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Abstract 
The research data show that more than 90% of the exhibition visitors are 
atypical visitors who have no obvious purchase intention, and there are few 
researches on atypical visitors. Data were collected from the atypical visitors 
of China Hi-Tech Fair 2019 and selected through questionnaire investigation. 
This study aims to discuss the influence of atypical visitors’ interactive learn-
ing on the exhibition brand equity with the methods of literature analysis and 
empirical study. The findings can provide some supplements for theoretical 
exploration and practical management. 
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1. Literature Review
1.1. Atypical Visitors
1.1.1. Definition of Atypical Visitors
Exhibition visitors can be divided into buyers and non-buyers, and buyers are
also called typical visitors (Godar & O’Connor, 2001). As for the definition of
atypical visitors, some scholars defined atypical visitors from the perspective of
behavior. For instance, Spiegel & Messenund (1992) defined atypical audiences
as those aimless loafers and pragmatists. Blythe (2010) stated in the research re-
sults that atypical visitors, accounting for 90%, include those price comparators,
fake buyers with no intention or ability to buy, technical experts who only want
to obtain technical information, cunning people with special purposes and
one-day exhibition visitors.
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Some scholars defined exhibition visitors from visitors’ objectives. Godar & 
O’Connor (2001) stated that exhibition visitors include real buyers, potential 
buyers and non-buyers. Luo and Bao (2007) divided exhibition visitors into the 
core layer, the secondary layer and the outer layer, in which the core layer visi-
tors make the greatest contribution to the sales performance of the exhibitors, 
and the secondary and outer layer visitors have no obvious willingness to buy 
during the exhibition. Borghini et al. (2006) believed that atypical visitors usually 
refer to the exhibitors’ suppliers, peers and other groups, who mainly come to 
update products and industries information, and part of media workers, design-
ers, teachers and students for work purposes. In this paper, the definition of 
atypical visitors of the third one is generally used. 

1.1.2. Atypical Visitors’ Interactive Learning 
At present, there are many researches on the interactive relationships of groups 
participating in the exhibition, but few on atypical visitors’ interactive learning. 
The research on the relationship between the exhibition organizers and the visi-
tors mainly focuses on the establishment of relationship (Blythe, 2002), active 
communication (Hansen, 1996; Zhang & Xu, 2019), the mode of information 
transmission and communication (Rosson & Seringhaus, 1995), and the estab-
lishment of theoretical models (Li, 2005; Lee and Kim, 2008) and so on. He, 
Cui, & Wang (2014) one of Chinese scholars, systematically discussed the in-
fluence of contact before exhibition and interactive learning during exhibition 
on exhibition performance, and proposed the value and contribution of atyp-
ical visitors for the first time, that is, interactive learning between atypical vis-
itors and exhibitors not only has a direct contribution to exhibitors’ partici-
pation performance, but also has an indirect contribution to sales perfor-
mance. 

1.2. Experience Value 

The research on experience value includes brand experience value and consumer 
experience value, in which the dimension of consumer experience value is at the 
core of the whole research. The representative viewpoints are as follows. By the 
dimension of happiness, consumer experience value includes knowledge value, 
emotional value, social value and physical attribute value (Dube & Jordan, 2003). 
Consumer experience itself has values, including functional value, situational 
value, social value, emotional value and cognitive utility (Sheth, Newman, & Gross, 
1991). There are five types of consumer experience: sense, emotion, thinking, 
behavior and relationship, and these can be subdivided into eight indicators: 
aesthetic, sensory quality, emotion, feeling, analysis and synthesis, separation 
and imagination experience, driving behavior and behavior experience, and so-
cial experience namely (Schmitt, 1999). The research perspectives of Chinese 
scholars are basically similar to those of Sheth and Schmitt. Li and Yu (2011) 
stated that value experience is the sensory, emotional and social experience that 
consumers get when consuming brand products, which can promote consumer 
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behavior and have an impact on brand equity. And this impact will change due 
to the experience of brand purchase and the level of consumer involvement (Li 
& Yu, 2011). Zhang, Chen, and Duan (2018) made a detailed analysis of the ex-
perience value of B2B exhibition based on the hierarchical experience value 
model, and put forward some suggestions on the visitors’ service marketing 
strategy of B2B exhibition from the three dimensions of basic demand, attribu-
tion demand and final demand (Gan, 2013). 

1.3. Exhibition Brand 

At present, there are few empirical studies on exhibition brand equity by Chi-
nese scholars, and only one literature on the formation of exhibition brand eq-
uity from the perspective of exhibitors (Gan, 2013). Most studies focus on the 
concept and brand building. The researches on the concept of exhibition brand 
can be divided into three forms: manifestation (Wang, 2006), sign (Wang, Zhou, 
& Tian, 2008; Hua, 2004) and assets (Zhong, 2007; Yu, 2009). On the researches 
of brand building, scholars studied and put forward suggestions from the pers-
pectives of market, public, brand (Yoo, Arnold, & Frankwick, 2012), brand building 
(Su, 2008), the strategy of experience marketing (Tian & Wang, 2008), and 
brand exhibition’s cultivation (Ren, 2010). The brand exhibition should have a 
certain scale, which can reflect the development trend of the industry, and have 
strong guidance and influence on the industry (Li, 2012). 

1.4. Brand Equity 
1.4.1. Definition of Brand Equity 
After the changes in three research perspectives of finance, market and consum-
er, scholars gradually focus on the relationship between consumers and brand 
equity, with the mainstream research perspective of consumers’ cognitive and 
emotional process of the brand. Brand equity is the expression of brand value 
formed by the fact that product brands can arouse consumers’ attention, percep-
tion, desire, experience and changes in psychology and behavior of purchase 
(Kim, 1990). Brand equity includes brand name and brand identity, which af-
fects the value of products or services to enterprises and consumers (Aaker, 
1991). From the perspective of consumers, Keller (1993) defined brand equity as 
consumers’ differentiated perception of the brand, but also a different reflection 
of brand marketing activities. Chinese scholars also carried out relevant re-
search. Fu (1999) believed that brand equity is the stable development and 
continuous strengthening of future relationship between consumers and en-
terprises, which can create additional benefits and value for enterprises. Per-
ceived quality is closely related to brand equity, and consumers’ expected 
perceived quality from brands is the source of brand equity (Ning, 2005). 
Wang and Liao (2010) found the relationship between brand equity and con-
sumers’ emotional changes, and proposed that enterprises should establish a 
long-term brand monitoring system to achieve real-time management of brand 
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equity. 

1.4.2. Brand Equity Model 
At present, the research on brand equity measurement is from the perspective of 
consumers, among which the influential ones are Aaker’s five-dimensional 
model (Aaker, 1991), Keller’s (1993) CBBE model and Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) 
multi-dimensional model. The multi-dimensional model of Yoo and Donthu is 
widely used. 

In 2000, Yoo, B. divided brand equity into value to the company and value to 
consumers, divided marketing elements into five parts: price, store image, dis-
tribution density, advertising investment and price promotion, and divided 
brand equity into three dimensions: brand awareness/brand association, per-
ceived quality, brand loyalty. Yoo empirically analyzed the influence of market-
ing mix strategy on brand equity and its dimensions by investigating consumers’ 
perception of marketing mix. 

In 2001, according to the concept of brand equity proposed by Aaker and Kel-
ler, Yoo and Dothu proposed “the model of consumer-based multi-dimensional 
brand equity”, MBE model for short. This study further confirmed the three di-
mensions of brand equity in the Yoo, B.’s model, namely, brand awareness/ 
brand association, perceived quality and brand loyalty, and the proposed model 
enriched the theoretical knowledge of brand equity research. 

2. Research Design 
2.1. Dimensions and Indicators of Research Variables 

Based on literature review and previous research results, research variables in 
this paper are determined by three dimensions: atypical visitors, experience val-
ue and exhibition brand equity, 7 variables and 22 measurement indicators in 
total (Table 1). 

2.2. Research Model and Hypotheses  
2.2.1. Construction of Research Model 
According to research variables of atypical visitors’ interactive learning behavior, 
experience value and exhibition brand equity determined previously, and the 
logical relationship between the behavior pattern of atypical visitors and the ex-
hibition brand equity, the research model of the influence of atypical visitors’ 
interactive learning on exhibition brand equity is initially constructed (Figure 
1). 

2.2.2. Proposal of Research Hypotheses 
According to the above research model and the research purpose of this study, 
the research hypotheses are put forward on the influence of atypical visitors’ in-
teractive learning on the exhibition brand equity:  

H1: Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with exhibition organizers has a  
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Table 1. Research scale design. 

 Variables 
Serial 

numbers 
Measurement indexes References 

Atypical 
visitors’ 
interactive 
learning 

Atypical visitors’ 
interactive learning 
with exhibition  
organizers 

AOI1 

Exhibition organizers  
responded to or meet my  
service requirements in a 
timely manner. 

Zhang  
& Xu 
(2019); 
Bonner 
(2010); 
Wei, 
Yang, & 
Liu 
(2010); 
Ni (2017); 
Yoo,  
Arnold, & 
Frankwick 
(2012); 
Harris & 
Moore 
(2005); 
Tu & 
Chen 
(2015) 

AOI2 

Exhibition organizers provided 
me with communication  
opportunities by holding  
forum activities and other 
forms. 

AOI3 
Exhibition organizers listened 
carefully to my feedback. 

Atypical visitors’ 
interactive learning 
with exhibitors 

AEI1 
Exhibitors were willing to  
take the time to communicate 
with me. 

AEI2 

The exhibitors had a 
face-to-face and warm  
communication with me to 
understand my needs. 

AEI3 

Exhibitors honestly shared 
information of 
enterprises, products or  
technologies with me. 

Atypical visitors’ 
interactive learning 
with other visitors 

AAI1 

I had a lot of opportunities  
to communicate and learn  
with other visitors during  
the exhibition. 

AAI2 
I had a passionate  
communication with  
other visitors. 

AAI3 
I felt happy by communicating 
with other visitors. 

Experience 
value 

Experience value 

EV1 

I felt happy to play my own 
role when I put forward my 
own opinions and suggestions 
in the process of interactive 
learning. 

Li (2012) EV2 

I would have a sense of 
achievement if my opinions 
and suggestions are adopted  
by exhibition organizers or 
exhibitors. 

EV3 

I would be happy when I  
reflect my needs, opinions  
and suggestions to exhibition 
organizers or exhibitors in 
interactive learning. 
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Continued 

 

 EV4 

Exhibition organizers or  
exhibitors would better meet 
my needs if I reflect my needs 
and put forward opinions and 
suggestions to them. 

 

Exhibition 
brand 
equity 

Brand  
awareness/association 

BE1 
When talking about similar 
exhibitions, I often think of 
this exhibition. 

Aaker 
(1996); 
Keller 
(1993); 
Kim & Kim 
(2004); 
Yoo &  
Donthu 
(2001); 
Wang & He 
(2009); 
Wang 
(2012); 
Jacoby & 
Robert 
(1978); 
Krystallis & 
Chrysochuou 
(2014) 

BE2 
I am very familiar with this 
exhibition. 

BE3 
Many people I am familiar 
with know about this  
exhibition. 

Brand’s perceived 
quality 

BPQ1 
I think this is a high-quality 
exhibition. 

BPQ2 
I think the visitors of this  
exhibition are of high quality. 

BPQ3 
I am satisfied with the service 
of the exhibitors in this  
exhibition. 

Brand loyalty 

BL1 
I will participate in this  
exhibition next time. 

BL2 
I will recommend this  
exhibition to others. 

BL3 
I will invite others to visit the 
exhibition. 

 

 
Figure 1. Research model of the influence of atypical visitors’ interactive learning on ex-
hibition brand equity. 
 
significantly positive impact on experience value. 

H2: Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with exhibitors has a significantly 
positive impact on experience value. 

H3: Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with other visitors has a significantly 
positive impact on experience value. 

 
Atypical visitors 

interactive learning with exhibition 
organizers 

Interactive learning with exhibitors 

Interactive learning with other 
visitors 

Exhibition brand equity 

Brand awareness / brand 
association 

Perceived quality 

Brand loyalty 

Experience 
value 
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H4: Experience value has a significantly positive impact on brand awareness. 
H5: Experience value has a significantly positive impact on brand’s perceived 

quality. 
H6: Experience value has a significantly positive impact on brand loyalty. 
All the hypotheses will be tested at part 3 with three methods, they are explo-

ratory factor analysis, correlation analysis and regression analysis. 

2.3. Questionnaire Design and Pre-Survey 

After putting forward the model of the influence of the atypical visitors on the 
brand equity of the exhibition, the researcher of this paper designs a question-
naire for each variable of the atypical visitors and the brand equity of the exhibi-
tion based on the scale proposed by scholars at home and abroad when they 
study the consumers and brand equity and combined with the characteristics of 
the exhibition industry. 

The questionnaire concludes three parts: 1) personal basic information: gend-
er, age and education level; 2) basic information of individual participation in 
the exhibition: the frequencies and types of exhibitions one participated in and 
the personal roles in the exhibition; 3) the main part of the questionnaire: mul-
tiple items of variables such as atypical visitors’ interactive learning with exhibi-
tion organizers, with exhibitors and with other visitors, experience value and ex-
hibition brand equity. 

The Likert five-point scale was used to measure the three dimensions and 
seven variables of the questionnaire by dividing the grades from 1 - 5 to indicate 
the degrees from disagreement to agreement. 

The random sampling method on small samples was used to conduct a pre- 
survey. Of 50 questionnaires distributed at two exhibitions, 50 collected and 48 
valid. Through the factor analysis of the measurement items of atypical visitors’ 
interactive learning behavior, experience value and exhibition brand equity by 
SPSS22.0, the results show that all the items have the factor loadings greater than 
0.5. The design of questionnaire items is reasonable, and final scale can be seen 
in Table 1. 

3. Empirical Analysis  
3.1. Data Collection and Analysis Method 

The investigation method of on-site distribution and on-site collection was used. 
China Hi-Tech Fair 2019 held at Shenzhen Convention & Exhibition Center was 
taken as the research object. Of 514 questionnaires distributed, 514 collected and 
508 valid. The valid collection rate of the questionnaires was 98.8%. Spss22.0 was 
used as the statistical tool for analysis in this study. 

3.2. Samples Analysis 
3.2.1. Basic Information Analysis 
The descriptive analysis results of the samples show that (Table 2): 
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1) Basic information of samples: there was no significant difference between 
male (53.9%) and female (46.1%); respondents were mainly young people: con-
centrated in the 18 - 35 and 26 - 35 age groups, accounting for 78% of the total; 
respondents were well-educated: mainly with education level of junior college 
and undergraduate, accounting for 78% of the total. 

2) Samples exhibition experience: most of the samples had high participation 
frequencies and a certain degree of representativeness: the proportion of exhibi-
tion frequencies within 15 times is as high as 91.6%. 

3) Types of participated exhibitions: the higher proportion of exhibition type 
was technology exchange type, accounting for 39.5%, and the proportions of 
other types were relatively average; most samples were technology-preferred. 

4) Personal roles in the exhibition: Most samples in the exhibition were with 
scattered and diverse roles, of which professional and technical personnel, peer 
practitioners, suppliers and students/teachers/associations accounted for 18.9%, 
19.8%, 13.6% and 17.5%, respectively. 

3.2.2. Normal Distribution Test 
The data analysis results of this study show that the maximum absolute values of 
kurtosis and skewness of 22 items in the questionnaire are 1.513 (<5) and 1.03 
(<2) respectively, which are within the allowable ranges. The skewness and kur-
tosis of each item are basically reasonable, and the sample data follow normal 
distribution in this analysis. 

3.3. Reliability and Validity Analysis 
3.3.1. Reliability Analysis 
The results of reliability analysis of the data show that in the overall reliability, 
the Cronbach α coefficient is 0.931 > 0.9; in the component reliability analysis, 
the Cronbach α coefficients are among 0.802 and 0.875, with the average level of  
 
Table 2. Basic information of samples. 

Demographic 
characteristics 

option numbers 
Effective  

percentage 
Cumulative  
percentage 

Gender 
male 277 53.9 53.9 

female 237 46.1 100.0 

age 

≤18 21 4.1 4.1 

18 - 25 217 42.2 46.3 

26 - 35 184 35.8 82.1 

36 - 45 60 11.7 93.8 

≥46 32 6.2 100.0 

education level 

High school and below 61 11.9 11.9 

academy 160 31.1 43.0 

Undergraduate 241 46.9 89.9 

Master degree or above 52 10.1 100.0 
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greater than 0.7, which shows good internal consistent reliability. The question-
naire is with a high overall reliability. 

3.3.2. Validity Analysis 
The reliability of the questionnaire is measured by KMO and Bartlett sphericity 
test. The results of validity analysis of the data show that: KMO values of each 
dimension are 0.896, 0.778 and 0.900, respectively, with the average level of 
greater than 0.7; the degrees of freedom of the Bartlett sphericity test are 6 and 
36 respectively with the corresponding significance is 0.000 (P < 0.001), which is 
significant. The questionnaire is with a high overall validity. 

3.4. Data Analysis and Hypothesis Testing 
3.4.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis 
In this study, the principal component analysis method of exploratory factor 
analysis is used to reduce the dimensions of atypical visitors’ interactive learn-
ing, experience value and exhibition brand equity, and the interpretation fea-
tures are extracted. The main results are as follows (Table 3). 

1) Three main factors of atypical visitors’ interactive learning. 
The first main factor includes three items: “I had a lot of opportunities to 

communicate and learn with other visitors during the exhibition”; “I had a pas-
sionate communication with other visitors”; “I felt happy by communicating 
with other visitors”, and the factor loadings are 0.733, 0.815 and 0.844, respec-
tively. 

The second main factor includes three items: “Exhibitors were willing to take 
the time to communicate with me”; “The exhibitors had a face-to-face and warm 
communication with me to understand my needs”; “Exhibitors honestly shared 
information of enterprises, products or technologies with me”, and the factor 
loadings are 0.779, 0.818 and 0.790, respectively. 

The third main factor includes three items: “Exhibition organizers responded 
to or meet my service requirements in a timely manner”; “Exhibition organizers 
provided me with communication opportunities by holding forum activities and 
other forms”; “Exhibition organizers listened carefully to my feedback”, and the 
factor loadings are 0.837, 0.792 and 0.754, respectively. 

The factor loadings of the three principal components are all greater than 0.7, 
indicating that there is a good validity in the dimension of atypical visitors’ in-
teractive learning. 

2) One main factor of experience value. 
The main factor includes four items: “I felt happy to play my own role when I 

put forward my own opinions and suggestions in the process of interactive 
learning”; “I would have a sense of achievement if my opinions and suggestions 
are adopted by exhibition organizers or exhibitors”; “I would be happy when I 
reflect my needs, opinions and suggestions to exhibition organizers or exhibitors 
in interactive learning”; “Exhibition organizers or exhibitors would better meet 
my needs if I reflect my needs and put forward opinions and suggestions to  
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Table 3. Interactive learning rotating component matrix. 

 items 
main factors 

1 2 3 

atypical  
visitors’  

interactive  
learning 

1) Exhibition organizers responded to or meet 
my service requirements in a timely manner. 

0.152 0.270 0.837 

2) Exhibition organizers provided me with 
communication opportunities by holding forum 
activities and other forms. 

0.246 0.204 0.792 

3) Exhibition organizers listened carefully  
to my feedback. 

0.293 0.446 0.754 

4) Exhibitors were willing to take the time  
to communicate with me. 

0.170 0.779 0.408 

5) The exhibitors had a face-to-face and  
warm communication with me to  
understand my needs. 

0.173 0.818 0.180 

6) Exhibitors honestly shared information of 
enterprises, products or technologies with me. 

0.290 0.790 0.221 

7) I had a lot of opportunities to  
communicate and learn with other  
visitors during the exhibition. 

0.733 0.270 0.260 

8) I had a passionate communication  
with other visitors 

0.815 0.288 0.135 

9) I felt happy by communicating with  
other visitors 

0.844 0.097 0.197 

experience  
value 

10) I felt happy to play my own role when I put 
forward my own opinions and suggestions in 
the process of interactive learning. 

0.766   

11) I would have a sense of achievement if  
my opinions and suggestions are adopted by 
exhibition organizers or exhibitors. 

0.788   

12) I would be happy when I reflect my needs, 
opinions and suggestions to exhibition  
organizers or exhibitors in interactive  
learning. 

0.781   

13) Exhibition organizers or exhibitors  
would better meet my needs if I reflect my needs 
and put forward opinions and  
suggestions to them. 

0.758   

exhibition  
brand equity 

14) When talking about similar exhibitions,  
I often think of this exhibition. 

0.379 0.198 0.844 

15) I am very familiar with this exhibition. 0.294 0.147 0.792 

16) Many people I am familiar with know about 
this exhibition. 

0.212 0.208 0.803 

17) I think this is a high-quality exhibition. 0.146 0.747 0.322 

18) I think the visitors of this exhibition  
are of high quality. 

0.453 0.629 0.030 

19) I am satisfied with the service of the  
exhibitors in this exhibition. 

0.210 0.793 0.146 

20) I will participate in this exhibition next time. 0.717 0.232 0.300 

21) I will recommend this exhibition to others. 0.812 0.251 0.138 

22) I will invite others to visit the exhibition 0.781 0.214 0.294 
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them”, and the factor loadings of 0.766, 0.788, 0.781 and 0.758 respectively are 
all greater than 0.7, indicating that there is a good validity in the dimension of 
experience value. 

3) Three main factors of exhibition brand equity. 
The first main factor includes three items: “I will participate in this exhibition 

next time”; “I will recommend this exhibition to others”; “I will invite others to 
visit the exhibition”, and the factor loadings of 0.717, 0.812 and 0.781 respec-
tively are all greater than 0.7. 

The second main factor includes three items: “I think this is a high-quality ex-
hibition”; “I think the visitors of this exhibition is of high quality”; “I am satis-
fied with the service of the exhibitors in this exhibition”, and the factor loadings 
are 0.747, 0.629 and 0.793, respectively. 

The third main factor includes three items: “When talking about similar exhi-
bitions, I often think of this exhibition”; “I am very familiar with this exhibi-
tion”; “Many people I am familiar with know about this exhibition”, and the 
factor loadings are 0.844, 0.792 and 0.803, respectively. 

The factor loadings of the three principal components are all greater than 0.7, 
indicating that there is a good validity in the dimension of exhibition brand eq-
uity. 

3.4.2. Correlation Analysis 
The correlation among the factors of atypical visitors’ interactive learning, expe-
rience value and exhibition brand equity is analyzed. The results (can be seen in 
Table 4) show that the correlation significance among the factors is less than 
0.01, which is highly significant. The Pearson correlation coefficients are among 
0.4 to 0.7, showing moderately and significantly positive correlations. The main 
results are as follows. 

1) Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with exhibition organizers has a 
moderately and significantly positive impact on experience value, brand aware-
ness, brand’s perceived quality and brand loyalty. 

2) Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with the exhibitors has a moderately 
and significantly positive impact on experience value, brand awareness, brand’s 
perceived quality and brand loyalty. 

3) Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with other visitors has a moderately 
and significantly positive impact on experience value, brand awareness, brand’s 
perceived quality and brand loyalty. 

4) Experience value has a moderately and significantly positive impact on 
brand awareness, brand’s perceived quality and brand loyalty. 

3.4.3. Regression Analysis 
1) Multiple regression analysis of atypical visitors’ interactive learning on ex-

perience value. 
The results (can be seen in Table 5) of multiple regression analysis on the 

three factors of atypical visitors’ interactive learning and experience value show  
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Table 4. Correlation analysis of research variables. 

 

Interactive 
learning 

with  
exhibition 
organizers 

Interactive 
learning 

with  
exhibitors 

Interactive 
learning 

with other 
visitors 

Experience 
value 

Brand 
awareness 

Brand’s 
perceived 

quality 

Brand 
loyalty 

Interactive 
learning with 
exhibition  
organizers 

1       

Interactive 
learning with 
exhibitors 

0.675** 1      

Interactive 
learning with 
other visitors 

0.551** 0.550** 1     

Experience 
value 

0.540** 0.530** 0.555** 1    

Brand  
awareness 

0.523** 0.531** 0.566** 0.560** 1   

Brand’s  
perceived  
quality 

0.472** 0.439** 0.431** 0.528** 0.542** 1  

Brand loyalty 0.557** 0.519** 0.559** 0.550** 0.655** 0.599** 1 

**There is a significant correlation at 0.01 level (bilateral). 
 
Table 5. Regression analysis of atypical visitors’ interactive learning on experience value. 

Model 

Non-standardized 
coefficient 

Standard 
coefficient 

t Sig. 

Collinear statistic 

B 
Standard 

error 
Trial  

version 
Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) 1.472 0.139  10.607 0.000   

Interactive learning 
with exhibition  
organizers 

0.208 0.044 0.229 4.742 0.000 0.498 2.010 

Interactive learning 
with exhibitors 

0.183 0.044 0.200 4.131 0.000 0.498 2.007 

Interactive learning 
with other visitors 

0.262 0.035 0.319 7.477 0.000 0.638 1.567 

R = 0.638; R2 = 0.407; adjusted R2 = 0.403; F = 116.62** 

a. Dependent variable: experience value. 
 
as follows.  

The fitting index of experience value model is: bias correlation coefficient 
0.638, R2 0.407, adjusted R2 0.403, F value 116.62, significance less than 0.01. 
Each item is highly significant, and the model passes the test of significance. 

Experience value mainly depends on atypical visitors’ interactive learning with 
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exhibitors and other audiences, and there is no significant impact of atypical vis-
itors’ interactive learning with exhibition organizers on experience value. 

2) Univariate regression analysis of experience value on exhibition brand eq-
uity. 

The univariate regression analysis of the three factors of experience value on 
exhibition brand equity is conducted by the method of regression analysis with 
SPSS22.0 (results shown in Table 6). 

The fitting index of the model of experience value and three factors of brand 
equity (brand awareness, brand’s perceived quality and brand loyalty) is that the 
data is in bias relationship, and significance is less than 0.01, which indicates 
each item is highly significant. The significance of the model coefficient is also 
less than 0.01, indicating that the model is highly significant and passes the test 
of significance. The results show as follows. 

a) Experience value has a significantly positive impact on brand awareness. 
b) Experience value has a significantly positive impact on brand’s perceived 

quality.  
c) Experience value has a significantly positive impact on brand loyalty. 

3.5. Conclusions of Data Analysis 

The research results of this study (can be seen in Table 7) show that among the 
six hypotheses put forward previously, only one hypothesis is not supported, and 
the rest are supported. 
 
Table 6. Regression analysis of experience value on brand equity. 

Model 
Non-standardized 

coefficient 
Standard 

coefficient 
t Sig. 

Collinear  
statistic 

Dependent 
variable 

 B 
Standard 

error 
Trial version   Tolerance VIF 

Brand 
awareness 

(Constant) 1.152 0.179  6.432 0   

Experience 
value 

0.675 0.044 0.56 15.29 0 1 1 

Bias  
coefficient 

R = 0.560; R2 = 0.313; adjusted R2 = 0.312; F = 233.769** 

Brand’s 
perceived 
quality 

(Constant) 2.113 0.141  14.978 0   

Experience 
value 

0.489 0.035 0.528 14.07 0 1 1 

Bias  
coefficient 

R = 0.528; R2 = 0.279; adjusted R2 = 0.277; F = 197.968** 

Brand 
loyalty 

(Constant) 1.545 0.171  9.039 0   

Experience 
value 

0.628 0.042 0.55 14.908 0 1 1 

Bias  
coefficient 

R = 0.550; R2 = 0.303; adjusted R2 = 0.301; F = 222.246** 
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Table 7. Results of hypotheses testing. 

Serial numbers hypotheses contents Results 

H1 
Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with exhibition 
organizers has a significantly positive impact on  
experience value. 

not-supported 

H2 
Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with exhibitors has a 
significantly positive impact on experience value. 

supported 

H3 
Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with other visitors 
has a significantly positive impact on experience value. 

supported 

H4 
Experience value has a significantly positive impact on 
brand awareness. 

supported 

H5 
Experience value has a significantly positive impact on 
brand’s perceived quality. 

supported 

H6 
Experience value has a significantly positive impact on 
brand loyalty. 

supported 

 
The results show as follows. Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with exhibi-

tion organizers has no significantly positive impact on experience value. Atypical 
visitors’ interactive learning with exhibitors and with other visitors have signifi-
cantly positive impacts on experience value, in which atypical visitors’ interac-
tive learning with exhibitors has the greater impact on the experience value. Ex-
perience value has significantly positive impacts on three dimensions of exhibi-
tion brand equity: exhibition brand awareness, brand’s perceived quality and 
brand loyalty. 

4. Conclusions and Suggestions 
4.1. Research Conclusions 
4.1.1. The Data Model of This Study Is Constructed Successfully 
Based on the data empirical analysis and results of hypotheses testing, the model 
of the influence of atypical visitors’ interactive learning on exhibition brand eq-
uity is constructed successfully. The constructed model shows that atypical visi-
tors can obtain high-quality exhibition experience value through multiple posi-
tive interactive learning with exhibition organizers, exhibitors and other visitors, 
thus having a positive impact on the exhibition brand equity. 

4.1.2. Atypical Visitors’ Interactive Learning with Exhibitors Has the  
Greatest Impact on Experience Value 

Atypical visitors’ interactive learning with exhibitors has the greatest impact on 
experience value, followed by atypical visitors’ interactive learning with other 
visitors, and with exhibition organizers (having the least impact) in turn. In the 
type of Hi-Tech professional exhibition, atypical visitors can experience and visit 
more cutting-edge scientific and technological products and innovative ideas. 
They have access to knowledge and information beyond everyday cognition, and 
have a greater impact on their thinking than that of traditional exhibitions. After 
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the communication with exhibitors, atypical visitors will pay more attention to 
the products, technology and brands visited on the exhibition, and even generate 
the buying desire and turn into typical visitors. 

4.1.3. Atypical Visitors’ Interactive Learning with Other Visitors Has a  
Weaker Impact on Experience Value 

Generally speaking, atypical visitors mainly communicate with exhibitors and 
other visitors at the exhibition site, in which more often with exhibitors to ob-
tain information than with other visitors. By the observation, imitation and 
learning with other visitors, atypical visitors can understand their own limita-
tions, get more information and promote each other. 

4.1.4. Atypical Visitors’ Interactive Learning with Exhibition Organizers  
Has No Significant Impact on Experience Value 

There are two reasons for this conclusion. Firstly, there is little interaction be-
tween atypical visitors and exhibition organizers in their participation in the ex-
hibition, and the interaction mainly focuses on the exhibition service. Secondly, 
Most of the samples have plenty of exhibition experience, and 70% of them are 
engaged in the exhibition-related industries, familiar with the responsibilities 
and work contents of exhibition organizers. Therefore, the decrease of interac-
tion sensitivity and the purpose of technology exchange and acquisition of new 
knowledge have led to the fact that atypical visitors’ interactive learning with ex-
hibition organizers has an insignificant impact on experience value. 

4.1.5. Brand Loyalty Has the Greatest Impact on the Exhibition Brand  
Equity 

The results show that experience value has a direct and positive impact on exhi-
bition brand equity. In the degrees of impact, brand loyalty has the greatest im-
pact, brand awareness the second and brand’s perceived quality the lowest. 

4.1.6. Brand’s Perceived Quality Has the Greatest Impact on the  
Experience Value of Atypical Visitors’ Interactive Learning 

The variables’ mean values of brand equity show that brand’s perceived quality 
(3.84) > brand loyalty (3.77) > brand awareness/association (3.461). Among 
them, atypical visitors have the highest evaluation of brand’s perceived quality, 
mainly because they can experience more novel science and technology achieve-
ments at the professional and influential Hi-Tech Fair, and have a greater impact 
on their cognition. 

4.2. Suggestions 
4.2.1. Face up to the Value and Contribution of Atypical Visitors 
When atypical visitors get a good interactive learning experience in the exhibi-
tion, their value and contribution to exhibition brand equity can not be ignored. 
Atypical visitors can be potential decision-makers of enterprises, contacts of key 
organizations and other groups, thus the long-term value of the atypical visitors 
to exhibition organizers and exhibitors should be paid more attention to. Both 
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exhibition organizers and exhibitors should eliminate the long-term formed 
negative attitude of discrimination, restriction and even suppression against the 
atypical visitors, and take the initiative to create conditions and arrange time to 
actively communicate with atypical visitors. 

4.2.2. Give Full Play to the Role of Experience Value 
Through empirical analysis in this study, experience value has a significantly 
positive impact on the appreciation of exhibition brand equity. Through external 
systems such as products, services, atmosphere, senses, cognition and other ex-
perience elements offered by exhibition organizers, the deep docking of the mul-
ti-parties value chain among exhibitors, visitors and exhibition organizers can be 
realized to achieve tripartite win-win situation. Also, by promoting the interac-
tive communication and improving the communication quality between visitors 
and visitors, and visitors and exhibitors, the tripartite win-win situation of exhi-
bition brand, exhibitors’ brands and visitors’ experience value can be achieved.  

4.2.3. Attach Importance to the Accumulation of Exhibition Brand  
Equity 

Attaching importance to the accumulation of exhibition brand equity can effec-
tively attract exhibitors and visitors, reduce exhibition marketing costs, cultivate 
the loyalty of exhibitors and visitors, and form the core resources of the exhibi-
tion. There are three ways to accumulate exhibition brand equity as follows. 
Firstly, communication resources should be integrated and the exhibition brand 
publicity should be increased to improve brand awareness. Secondly, the service 
quality of the exhibition should be improved to enhance the perceived quality of 
visitors and exhibitors. Lastly, the emotional stickiness of visitors and exhibitors 
should be enhanced to improve their brand loyalty. 

4.3. Limitations of Research 

The limitation of this research is mainly based on the definition of atypical visi-
tor. The range of atypical visitors is very wide and this research does not point 
out the difference among them. And however, this sample of this research is col-
lected during three days of one exhibition. With continuous years of data collec-
tion, the result will be more convincing. 
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