industry in general, 
accomplishing an intangible long-term goal. Niche and mass media 
follow the event’s highlights and usually publish reports and photos. For 
example, MINExpo 2016 in Las Vegas was covered by 50 specialized 
magazines around the world (see http://www.minexpo.com/media- 
partners/). This exposure is well-received by exhibitors because a TS 
is expected to increase product interest and awareness (Hansen, 2004). 
This non-selling dimension of the TS is also important for marketing 
executives (Blythe, 2014; Kerin & Cron, 1987) who are keen to partic-
ipate in activities that enhance their firms’ corporate reputation and 
overall image (Gopalakrishna et al., 2010; Smith, 1998; Hansen, 1996). 
In addition, Barczyk, Glisan, and Lesch (1989) noted three image- 
building reasons for exhibitor participation in a TS – competitive and 
social pressure due to rivals’ participation, customers’ expectations as a 
sign of economic solvency, and image development. 

Image-building can be triggered inside and outside the booth. The 
exhibitor’s booth generates deeper customer involvement through 
novel, interactive, and engaging activities, which can be a source of 
powerful brand experiences (Tafesse, 2016). Such brand experiences 
influence brand loyalty, which, in turn, ensures future sales thereby 
improving the risk profile of a firm’s future cash flow (Brown et al., 
2017, p. 43). In this vein, Bloch et al. (2017) argue that booth design (as 
a signaling cue) plays an important role in attracting visitors and 
providing a positive business atmosphere due to image refinement. 
Organizers often establish partnerships with media, invite government 
authorities to the inauguration, and set up press points at shows. 

2.2.4. Relationship-building expectations 
A TS offers a unique opportunity for firms to interact with and 

develop relationships with customers and prospects, which is an intan-
gible long-term benefit. Shows can attract a considerable share of the 
market, so exhibitors do not need to visit customers one at a time 
(sometimes traveling hundreds of miles). For this reason, some re-
searchers (e.g., Gopalakrishna et al., 2010) have applied the typology of 
shoppers in retail mall settings to TSs. The main difference between the 
retail mall setting and B2B TSs is that, in the latter, firms have some 
degree of personal knowledge about customers or even prospects before 
interacting at the event. Nonetheless, in international shows, this situ-
ation may be diminished. The IMP (Industrial Marketing and Purchas-
ing) Group interaction model emphasizes the substance of social 
interchange, especially when there is cultural and spatial distance be-
tween the seller and the buyer (Hakansson, 1982). Many firms offer a 
hospitality suite at a TS, providing food and beverages to create a 
relaxing atmosphere and extend the interaction period with attendees 
(Rice, 1992). From the attendee perspective, a TS offers a good channel 
to build relationships (Smith, 1998). Indeed, TS attendees are open to 
building relationships even outside the exhibitor’s booth and try to 
develop their network of colleagues and suppliers by engaging in social 

Fig. 1. Means-end TS model.  
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activities during the cocktail hour, dinner meetings and so on (Gopa-
lakrishna et al., 2019, p. 101). 

Relationship development requires interaction over time (Rice, 
1992). While the period of social exchange at a TS might seem insuffi-
cient, positive results can happen quickly (Hansen, 2004). Buyer–seller 
relationship development occurs in stages (Liu, Yuan, Luo, & Balaji, 
2021; Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987); thus, the TS can serve as a way to at 
least initiate the process. Overall, a TS is a context for interaction, 
networking, engagement, and relationship-building (Gopalakrishna 
et al., 2019), contributing to long-term firm (exhibitor) value (Brown 
et al., 2017). Organizers typically provide services to help with exhibi-
tors’ hospitality efforts, recommend booth features that add value, and 
suggest locations that can help with traffic flow to the booth. 

2.2.5. Motivation-enhancing expectations 
The conceptual realm of the motivation dimension includes all ex-

pectations related to maintaining and enhancing the impetus and energy 
of company employees (Hansen, 2004), which are intangible long-term 
benefits. Some researchers (e.g., Cavanaugh, 1976) have linked the TS to 
concepts such as the morale, training, and well-being of the exhibitor 
staff. A TS can help disseminate information about a firm’s internal in-
novations to the outside world (Kim & Mazumdar, 2016), which gen-
erates awareness to the supplier and its booth staff. Hansen (1996) 
showed that boosting and sustaining booth staff morale is important, 
especially at an international TS. Employees at an international TS 
outside their country of residence may perceive it as a sign of appreci-
ation from headquarters and as an opportunity to meet and interact with 
foreign customers (Hansen, 2004). Barczyk et al. (1989) asserted that 
one reason to exhibit at a TS is to build sales force morale. Cavanaugh 
(1976), Hansen (2004), and Shoham (1992) argued that a TS can be a 
useful tool for training and motivating the sales force. A TS can also be a 
chance for employees to visit a new country, region, or culture, which 
can have positive impacts at the personal and psychological level 
(Orleans, 2016; Hastings, Kiely, & Watkins, 1988). The motivational 
boost – as an intangible resource – influences the exhibitor’s personnel’s 
ability to develop customer orientation, which can be valuable long after 
a TS is finalized (Jha et al., 2019). Overall, organizers are more con-
strained in this domain, but certainly the selection of the venue (e.g., 
host city or country) for the show is an influential element. 

2.2.6. Summary 
B2B marketers have perceived the primary value of TS participation 

as facilitating sales, either at the exhibition or soon after the event 
(Blythe, 2014). Nonetheless, TSs also provide the opportunity for long- 
term returns that arise because of a firm’s development of strong link-
ages between itself and important external stakeholders like customers, 
distributors, and alliance partners (Brown et al., 2017, p. 41). While the 
former view emphasizes immediate results, the latter represents a longer 
temporal orientation stressing goals, objectives, and activities likely to 
produce results in the future (Yadav, Prabhu, & Chandy, 2007). To 
maximize TS value, managers must allocate resources effectively toward 
achieving both short-term (tangible) and long-term (intangible) expec-
tations because each is necessary to fully maximize firm performance 
(Mizik & Jacobson, 2003). Hence, short-term (tangible) and long-term 
(intangible) expectations should influence the decision to participate 
and invest in a TS. While it is reasonable to infer that the rationale for 
deciding to participate in a TS might differ from the rationale for 
establishing the investment once the decision to participate is already 
made, extant literature supports that sales-related, information-gath-
ering, image-building, relationship-building, and motivation-enhancing 
expectations can influence both participation and total investment (e.g., 
Hansen, 2004; Blythe, 2014). In addition, we contacted a panel of 22 
experienced B2B marketers in the United States, Chile, and Peru to 
discuss the association of both decisions. We asked them to assess (on a 
5-point Likert scale with 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree) 
the extent to which they agree with the following TS propositions: (1) 

the decision to participate and the decision on how much to invest given 
participation are totally independent from each other (M = 1.54) and (2) 
the decision to participate and the decision on how much to invest given 
participation are totally interdependent (M = 4.31). Following a paired 
samples t-test, we find that the panel acknowledges the decisions as 
interdependent (M2-1 = 2.77, t = 14.01, df = 21, p < 0.01). Considering 
the previous discussion, we hypothesize: 

H1: Sales-related expectations are positively associated with (a) 
participating and (b) investing in a TS. 
H2: Information-gathering expectations are positively associated 
with (a) participating and (b) investing in a TS. 
H3: Image-building expectations are positively associated with (a) 
participating and (b) investing in a TS. 
H4: Relationship-building expectations are positively associated with 
(a) participating and (b) investing in a TS. 
H5: Motivation-enhancing expectations are positively associated 
with (a) participating and (b) investing in a TS. 

3. Testing expected TS consequences, participation, and 
investment 

We extend research on TS participation and investment in B2B set-
tings with four studies in the construction industry. In Study 1, we 
examine which of the hypothesized TS expectations are most impactful 
on driving participation and investment in a TS by using data from an 
emerging economy (Excon 2017, Peru). We also explore whether the 
expectations-participation/investment association is moderated by the 
exhibitor’s size. In Study 2, we replicate the Study 1 procedure in 
another emerging economy (Edifica 2017, Chile), including the non- 
hypothesized moderation effect and additional control variables. In 
Study 3, we conduct a randomized field experiment to account for po-
tential endogeneity bias by means of an intervention before Excon 2018 
(Peru). Finally, in Study 4, we examine the generalization of our findings 
to a new setting (WOC 2020, United States), following the model spec-
ification of Study 2 (see Fig. 2). 

Marketing researchers are increasingly applying models with trun-
cated or censored error terms (e.g., Ascarza & Hardie, 2013; Del Rio 
Olivares, Wittkowski, Aspara, Falk, & Mattila, 2018). One model is the 
Tobit (Tobin, 1958), which assumes that some values of the dependent 
variable are clustered at a specific level, normally zero (McDonald & 
Moffitt, 1980). The censored condition fits our setting as investment 
when participation is declined converges at zero ($). Hence, we adopt 
Tobit modeling as the main analytical lens. We can express the econo-
metric model underlying Tobit with the following relationship:  

yi = Xiβ + ui if Xiβ + ui > 0                                                            (1)  

yi = 0 if Xiβ + ui ≤ 0  

i = 1, 2, …, N,                                                                                      

where N is the number of observations (N = sample size), yi is the 
dependent variable (yi = total amount of money invested in a TS), Xi is a 
vector of the independent variables (i.e., the five exhibitor participation 
objectives in a TS), β is a vector of unknown coefficients, and ui is an 
independently distributed error term assumed to be normal with zero 
mean and constant variance σ2. Tobin (1958) demonstrated that the 
expected value of y in the model is  

Ey = XβF(z) + σf(z),                                                                       (2) 

where z = Xβ/σ, F(z) is the cumulative normal distribution function, σ is 
the standard deviation of the error term, and f(z) is the unit normal 
density. Finding the effect of an independent variable on the expected 
value of a dependent variable for all cases, Ey, requires examining the 
first-order partial derivation of Eq. (2) (Roncek, 1992). The proposed 
formula for this derivative is as follows (McDonald & Moffitt, 1980): 
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∂Ey/∂Xi = F(z)(∂Ey*/∂Xi) + Ey*(∂F(z)/∂Xi),                                       (3) 

where F(z) is defined as in Eq. (2) (particularly as the probability of 
being above the limit) and Ey* is the expected value conditional on 
being above the limit. The independent variables for our Tobit models 
are the average values of each dimension item (operations supported by 
the procedures run in the models’ measure validation). 

3.1. Study 1: Excon 2017 (Peru) 

Excon is one of the most prestigious construction exhibitions in the 
Peruvian market. This show clusters different aspects of the construction 
industry, such as infrastructure, architecture, supply chain, and design. 
Excon 2017, which had a floor area of 35,000 square meters, convened 
more than 300 exhibitors and approximately 30,000 attendees during its 
five-day duration, complemented by over 40 relevant technical and 
public policy conferences, featuring local and international lecturers. 

The research context is in line with the global nature of B2B markets 
(Lilien, 2016) and answers the call to explore emerging markets from a 
marketing standpoint (e.g., Burgess & Steenkamp, 2006). We conducted 
the investigation with companies serving the host construction market 
with formal local operations or indirectly participating via distributors 
or wholesalers, including firms with different product/service applica-
tions. Table 1 provides more details on the sample. We selected non- 
exhibitor firms that met our research criteria: they (1) belong to the 
construction sector, (2) were invited by the show organizers to 

participate, (3) had exhibited in at least one show within the last 24 
months, and (4) decided not to participate in the focal show. For the 
exhibiting firms, we collected data on our predictors during the first day 
of TS operation, with the official support of the organizer. For the non- 
exhibiting firms, we collected data two to three days before the 
commencement of the TS. We obtained information on the money 
invested in the TS the week after the show closed to get an objective 
measure. These data were corroborated by two executives in each firm. 
In the case of discrepancy (only two cases), we asked them to check the 
formal accounting report. We obtained 229 complete and usable re-
sponses from Excon, a figure consistent with previous studies on this 
topic (e.g., Jha et al., 2019). As an incentive to answer the survey, we 
offered to share the research results. We assessed non-response bias by 
comparing sample characteristics with known values of the sample 
frame, such as number of employees and number of offices in the 
country. The procedure revealed no significant differences between the 
sample and target populations. Finally, the survey was translated from 
the original English version to Spanish and then back translated by a 
professional translator to sustain theoretical properties. 

3.1.1. Measures 
We measured the five constructs about exhibitor expectations with 

items from Hansen (2004) and Lee and Kim (2008) (see Appendix), 
obtaining 17 items in total. The construct variables were assessed on a 
101-point scale (0 = “not at all,” 100 = “completely”).2 The dependent 
variable is the total amount of money invested (including trans-
portation, lodging, insurance, floor rental, TS services, food, and others) 
by an exhibitor. Thus, we operationalize the dependent variable in USD 
(“What was the total amount of money spent in [TS name and year]?”). 
The mean, minimum, and maximum spending for exhibitors was 
$10,703, $1,966, and $71,280, respectively. 

To account for observed heterogeneity, we incorporated several 
covariates that could influence the dependent variable, representing 
alternative explanations to our theoretical framework. Following pre-
vious studies (e.g., Brown et al., 2017) and industry reports (e.g., from 
CEIR), we included dummy variables for the types of offerings (based on 
organizer information; see Table 1) to account for the effect of offering 
appealing to TSs (because some offerings might be easier to display in a 
TS), number of TS exhibitions within the last 24 months to account for a 

Fig. 2. Empirical TS model.  

Table 1 
Sample characteristics (Excon 2017).  

Criterion n = 229 

Exhibiting firms 127 
Non-exhibiting firms 102 
Multi-national 131 
Local 98 
Offering applications  
Construction materials 25.3% 
Finishing materials 26.6% 
Equipment and parts 34.5% 
Machinery 13.5% 
Experience in construction (average in years) 14.1 
Respondent titles  
C-level/general manager 19.2% 
Manager 54.6% 
Deputy manager 15.7% 
Other titles 10.5%  

2 Before the field work, we contacted 10 exhibitors and the organizer board to 
discuss the scale endpoints and to review the item wording. They recommended 
a 0–100 scale because of the ease of thinking in percentages about expectation 
fulfillment by a trade show. 
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firm inclination to participate in TSs (because TS participation can be 
rooted in the organizational culture), size of the firm (1 = small, 2 =
medium, and 3 = large) to account for the effect of changes in expec-
tations through growing at the organizational level, and number of years 
of experience of the exhibitor respondents to account for the effect of 
managers prior experience (because what happened before might in-
fluence how they perceive what is achievable at a TS). Firm size is 
measured using the European Union classification (i.e., number of em-
ployees; large greater than 250; medium-sized 50–249; small < 50 – 
provided by the organizer). In addition, in line with a requirement of 
Excon management, we controlled for the impact of being a member of 
CAPECO (the Peruvian construction association and Excon organizer) 
with a dummy variable (0 = not a member, 1 = member). A power 
analysis conducted with G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 
2009) indicated that the sample size is adequate (β = 0.2; effect size =
0.1; α = 0.05). 

3.1.2. Measure validation 
We conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to assess the psy-

chometric properties and convergent and discriminant validity of the 
measurement model. We applied statistical procedures to test the overall 
validity and reliability of the factors (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 
2010), including exploratory factor analysis, item-to-total correlation, 
and Cronbach’s alpha. Then, we computed the standardized residual 
covariances and modification indices to check for potential item dele-
tion (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988). The CFA model converged with an 
acceptable fit (χ2 = 222.231, df = 125; comparative fit index [CFI] =
0.927; Tucker-Lewis’s index [TLI] = 0.911; root mean square error of 
approximation [RMSEA] = 0.075; standardized root mean residual 
[SRMR] = 0.066). 

We computed Cronbach’s alphas, composite reliabilities (CRs), and 
average variances extracted (AVEs) as reliability measures for each 
construct. All CRs are greater than 0.7, all AVEs are greater than 0.5, and 
all Cronbach’s alphas are greater than 0.7, indicating that the measures 
are reliable. We summarize the results of the CFA for Excon in Table 2. 
Overall, each of the factor loadings was significant (p < 0.01) and 
greater than 0.5 on its respective dimension, suggesting that all in-
dicators captured the constructs they were designed to measure, indi-
cating convergent validity (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988). We 
satisfactorily established discriminant validity in line with Fornell and 
Larcker’s (1981) criterion, which requires that, for all pairs of factors, 
the squared estimated correlation is smaller than each factor’s AVE. We 
establish further discriminant validity following Anderson and Gerbing 
(1988) by testing whether all the correlations are statistically<1 (p <
0.05). The AVEs for the constructs, along with their correlations, appear 
in Table 3, and Table 4 provides the descriptive statistics for both Excon 

exhibitors and non-exhibitors. 

3.1.3. Results 
To test our research questions, using R software, we ran a Tobit 

model, which yielded a log-likelihood of − 783.9 with 14 degrees of 
freedom (df). To assess the validity of the model, we ran a likelihood 
ratio test (against a null model), obtaining a significant difference (χ 2 =

110.6, Δdf = 12; p < 0.01). Therefore, our model is better than the null 
alternative. We calculated McFadden’s pseudo-R-square as a heuristic 
for goodness-of-fit reaching a value of 0.161, which is an acceptable fit 
according to Louviere, Hensher, and Swait (2000, p. 55). 

Sales-related expectations have no effect on the total investment in 
the TS by prospective exhibitors. The coefficient associated with selling- 
based expectations has a positive and non-significant effect (β = 26.47, 
p > 0.05) on the dependent variable, rejecting H1. Information- 
gathering expectations have no effect on the total investment in a TS 
by exhibitors. The results suggest that expectations of collecting market 
information have a positive but non-significant effect (β = 7.434, p >
0.05), rejecting H2. Image-building expectations positively affect the 
total investment when deciding trade show participation. The coeffi-
cient associated with the reputation improvement expectations is 
significantly positive (β = 349.6, p < 0.01), supporting H3. Relationship- 
building expectations are positively related to the total investment by 
exhibitors. The effect of relational expectations is significant (β = 171.7, 
p < 0.05), supporting H4. Finally, motivation-enhancing expectations 
have no positive effect on the total investment. Contrary to common 
marketing wisdom, the results suggest that this expectation significantly 
and negatively influences suppliers’ total investment in a TS (β =
–157.3, p < 0.05), rejecting H5. Therefore, firms interested in developing 
relationships and leveraging the firm’s image tend to invest more money 
when they participate, while firms wishing to enhance the motivation of 
their personnel tend to spend less money ( (see Table 5)). For the control 
variables, we found non-significant results for the type of offering, 
number of show exhibitions, and experience. For firm size and mem-
bership in CAPECO, the results are positive and significant (p < 0.05). 
Thus, both organizers should focus communication and support on 

Table 2 
CFA results (Excon 2017).  

Constructs Items Loadings Cronbach’s α CR 

Sales-related activities SALES1  0.759  0.840  0.846  
SALES2  0.821    
SALES3  0.832   

Information-gathering activities INF1  0.739  0.892  0.897  
INF2  0.851    
INF3  0.907    
INF4  0.810   

Image-building activities IMG1  0.928  0.902  0.915  
IMG2  0.823    
IMG3  0.873    
IMG4  0.789   

Relationship-building activities REL1  0.868  0.906  0.914  
REL2  0.829    
REL3  0.843    
REL4  0.870   

Motivation-enhancing activities MOT1  0.681  0.836  0.846  
MOT2  0.909    
MOT3  0.813    

Table 3 
Constructs’ correlations and AVEs (Excon 2017).   

SALES INF IMG REL MOT 

Sales-related activities (SALES)  0.648     
Information-gathering activities 

(INF)  
0.606  0.687    

Image-building activities (IMG)  0.625  0.610  0.731   
Relationship-building activities 

(REL)  
0.682  0.684  0.705  0.727  

Motivation-enhancing activities 
(MOT)  

0.562  0.559  0.620  0.677  0.650 

Notes: All AVEs are on the diagonal; all correlations are significant at α = 0.05. 

Table 4 
Descriptive statistics (Excon 2017).  

Variable Exhibitors (n 
= 127) 

Non-exhibitors 
(n = 102)  

M SD M SD 

Sales-related activities  73.0  24.7  20.6  17.6 
Information-gathering activities  71.0  26.5  15.7  14.9 
Image-building activities  86.4  16.2  22.2  16.0 
Relationship-building activities  84.0  18.9  16.7  11.8 
Motivation-enhancing activities  67.3  24.3  17.3  15.7 
Partner  0.2  0.4  0.1  0.3 
Size  1.8  0.7  1.9  0.7 
Construction materials (CONST)  0.2  0.4  0.3  0.5 
Finishing materials (FIN)  0.3  0.4  0.3  0.5 
Machinery (MACH)  0.2  0.4  0.1  0.3 
Prior shows within last 24 months (PSHOW)  2.4  1.0  2.3  1.0  
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leveraging image- and relationship-building expectations, while Excon 
should prioritize targeting medium-sized and large firms that are 
members of CAPECO. 

On one hand, the unexpected negative impact of motivation- 
enhancing activities on total investment, after the inclusion of image- 
and relationship-building activities, may be due to the potential tradeoff 
– improving the exhibitor’s image and relationship requires extensive 
effort by booth personnel. Another possible explanation is direct sub-
stitution in which managers perceive low levels of image and relation-
ship improvement but exhibit anyway because of the potential morale- 
enhancing benefits to their personnel. On the other hand, the non- 
significance of the sales-related and information-gathering expecta-
tions parameter coefficients may be due to a collinearity problem among 
the expectations. We measured collinearity in an ordinary least squares 
regression analysis, accounting for the variation inflation factor (VIF). 
The results showed that all VIFs are less than 10 (Hair et al., 2010). In 
addition, we calculated eigenvalues, condition indices, and variance 
proportions to further examine the potential presence of collinear re-
lationships. Overall, the VIF calculations are all within the 2.89–6.25 
range, all condition indices are less than 15, and no pair of coefficients 
accounts for a substantial proportion of the variance (0.9 or above) for 
each dimension. Therefore, multicollinearity is unlikely (Hair et al., 
2010). From a structural equation modeling perspective, Fornell and 
Larcker’s (1981) criterion is satisfied for the constructs in our study; 
thus, there is no support for the existence of multicollinearity (Ramani & 
Kumar, 2008). 

3.1.4. Marginal effects 
Although the inclusion of censored data generates more robust 

parameter estimates than those obtained by conventional regression, 
interpretation of coefficients in a Tobit model differs from that in an OLS 
regression (Kang, 2007; Roncek, 1992). To facilitate better under-
standing, we calculated the marginal effects of each independent and 
control variable for Excon (see Table 6). 

First, the marginal effect of sales-related activities is not significant 
(p > 0.05). Therefore, a one-unit increment in this dimension has no 
impact on the dependent variable. Second, the marginal effect of 
information-gathering activities is not significant (p > 0.05). Thus, an 
increment of one point in this dimension has no impact on the total 

amount of money invested in a TS by an exhibitor. Third, the marginal 
effect of image-building activities is positive and significant (p < 0.05), 
with a coefficient of 130.386. Therefore, each one-unit increment in the 
expectations scale influences the total amount of money invested in a TS 
by $130.386. Fourth, the marginal effect of relationship-building ac-
tivities is positive and significant (p < 0.05), with a coefficient of 66.725. 
Therefore, with each one-unit increment in the expectations scale, the 
total amount of money invested in a TS increases by $66.725. Fifth, the 
marginal effect of motivation-enhancing activities is negative and sig-
nificant (p < 0.05), with a coefficient of − 61.115. Therefore, with a one- 
unit increment in the expectations scale, the total amount of money 
invested in a TS decreases by $61.115. Finally, the marginal effect of 
being a member of CAPECO is positive and significant (p < 0.05), with a 
coefficient of 2580.09, while the marginal effect of supplier size is also 
significant and positive (p < 0.05), with a coefficient of 1623.12. Fig. 3 
shows the average exhibition expenditure in Excon, representing the size 
of show budget. 

Excon, in particular, can implement a bipartite strategy to increase 
participation and investment, influencing construction suppliers to be 
members of CAPECO on the one hand and explaining the image- and 
relationship-building benefits of the show to large construction suppliers 
on the other hand. For example, if the organizer convinces a prospective 
exhibitor to become a CAPECO member and increases its expectations of 
image- and relationship-building by 10 points, we expect a $4,551 in-
vestment increase, representing a 32.4% growth in the average size of 
show budget (see Fig. 3). 

We acknowledge that the marginal effects stem from the decompo-
sition of Tobit effects proposed by McDonald and Moffitt (1980). The 
decompositions are commonly evaluated at the mean of the sample and 
are independent of the choice of predictors. In this sense, the suggested 
starting point is F(z) rather than F(z), to facilitate calculation (Kang, 
2007). Here, F(z) represents the fraction of sample above the (zero) limit 
at a mean point (McDonald & Moffitt, 1980), in this case, equal to 0.554 
(i.e., 127/229). From Eq. (3), the total change in y can be disaggregated 
into two components: ∂Ey*/∂Xi, the change in the expected value of y for 
cases above the limit, and ∂F(z)/∂Xi, the change in the cumulative 
probability of being above the limit regarding an independent variable. 
We express the partial derivatives as follows (McDonald & Moffitt, 
1980):  

∂Ey*/∂Xi = βi[1 – z * f(z)/F(z) – f(z)2/F(z)2],                                       (4)  

∂F(z)/∂Xi = βif(z)/σ,                                                                        (5) 

where F(z) is an area under the normal curve, which allows identifica-
tion of z (the z-score, 0.13538) and f(z) (the height of the unit normal 
curve, 0.39535), for that area (equal to 0.554, as mentioned previously). 
In addition, the term [1 – z * f(z)/F(z) – f(z)2/F(z)2] corresponds to the 
fraction of the mean total response due to the response above the limit, 
which, in this case, is equal to 0.3938. Therefore, with 55.4% of the 
observations over the censor limit (zero) for the money invested in a TS, 

Table 5 
Path coefficients of the Tobit model (Excon 2017).  

Path β SE p-value 

SALES → INVESTMENT  26.5  64.3  0.680 
INF → INVESTMENT  7.4  59.4  0.900 
IMG → INVESTMENT  349.6  78.5  0.000 
REL → INVESTMENT  171.7  86.6  0.047 
MOT → INVESTMENT  − 157.3  66.4  0.018 
PARTNER → INVESTMENT  2674.8  1310.9  0.043 
SIZE → INVESTMENT  1708.0  824.9  0.040 
CONST → INVESTMENT  − 1759.4  1279.3  0.172 
FIN → INVESTMENT  96.5  1250.5  0.938 
MACH → INVESTMENT  − 533.6  1484.4  0.719 
PSHOW → INVESTMENT  − 811.8  500.1  0.107 
EXPERIENCE → INVESTMENT  − 45.5  61.1  0.457 

Notes: Outliers were assessed by Cook’s d statistic. 

Table 6 
Marginal effects (Excon 2017).  

Path Marg. Eff. SE p-value 

SALES → INVESTMENT  10.3  25.0  0.682 
INF → INVESTMENT  2.9  23.1  0.901 
IMG → INVESTMENT  130.4  29.9  0.000 
REL → INVESTMENT  66.7  33.1  0.046 
MOT → INVESTMENT  − 61.1  25.9  0.020 
CAPECO → INVESTMENT  2580.1  1264.6  0.043 
SIZE → INVESTMENT  1623.1  784.0  0.040  Fig. 3. Average size of budget (Excon 2017).  
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the calculations show that 39.38% of the total change in TS investments 
resulting from a variation in the independent variables would be due to 
marginal fluctuations in the positive amount invested, whereas almost 
61% would stem from modifications in the probability of investing zero 
in a TS. The marginal effects shown in Table 6 can be corroborated by 
simply multiplying each βt by [1 – z * f(z)/F(z) – f(z)2/F(z)2]. Finally, to 
calculate the effect of the independent variable, at a mean point, on the 
probability of participating in a TS for non-exhibiting companies, we 
need to replace each Tobit coefficient (βi) in Eq. (5). Using the previous 
value for f(z) and obtaining σ (11811.18) from the R output, the effect of 
relationship-building activities on the intention to participate in a TS is 
171.7*0.395/11811 = 0.00577. Thus, when converting this value to a 
percentage, each additional unit of relationship-building expectations in 
the scale provokes a 0.58% higher probability of participating in a TS. 
For image-building expectations, the result is 1.16% (it has the greatest 
impact on participation in a TS), while motivation-enhancing expecta-
tions negatively affect participation, with a value of − 0.53%. Due to the 
non-significant βs for both sales-related and information-gathering ex-
pectations, their effect on TS participation is zero. Overall, our decom-
position analysis is robust to biases because the censored proportion is 
not too large (Kang, 2007). 

To check the robustness of these results and assess the validity of the 
problem formulation, we took additional steps. First, we compared the 
fit of the Tobit model with a two-step approach: (1) a probit model (to 
measure the impact of the focal predictors on the decision of whether to 
participate in an upcoming TS) and (2) a truncated regression model (to 
measure how much to spend, given participation) with 13 df. The 
comparison does not reject the hypothesis that the Tobit model is su-
perior at the (p > 0.05). Second, we ran a group comparison analysis 
separating the sample into multi-national versus local companies and 
obtained similar results; thus, we can discard origin of the firm as a 
source of heterogeneity. 

3.1.5. Post hoc analysis with interaction effects 
To account for organizational characteristics, we investigated sup-

plier size as a moderator for the key independent variables proposed in 
this study for Excon 2017. We specified a new Tobit model with the five 
focal predictors, a dummy variable for membership in CAPECO, supplier 
size, and five interactions between supplier size and the focal predictors. 
This interaction Tobit model yielded a log-likelihood of − 778.9 with 14 
df. To assess the validity of the model, we ran a likelihood ratio test 
(against a null model) and obtained a significant difference (χ2 =

120.62, Δdf = 12; p < 0.01). The results suggest two significant 
moderation effects, while the main effects of relationship-building, 
image-building, and motivation-enhancing activities remain in line 
with the original model. First, the interaction between supplier size and 
image-building activities significantly and positively influences a sup-
plier’s total investment in a TS (β = 326.9; p < 0.05). Therefore, larger 
suppliers with higher expectations of image-building activities tend to 
invest more money in a TS. Second, the interaction between supplier size 
and motivation-enhancing activities significantly and negatively in-
fluences the supplier’s total investment in a TS (β = -27.4; p < 0.05). 
Overall, the larger the supplier, the more negative is the slope associated 
with motivation-enhancing expectations and TS investment. 

The moderation effects can be explained by firm experience gained 
over time, as larger companies are generally older and, as such, able to 
obtain and manage more feedback from marketing activities (Calantone, 
Cavusgil, & Zhao, 2002). Large firms also have more stakeholders to 
respond to (due to public visibility) and more customers to manage, 
leading to an increase in TS investment. In addition, as large firms expect 
motivation enhancement in a setting in which hard work is required, it 
could be considered a sign of a lack of perceived behavioral control 
(Steinmetz et al., 2016), reducing TS investment. 

3.2. Study 2: Edifica 2017 (Chile) 

Edifica has been held bi-annually since 1990 and is the main con-
struction exhibition in the Chilean market. Edifica 2017, which had a 
floor space close to 35,000 square meters, attracted 27,000 professional 
attendees and 480 exhibitors from 21 countries. The event included 
multiple technical seminars attended by 3,970 attendees. We obtained 
187 complete and usable responses from Edifica (see sample charac-
teristics, descriptive statistics, and correlations in Web Appendix A), a 
figure consistent with previous studies on this topic (e.g., Hansen, 2004). 
A power analysis also supports the achieved sample size. 

We built over the same survey instrument and an equivalent pro-
cedure for measures validation from Study 1. However, during the re-
view of the survey instrument with the organizer, we reached the 
conclusion to include new control variables to deal with more objective 
drivers of investment, such as affordability (a larger budget might nudge 
participation/investment due to resource availability), offer complexity 
(more complex offerings may require higher interaction with customers 
and demonstrations, favoring participation/investment), offer life cycle 
(earlier stages commonly imply higher promotional efforts, favoring 
participation/investment), and market competitiveness (more compet-
itors generally imply higher promotional efforts, favoring participation/ 
investment; Stevens, 2005). 

Using CFA, we assessed the constructs’ (i.e., TS expectations) psy-
chometric properties. The model fit is satisfactory (CFI = 0.918; TLI =
0.910; RMSEA = 0.059; SRMR = 0.064). Each item loaded on the pre-
dicted factor, with standardized coefficients ranging from 0.78 to 0.94, 
supporting convergent validity. For each factor, the AVE exceeds 0.50, 
and the CR is greater than 0.70. Cronbach’s alpha values above 0.70 
indicate constructs’ reliability (see Web Appendices A and B). In support 
of discriminant validity, all AVEs are greater than the squared correla-
tions of a focal construct with any other construct. 

The model considered all variables tested in the main study and new 
control variables, except the membership in CAPECO dummy variable. 
We operationalized affordability by the marketing budget for 2017 (in 
USD), offer complexity with a 5-point scale (1 = “commodity,” 5 =
“customized solution”), offer life cycle with a 4-point scale (1 =
“introduction,” 2 = “growth,” 3 = “maturity,” 4 = “decline”), and 
market competitiveness by the number of competitors in the construc-
tion industry. The new Tobit model yielded a log-likelihood of − 1493.9 
with 17 df. To assess the validity of the model, we ran a likelihood ratio 
test (against a null model), obtaining a significant difference (χ2 =

136.9, Δdf = 15; p < 0.01) and compared the new Tobit model with a 
two-stage approach: (1) a probit model and (2) a truncated regression 
model. The resulting likelihood ratio supports that Tobit modeling is 
superior (p greater than 0.05). Overall, the results are congruous with 
our Excon 2017 findings, discarding country-level effects (as a source of 
heterogeneity). Specifically, the significant estimated coefficients and 
marginal effects are equivalent for both models (supporting H3 and H4). 
In addition, the marketing budget (affordability) and market competi-
tiveness are significant (ps < 0.05; see Table 7). 

We also replicated the moderation model in the context of Edifica 

Table 7 
Marginal effects (Edifica 2017).  

Path Marg. Eff. SE p-value 

SALES → INVESTMENT  − 25.6  48.0  0.594 
INF → INVESTMENT  − 12.2  48.0  0.800 
IMG → INVESTMENT  176.4  57.1  0.002 
REL → INVESTMENT  247.1  54.2  0.000 
MOT → INVESTMENT  − 139.7  45.3  0.002 
MKT BUDGET → INVESTMENT  0.090  0.036  0.014 
OFF. COMP. → INVESTMENT  − 1159.8  853.9  0.176 
LYFE-CYCLE → INVESTMENT  − 2294.6  1379.8  0.098 
COMPET → INVESTMENT  2737.3  848.9  0.002 
SIZE → INVESTMENT  843.4  2036.9  0.679  
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2017, excluding the CAPECO dummy variable and including covariates 
such as affordability (MKT BUDGET), offer complexity (OFF. COMP.), 
offer life cycle (LIFE-CYCLE), and market competitiveness (COMPET) to 
account for observed heterogeneity. The results are consistent with 
those for Excon 2017, except for the interaction effect of relationship- 
building expectations and firm size on the investment level (p > 0.1). 
First, the interaction effect of image-building expectations and firm size 
on the investment level is positive and significant (β = 221.13, p < 0.01). 
Second, the interaction effect of motivation-enhancing expectations and 
firm size on the investment level is negative and significant (β = -198.99, 
p < 0.01). Moreover, affordability (β = 0.08) and market competitive-
ness (β = 2748) are significant (ps < 0.05; see Web Appendix C). 

Finally, to account for the expectations effect (at a mean point) on 
the probability of a non-exhibitor to change the decision and participate 
in the TS, we replace each Tobit coefficient (βi) in Eq. (5). Calculating 
the f(z) as the height of the unit normal curve (0.39744) and obtaining σ 
(20929.58) from the R output, we generate the marginal effect (on 
participation) for an increase in 1% of the independent variables: sales- 
related (0%), information-gathering (0%), relationship-building 
(0.69%), image-building (0.39%), and motivation-enhancing (-0.30%) 
expectations. 

3.3. Study 3: Excon 2018 (Randomized field experiment) 

Causal inferences can be strengthened by designing behavior change 
interventions with robust mechanisms by which interventions are likely 
to exert an effect on behavior (Steinmetz et al., 2016). In this research 
context, TS organizers asked the research team to test a training system 
for exhibitors to help them improve their image- and relationship- 
building activities. According to means-end theory, by better under-
standing the TS attributes, a successful intervention could increase an 
exhibitor’s perceived ability to perform the behavior under consider-
ation and drive positive (expected) consequences, leading to higher 
participation/investment (value) in TSs. 

The empirical setting was Excon, since it takes place on a yearly 
basis, enabling a 2018 versus 2017 comparison. Using a list of organizer- 
selected potential exhibitors (including Excon 2017 participants and 
non-participants), we randomly allocated the firms to treatment and 
control groups. Given resource limitations, we constrained the treat-
ment and control group to 50 firms each (see Web Appendix D). Thus, 
the number of observations is 200 (two observations for each firm – 
before and after the intervention), indicating enough power to capture 
relatively small effect sizes (Faul et al., 2009). The intervention was free 
of charge, and all selected firms agreed to participate in the training. The 
intervention for the whole treatment group involved (1) a workshop on 
visitors’ experience at Excon 2017, (2) an individual training session for 
each firm on image- and relationship-building activities using marketing 
literature (e.g., Bloch et al., 2017), and (3) support/feedback via email 
for the January-June 2018 period. To ensure the adequacy of the 
intervention, we used several behavior change methods suggested in 
literature (see Steinmetz et al., 2016): (1) information, by providing 
objective measures of visitors’ experience at Excon 2017, sharing liter-
ature on B2B relationships (e.g., Dwyer et al., 1987) and reputation (e.g., 
Suh & Houston, 2010), and connecting survey items with possible TS 
activities; (2) increasing skills, by showing the type of information visitors 
were looking for at Excon 2017; (3) modeling, by inviting an Excon 2017 
visitor to the training sessions and asking him to describe examples of 
firms with good image- and relationship-building activities; and (4) so-
cial encouragement, by awarding a prize to the best evaluated exhibitor at 
Excon 2017 (in the four exhibition categories: construction materials, 
finishing materials, equipment and parts, and machinery) and publish-
ing photos in a well-known industry magazine and social media (e.g., 

LinkedIn). 
We tested the effectiveness of the intervention, using the following 

difference-in-differences model3:  

Yit = β0 + β1 × Periodt + β2 × Treatmenti + β3 × TreatmentEffectit,     (6) 

where Yit is the amount of money invested by firm i in Excon t. This 
model focuses on pre- and post-training events; thus, t can take the value 
of 0 or 1. In addition, Periodt is the pre-/post-dummy that equals 1 after 
the intervention and 0 in the pre-intervention period, Treatmenti is a 
dummy variable that equals 1 for the firms in the treatment group and 
0 in the control group, and TreatmentEffectit is the product of Periodt 
and Treatmenti. Finally, β3 is the coefficient of interest capturing the 
causal effect of the training in image- and relationship-building 
activities. 

We estimate Eq. (6) using simultaneous quantile regression 
(Koenker, 2012) with bootstrapped standard errors (5,000 repetitions) 
in R. The intervention successfully increased the expectations to better 
perform in image- and relationship-building activities (Table 8). 
Training has a positive and significant effect on the investment level in 
Excon (β = 7,402 USD, p < 0.05). That is, the firms participating in the 
training program invested, on average, 7,402 USD more than would be 
expected if they did not receive additional help on how to increase their 
image- and relationship-building exhibition skills. To test whether the 
treatment effects differ across investment levels, we conducted a sta-
tistical test for three quartiles of the investment in Excon; the results 
were non-significant (p greater than 0.05). Then, we ran pair-wise 
comparisons (i.e., Q25 vs. Q50, Q25 vs. Q75, and Q50 vs. Q75); the re-
sults for Q75 are significantly higher than those for Q25 and Q50 (ps <
0.05). Thus, the effect across investment levels is non-linear. Fig. 4 de-
picts the quantile variation of the treatment effect (β3). The intervention 
has a more pronounced effect through quantiles 55 to 90, showing 
simultaneous floor and ceiling effects for the behavior of exhibitors. 
Thus, the organizer should implement the training full scale. The pilot 
training effect ($7,402) represents a 69% increase in the average in-
vestment level in Excon 2017. While the treatment effect on investment 
is clear, the model did not consider additional variables such as 
affordability, offer complexity, offer life cycle, and market competi-
tiveness. To further address generalizability concerns, we assess the full 
model (as specified for Edifica 2017) in a different setting. 

3.4. Study 4: WOC 2020 (Generalization to a new setting) 

We were able to access data from a top-notch construction TS in the 
United States – the WOC 2020 in Las Vegas – which featured 72,000 
square meters of floor space, attracted approximately 1,500 exhibitors 
and 60,500 visitors.4 The database of exhibitors and non-exhibitors was 
shared by the WOC 2020 organizer. The sample descriptive statistics and 
correlations appear in Web Appendix E. We measured expectations from 
December 2019 to January 2020 using the same survey instrument as 
Study 2 (i.e., including the additional control variables). We obtained a 

Table 8 
Difference-in-differences (Excon 2017–2018).  

Variable Parameter estimate SEa p-value 

Constant  7805.5  602.5  0.000 
Period  3353.9  1328.0  0.012 
Treatment  3153.8  1736.0  0.071 
Treatment effect  7402.1  3625.1  0.042  

a Bootstrapped standard errors. 

3 This modeling approach is robust to missing variables bias (Bommaraju & 
Hohenberg, 2018).  

4 https://www.worldofconcrete.com/en/attendee.html. 
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sample of 140 exhibitors and 74 non-exhibitors with full responses, 
generating enough power to account for small effect sizes (Faul et al., 
2009). We assess the reliability and validity of the scales using CFA. The 
model fit is adequate (CFI = 0.939; TLI = 0.927; RMSEA = 0.045; SRMR 
= 0.061) and all the standardized factor loadings are greater than 0.5 
(ps < 0.01). The calculated CRs are all greater than 0.7 and AVEs are all 
greater than 0.5 (see Web Appendices E and F). We also test for 
discriminant validity by comparing the AVEs with the squared estimated 
correlation for each pair of constructs. All comparisons show that AVEs 
are greater than the squared correlations (Hair et al., 2010). The WOC 
2020 Tobit model yielded a log-likelihood of − 1742.7 with 17 df. To 
assess model validity, we ran a likelihood ratio test (against a null 
model), obtaining a significant difference (χ2 = 173.7, Δdf = 15; p <
0.01). 

The results are consistent with those from Edifica and Excon 2017 
(supporting H3 and H4), except for the influence of motivation- 
enhancing expectations on investment (see Table 9 and Web Appendix 
G). The marginal effects of image-building expectations (Marg. Eff. =
476.8), relationship-building expectations (Marg. Eff. = 382.3), and the 
IMG_SIZE interaction (Marg. Eff. = 517.6) are significant (ps < 0.05), 
while the MOT_SIZE interaction is significant (p < 0.10). In addition, the 
control variables affordability (Marg. Eff. = 0.130), offer life cycle 
(Marg. Eff. = –9413), and market competitiveness (Marg. Eff. = 3177) 
are significant (ps < 0.05). The reasons for the non-significant effect of 
motivation-enhancing expectations (Marg. Eff. = 21.6) and the 
marginally significant effect of MOT_SIZE interaction (Marg. Eff. =
− 216.9) could be threefold. First, the economic environment in Chile 
and Peru during 2017 was not favorable due to the fall of commodities 
and poor internal confidence in the market (Mora Cortez & Johnston, 
2018). Conversely, the U.S. economy was strong during 2019, growing 
at a stable pace of approximately 2% since 2018 (World Bank, 2020). 
Thus, working more aggressively in a downturn with less attention to 
decision makers’ motivation-enhancement activities seem reasonable. 
Second, Edifica and Excon are in capital cities (Santiago and Lima, 

respectively), while WOC is in Las Vegas. The latter being well-known 
for entertainment and glamor, can enhance motivation of booth staff, 
independent of participating in a TS. Third, Latin American and U.S. 
decision makers have different cultural backgrounds, with clear differ-
ences in individualism (Mora Cortez & Johnston, 2018). The dominance 
of the (collective) group in Chile and Peru can affect decision making 
regarding TS investment, with only a few managers attending a show 
and others remaining at their offices. 

4. Discussion 

Our research was prompted by a desire to understand the drivers of 
the participation decision and the amount of money invested while 
exhibiting in B2B TSs – a perspective highly relevant for show orga-
nizers. The investment decision is intrinsically related to exhibitor ex-
pectations of TS participation consequences. We followed the typology 
suggested by Hansen (2004) and Lee and Kim (2008), which involves 
tangible and intangible expectations, and tested five of them through 
Tobit modeling: (1) sales-related, (2) information-gathering, (3) image- 
building, (4) relationship-building, and (5) motivation-enhancing. Our 
findings suggest that the participation and investment in a TS derive 
from image-building, relationship-building, and motivation-enhancing 
expectations in Latin America. The effect of image- and relationship- 
building expectations is positive, while that of motivation-enhancing 
expectations is negative. In the U.S. setting, we also found a positive 
effect of image- and relationship-building expectations. In this sense, our 
research advances understanding of TS expectations as a key element 
affecting TS investments, contributing to an international view of TSs. 
Finally, we extend means-end theory applications in product develop-
ment (e.g., Patrick & Xu, 2018), advertising (e.g., Eberhard, 2017), and 
market segmentation (e.g., Grunert, 2019) to a new setting (i.e., TSs), 
which answers calls for further means-end research in marketing (Kil-
winger & van Dam, 2021). 

4.1. Theoretical contributions 

Our study builds on and extends extant research on TS performance. 
Testing different aspects of exhibitor expectations (perceived conse-
quences) facilitates understanding of the total cost of participation and 
develops a theoretical bridge previously unexplored. In doing so, we 
advance TS research toward a more robust conceptualization of exhib-
itors’ expectations and their influence on TS investment, based on 
means-end theory. The significance of intangible long-term expectations 
sheds light on the role of TSs as a marketing activity related to overall 
business processes rather than traditional selling-based outcome tasks. 
Our findings that TSs are a strong channel to improve exhibitor repu-
tation and deepen face-to-face interactions are in line with relationship 
marketing theoretical underpinnings (Brown et al., 2017). The positive 
effects of image- and relationship-building expectations highlight the 
importance of these constructs for TS performance (both in Latin 
America and the United States). The negative impact of motivation- 
enhancing expectations may indicate a weak link between fostering 
personnel morale and TS performance, contrary to assumptions in prior 
research (e.g., Hansen, 2004). The emerging line of thought is consistent 
with Tanner (2002), who indicates that building morale in a TS is an 
obsolete exhibition expectation. We found this negative effect in 
emerging Latin America but not in the United States, likely because of 
three factors: (1) economic environment, (2) show location, and (3) 
cultural background of decision makers. Overall, our results add to the 
understanding of TS formation, accounting for exhibitor expectations 
from a means-end theory standpoint. The image- and relationship- 
building expectations complement the extant view of the TS genera-
tion process based on breadth of product interest and buying and selling 
intensity (e.g., Wu, Lilien, & Dasgupta, 2008). Ultimately, return on 
investment depends on whether a TS met the exhibitor expectations 
(perceived consequences). 

Fig. 4. Variation of the treatment effect (β3) for Excon 2018 intervention.  

Table 9 
Marginal effects (WOC 2020).  

Path Marg. Eff. SE p-value 

SALES → INVESTMENT  − 143.8  102.8  0.164 
INF → INVESTMENT  107.0  105.6  0.312 
IMG → INVESTMENT  476.8  122.3  0.000 
REL → INVESTMENT  382.3  110.1  0.000 
MOT → INVESTMENT  21.6  98.1  0.825 
SALES_SIZE → INVESTMENT  104.1  145.2  0.474 
INF_SIZE → INVESTMENT  − 9.8  153.4  0.949 
IMG_SIZE → INVESTMENT  517.6  169.5  0.002 
REL_SIZE → INVESTMENT  − 214.3  142.9  0.135 
MOT_SIZE → INVESTMENT  − 216.9  128.2  0.094 
MKT BUDGET → INVESTMENT  0.1  0.0  0.002 
OFF. COMP. → INVESTMENT  − 2062.6  1854.6  0.267 
LYFE-CYCLE → INVESTMENT  − 9413.2  3112.7  0.003 
COMPET → INVESTMENT  3177.1  1475.2  0.032 
SIZE → INVESTMENT  527.4  4294.5  0.902  
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Our findings suggest that firms substitute tangible short-term ex-
pectations for image-building and relationship-building expectations. 
This phenomenon can be understood as a potential hierarchical rela-
tionship between the two sets of variables, due to the lack of additive 
effects. In other words, companies inexperienced in TSs may take a more 
basic approach to the activity, while those learning about and adapting 
to a TS environment over time may develop more sophisticated activities 
for TS performance. That is, as B2B suppliers mature in their markets, 
they may approach a TS as a marketing activity with a long-term rather 
than short-term view. These “building” expectations are based on de-
cision variables that the supplier can manage, such as firm reputation 
and trustworthiness (Suh & Houston, 2010), in which image-building 
expectations relate better to supplier reputation and relationship- 
building expectations relate better to supplier trustworthiness. The 
non-significant results of sales-related and information-gathering ex-
pectations can also be explained by previous research indicating that 
exhibitors and attendees seldom set objectives prior to participating in 
TSs (e.g., Blythe, 2014) and the completion of actual sales at a show is 
not relevant (Gottlieb, Brown, & Ferrier, 2014, p. 91). Furthermore, our 
findings contribute to the growing literature on B2B branding and 
support the idea of treating brands as more relevant and strategic assets 
in increasingly competitive B2B markets (Seyedghorban, Matanda, & 
LaPlaca, 2016). Our findings are in line with those of Suh and Houston 
(2010), who argued that supplier reputation is an important factor in the 
economic performance of B2B buyer–seller interaction. 

4.2. Managerial implications 

Our results suggest that, compared with tangible short-term expec-
tations, intangible long-term expectations have a stronger influence on 
exhibitor participation and investment in TSs. Specifically, our results 
say that organizers should encourage prospective exhibitors to actively 
consider their pre-defined TS expectations. Studies have shown that less 
than half of TS exhibitors have clear, pre-established objectives (e.g., 
Bonoma, 1983; Kirchgeorg et al., 2010). Our results show different ef-
fects on investment levels for distinct TS expectations – thus, companies 
can anticipate the level of investment if they clearly articulate their 
expectations of each TS before participating. 

Second, when specific objectives exist, most firms concentrate on 
tangible short-term outcomes (e.g., number of leads) but tend to fail in 
that attempt (Hansen, 2004). Our results suggest that companies do not 
significantly invest in TSs when thinking about tangible and immediate 
expectations. Thus, there is a potential cause-effect dilemma in this 
expectation and the poor results generally achieved. On one hand, 
managers may assert that they are exhibiting at a TS to directly increase 
sales, while not intrinsically believing it. On the other hand, the lack of 
investment may affect the potential return on tangible short-term ex-
pectations, given the impossibility to perform well without adequate 
resources or planning. Thus, the sooner B2B marketers set up systems 
and processes to link their activities to tangible results, the more likely a 
TS program will receive the attention and budget it deserves (Stevens, 
2005). 

Third, the negative effect of motivation-enhancing expectations on 
TS investment suggests that exhibitors reallocate their investment with a 
greater focus on employee recognition during the event. This is consis-
tent with the finding that B2B fairs are a strenuous activity (Rinallo, 
Borghini, & Golfetto, 2010). Orleans (2016) suggests motivating staff by 
awarding those who exhibit the best attitude, expend the most effort, 
attract prospects to the booth, undertake the most product demonstra-
tions, and so on. To achieve other objectives through booth personnel 
effort, firms could award team- and individual-based prizes each day 
during wrap-up meetings (Orleans, 2016). Examples include a bottle of 
wine, gift cards, tickets for a sport/artistic show, and public recognition. 

Fourth, the relevant marginal effect of image- and relationship- 
building expectations on total TS investment calls for managerial 
attention to metrics such as recall, brand recognition, emotional arousal 

through the brand experience, sentiment analysis, bonding strength, and 
confidence in brands. Organizers can actively contribute to the process 
before, during, and after the event (Blythe, 2014). For example, the 
WOC organizer provides extensive material in show planning, exhibi-
tion, and assessment. Both image- and relationship-building expecta-
tions contribute to firm value by reducing the risk of cash flow in the 
long-term due to enhanced reputation and trustworthiness (Suh & 
Houston, 2010), which diminishes the weighted average cost of capital 
(contributing to connect marketing with finance). 

Fifth, considering the myriad features and expectations of suppliers, 
we quantify the size of the budget at mean values for exhibitors. Our 
results indicate variance in firm size. Large suppliers tend to invest more 
money in a TS, especially when they expect to reach high levels of 
image-building. Show organizer communications could highlight pro-
spective exhibitors’ role as important actors in the industry to build 
reputation. Also, organizers may suggest that booth size facilitates 
comparative image-based analyses as it is highly visible and easy to 
remember for attendees (Stevens, 2005). 

Sixth, the field experiment indicated that until the second quartile, 
the quantile treatment effects are lower than the overall treatment effect 
(β3). Conversely, the results for the rest of the data (>Q50) indicate that 
quantile treatment effects are higher than the overall treatment effect 
(β3). Thus, organizers should implement a differentiated supportive 
program for firms investing less than the average. For example, orga-
nizers can provide better payment terms for firms willing to increase 
their investment. They may think of a special plan for suppliers that did 
not exhibit in the latest event. 

4.3. Limitations and further research 

First, although construction as an economic activity is present in 
several sectors (e.g., mining, energy, transportation, public and private 
infrastructure) and B2B firms tend to be consistent in their marketing 
practices (Hutt & Speh, 2016), the choice of a single industry can limit 
the generalizability of our results. However, we confirm most of the 
concepts, relationships, and patterns in four shows, considering several 
control variables (e.g., offering category). Thus, given proximal simi-
larity (transferability), we argue that the construction industry and 
selected TSs are an appropriate context that contributes to the gener-
alizability of our results (see Lincoln & Guba, 1985) as we conducted the 
study in three different countries. This seletion enhances the empirical 
value of the manuscript (Mora Cortez, 2019). 

Second, we answer calls for marketing research in emerging markets 
(e.g., Burgess & Steenkamp, 2006; Mora Cortez & Johnston, 2017) with 
special emphasis on Latin America (Fastoso & Whitelock, 2011). How-
ever, Asia, as another emerging geographic area, offers an alternative 
setting for TS research. Currently, this market represents 20% of the 
total indoor exhibition space available in the world (Sarmento & Simões, 
2018). Third, the difference-in-differences model informs a positive and 
significant β2 coefficient (see Table 8), meaning that the trend over time, 
or the gains that occur over time independent from the treatment, are 
not trivial. During a follow-up conversation with the organizer, we 
confirmed that the exhibition (and related services) prices remained the 
same in the two assessed periods. Based on economic theory, we 
consider that an expansion of the economy (higher GDP) leads to higher 
expectations for better firm performance (Kumar & Pansari, 2016), 
which, in turn, can influence TS investment (Stevens, 2005). Particu-
larly, the Peruvian economy (GDP) grew 2.52% during 2017 and 3.97% 
during 2018 (World Bank, 2020) and the Peruvian construction sector 
also developed stronger in 2018 versus 2017 (5.42% and 2.20% 
respectively; INEI, 2021). Further research could control for this situa-
tion by accounting for decision makers’ perceived health of the economy 
and/or industrial sector. 

Fourth, variation in participation investments can be a source of 
heterogeneity. Future research could explore whether high variation in 
investments is due to perceived uncertainty about TS performance. In 
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line with goal setting theory (Bommaraju & Hohenberg, 2018), a sup-
portive program for exhibitors would be more effective for high (versus 
low) variation in past investments. Fifth, some exhibitors participate 
only in one show, while others do so in many. In this vein, we controlled 
for the number of exhibited shows within the last 24 months but not the 
different types of shows. Further research could consider this element. 
Sixth, future work might consider a different dependent variable, such as 
the investment in organizer services (e.g., floor space, Internet access, 
tickets). Seventh, as TS value is co-created by organizers, exhibitors, and 
attendees, further research could adopt an integrative approach by 
collecting triadic data. Finally, much uncertainty remains about the 
form and structure of TSs when they re-emerge after the COVID-19 
pandemic. Future research can reassess the TS means-end value chain. 
These research ideas can help advance the TS literature and provide 

more useful outputs. 
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Appendix A. Scale items for construct measures 

Please rate your expectations of the following activities your firm performs during [TS name]. Scale running from 0% (not at all) to 100% 
(completely). 

Sales-related activities (based on Hansen, 2004; Lee & Kim, 2008) 
Introduce and evaluate reactions to new products. (SALES1) 
Test new product/service concepts. (SALES2) 
Develop new applications, uses or market segments. (SALES3) 

Information-gathering activities (based on Hansen, 2004; Lee & Kim, 2008) 

Search for new product/service ideas. (INFO1) 
Collect information about competitors’ prices, products, and strategies. (INFO2) 
Search for information about trends, suppliers, and customers. (INFO3) 
Collect information in general. (INFO4) 

Image-building activities (based on Hansen, 2004; Lee & Kim, 2008) 

Gain advantage over competitors that are not exhibiting. (IMG1) 
Convince customers that we are a strong and solid company. (IMG2) 
Convey market communications in general at the TS from the booth. (IMG3) 
Enhance and maintain company image perceived by customers, competitors, and professional press. (IMG4) 

Relationship-building activities (based on Hansen, 2004; Lee & Kim, 2008) 

Maintain and develop personal contacts with existing customers. (REL1) 
Use the TS as an arena where our management can develop relationships with customers. (REL2) 
Maintain and develop a relationship with the user area (technical/operative) of the direct customer. (REL3) 
Maintain and develop a relationship with the purchase area of the direct customer. (REL4) 

Motivation-enhancing activities (based on Hansen, 2004, and influenced by Bonoma, 1983) 

Strengthen our sales people’s motivation to a psychological level (e.g., traveling abroad, break in daily routines). (MOT1) 
Strengthen our technical people’s motivation (e.g., getting in touch with the market). (MOT2) 
Strengthen our sales people’s motivation to a professional level (e.g., being in contact with customers). (MOT3) 

Appendix B. Supplementary material 

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.01.028. 
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