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Using grounded theory to study the difference of place
attachment between festival & special event venue and
convention & exhibition complex:

Cases of venue of International Horticultural Exposition 2011
Xian China and China Import and Export Fair Complex

DAI Guang-quan'?, LIANG Chun-ding"?, CHEN Xin'"*
(1. School of Economics and Commerce, South China University of Technology , Guangzhou 510006, Chinaj;
2. Academy of Modern Service Industry, South China University of Technology, Guangzhou 510006, China)

Abstract: Place attachment is a hot topic in place study which is defined as an individual's
cognitive or emotional connection. However, place attachment study is little related to e-
vent venues. The present studies treat events as an attribute of event host community
(destination) to conduct research on the place attachment between people and the destina-
tions, but little concerns about event venues themselves. As an inductive qualitative meth-
od, grounded theory is appropriate for situations where there is no pre-existing theory.
This study considers that little theory existed related place attachment to event venues;
and grounded theory is an appropriate methodological tool. Taking the International Hor-
ticultural Exposition, 2011, Xian (Expo 2011 Xi'an China) and China Import and Export
Fair Complex as cases, this paper collects first-hand data by observation and interviewing
to analyse event-goers behaviors, attitudes and emotions. Refining and concluding the di-
mensions of event place attachment based on grounded theory through three analytic pro-
cedures, i e. , open coding, axial coding and selective coding, this study contracts a con-
ceptual analytic model of place attachment in event venue which has four dimensions: per-
son, society, place and event. Finally, the paper compares the differences of place attach-
ment between Festival &. Special Event Venue (FSEV) and Convention & Exhibition
Complex (CEC) based on the four-dimension model. The results are shown as follows. E-
vent-goers in FSEV regard themselves as" recreationists", and FSEV is characterized by"
rooting venu€e' which is considered as a™ recreation place", event-goers are inclined to
show an emotional bonding with the event place; while event-goers in CEC regard them-
selves as™ commuters", CEC is featured by" tooling venué' which is considered as a" con-
sumption placé' to event-goer, and functional bonding is more significant than emotional
bonding for event-goers attached to the event venues. The difference of place attachment
between FSEV and CEC is consistent with the difference of the nature of FSE as leisure/

recreation events and CE as business/commercial events,

Key words: place attachment; festival & special event venue (FSEV); convention & exhi

bition complex (CEC); grounded theory



