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Abstract 

Tourism can be characterized as a market of singularities, since tourist destinations and 
their attractions have become managed and promoted as unique. Furthermore, they are 
considered multidimensional and possess an experiential nature that is not easily 
assessed before consumption. Tourists thus have a need to reduce uncertainty when 
making travel-related decisions. Online platforms such as TripAdvisor help tourists by 
sharing travelers’ reviews. Individuals that use these types of websites engage in an 
ongoing conversation, unfolding over time and space, that impacts the circulation of 
meaning in tourism. 

This research addresses two cultural attractions in Helsinki: the Museum of 
Contemporary Art “Kiasma”, and the National Museum. Employing an ethnographic 
approach, I have collected 849 reviews published on TripAdvisor over six years about 
these two museums in order to understand how tourists share their experiences.  

My findings show that reviews have a narrative format whose outcome articulates a 
concrete evaluative point. I have identified six types of narrative: ‘recommended’, 
‘disappointing’, ‘must see/do’, ‘visit if you are… interested in art/history’, ‘everything is 
wrong’, and ‘amazing’. These are typical narratives that emerged in a similar way in 
reviews across both museums. In particular, my study shows how the narrative format 
seems especially well-suited to integrate, in an intelligible and engaging way, the tension 
between the generic outcomes and specific personal experiences that are recounted by 
tourists in reviews.  

This thesis also reveals that tourists take positions in their reviews. I have identified six 
types of position: ‘telegraphist,’ ‘hypercritic’, ‘expert’, ‘friend’, ‘guide’, and ‘enthusiast’. 
Taking a position entails assuming a stance and setting oneself apart. This study's 
concrete views on actual positions taken by tourists in reviews, and what is entailed in 
taking a position, were previously absent from the literature. 

Finally, my findings show how morals are engrained in reviews. In particular, I have 
identified specific moral rights associate with reviews: the right ‘to state something’, ‘to 
point out what is wrong’, and ‘to present oneself as knowledgeable’. I have also identified 
moral duties that tourists embrace: the duty ‘to share personal reactions and advice’, ‘to 
describe and inform’, and ‘to share with others how great the experience was’. 
TripAdvisor can thus be seen as a space with a moral dimension where normative views 
are constructed and disseminated. 

In sum, this research offers a fine-grained view of how tourists express themselves in 
reviews and provides an understanding of how reviews can be regarded from a 
perspective of tourism as a market of singularities.  

Keywords: moral, narratives, positions, reviews, singularity, social media, tourism, 
TripAdvisor.  
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1 Introduction 

The increasing pervasiveness of digital technologies in our social lives, and 
consumers’ renewed interest in uniqueness in a world with abundant spaces and 
services, has propelled a transformation in societies (Reckwitz, 2020a). At the 
centre of this transformation, which started to unfold in the 1980s, is a social logic 
of the particular (Karpik, 2010). This logic is based on the pursuit of uniqueness 
and exceptionality, and the concept of singularity became central in this regard 
(Karpik, 2010; Reckwitz, 2020a). 

Singularities are goods and services structured through different qualities that 
make them unique. The significance of each quality, or dimension, is inseparable 
from all others. Thus, singularities are incommensurable: they do not easily lend 
themselves to comparisons. Finally, singularities are also defined by quality 
uncertainty: the knowledge of the product or service remains at least partially 
imperfect, since it takes time to experience its uniqueness and to form a judgment 
about it (Karpik, 2010). According to Karpik (2010), such singularities include 
works of art, movies, fine wines, luxury goods, and tourism, among other examples. 

Standardized goods continue to exist, so these markets of singularities co-exist 
with other markets, such as commodities. Nonetheless, in contemporary markets, 
we are, more than ever, surrounded by an abundance of original objects and 
services that claim to be singular in their narrative or aesthetic qualities (Reckwitz, 
2020a). Karpik (2010) has been developing an economic sociology approach to 
address these singular goods and services, which, according to him, bear particular 
characteristics and are inserted into markets that are organized in ways that 
neoclassical economics has overlooked.  

Tourism is regarded as such a market of singularities. First, tourism activities 
can be seen as a search for the unique: familiar spaces are left behind in search of 
different and authentic ones (Reckwitz, 2020a). Although the search for 
authenticity has long been recognized as central to tourism (MacCannell, 1973), the 
pursuit of the unique was significantly heightened with the emergence of late 
modernity around the 1980s (Reckwitz, 2020a; Karpik, 2010). More than ever, 
tourists are in pursuit “of unique and authentic places and moments. (…) [tourists] 
actively pursue what is different, exciting, interesting, and challenging” (Reckwitz, 
2020a, 232). 
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Second, tourism can be considered a market of singularities because cities and 
other destinations have become multidimensional places, characterized by different 
qualities and organized and promoted as unique, and thus difficult to compare 
directly. Furthermore, various constituents of tourist destinations, such as cultural 
attractions and restaurants, can themselves be regarded as having become singular 
services since they are multidimensional, incommensurable, and possess an 
experiential not easily assessed before consumption (Karpik, 2010).  

In strict terms, singularities cannot be compared directly, since they are 
incommensurable by definition. However, comparing incomparable goods is 
fundamental to the functioning of markets of singularities (Karpik, 2010). Karpik 
(2010) proposed the concept of judgment devices in reference to social actors and 
artifacts that provide knowledge on comparing singularities. These judgment 
devices “offer buyers the knowledge that should enable them to make reasonable 
choices. Thus, they act as guideposts for individual and collective action” (Karpik, 
2010, 57).  

In the tourism field, the market was equipped early on with guidebooks, ranking 
systems, and dedicated TV programs, which historically have helped reduce 
uncertainty and support consumers in their decision-making processes. Notably, 
the advice of friends, relatives, and other personal contacts has traditionally been 
used by consumers in their travel decision-making (Crotts, 1999; Onorati & 
Giardullo, 2020). Unsurprisingly, these personal opinions and recommendations 
on travel-related issues have moved online with the advent of the Internet. The 
online sharing of tourism-related consumption experiences fits within the 
dynamics of the broader movement of Web 2.0, where a strong tendency to 
comment, recommend, and rate all sorts of things has emerged (Beauvisage et al., 
2013). Web 2.0 empowers Internet users to actively participate and simultaneously 
collaborate with others to produce and consume information (Sigala et al., 2012).  

Websites featuring consumers' opinions have enjoyed increasing success over 
the last two decades (Beauvisage et al., 2013). Although there are different formats 
used to assess goods and services, there is a relatively standardized form for 
platforms hosting Online Consumer Reviews (OCR), which usually include a rating 
and a written review (Beauvisage et al., 2013). These online consumer review 
websites have become particularly relevant in today's markets by relying on the 
contribution of millions of consumers, and their use seems to be steadily growing 
(Mau, 2019). 

In essence, Online Consumer Review sites are judgment devices that empower 
consumers to create content about their experiences, which can then be easily 
widespread (Beauvisage et al., 2013; Mellet et al., 2014; Baka, 2015). These websites 
enable new social interactions, complementing and expanding physical travel 
experiences. With the rise of these websites, it has become common for tourists to 
seek to understand what others have experienced and shared online before and 
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during their travels (Baka, 2015). Hence, traveling has been transformed with the 
emergence of OCR websites.   

TripAdvisor is a forum for everyday travellers to share their opinions and read 
their fellow travellers' recommendations (Jeacle & Carter, 2011). TripAdvisor 
focuses on reviews related to travel and tourism (Munar et al., 2013; Onorati & 
Giardullo, 2020), and it is acknowledged that the experiences shared on this 
platform impact the practices of tourism (Jeacle & Carter, 2011; Couldry, 2012).  

Understanding what is being written in online reviews is relevant, since they are 
going to influence the decisions of other tourists (Budge, 2017; Tavakoli & 
Wijesinghe, 2019; Fernández-Hernández et al., 2020). Furthermore, individuals 
searching for information online will eventually contribute with their own reviews. 
Additionally, it has been demonstrated that what is written on Online Consumer 
Reviews websites such as TripAdvisor impacts the practices of other actors in the 
field beyond tourists, such as hotel managers (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014), creating 
relevant implications. Thus, reviews become a centrepiece in an unfolding 
conversation between the various individuals involved in tourism practice. These 
online spaces are multidimensional and interactive forums where different social 
actors in the tourism community come together (Mkono & Tribe, 2017). In this 
regard, OCR websites are spaces of social exchange and impact the production and 
circulation of meaning in tourism (Munar & Jacobsen, 2014; Lamb et al., 2020).  

In online reviews, tourists contribute to constructing particular views of 
attractions (Buckley-Zistel & Williams, 2020). These views are then naturalized and 
become a frame through which others can assess those tourist attractions. In this 
sense, online reviews help construct and regulate the tourist’s gaze (Larsen & Urry, 
2011), and thus influence how future tourists see attractions (Buckley-Zistel & 
Williams, 2020). Furthermore, these platforms give tourists a powerful way of 
spreading their views and making them widely accessible to others (Buckley-Zistel 
& Williams, 2020). 

It is essential to highlight that OCR websites have their own functional logic that 
also bears consequences (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). These websites are not simply 
discursive spaces where there is a democratization of access and production of 
content. Instead, these website’s technology and materiality constrain how users 
use them, express themselves, and develop interactions with others (Orlikowski & 
Scott, 2014). 

Furthermore, tourists write their online reviews in a text box without defined 
criteria, which leads to many reviews portraying highly diverse personal 
interpretations (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). This lack of criteria for assessments and 
the wide range of information presented, with variable degrees of depth and under 
cover of anonymity, thus characterizes the reviews one can find in this medium 
(Orlikowski & Scott, 2014).  
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Despite the prominent role of online reviews in tourism and the increasing 
attention being given to how they impact the industry, OCR websites continue to be 
under-researched as a vast space of interactions and communication among the 
different actors interested or involved in tourism activities. In particular, a fine-
grained view of the specific discursive activities developed on sites such as 
TripAdvisor continues to be generally overlooked in current studies (Mkono & 
Tribe, 2017). This gap is significant, since one “can legitimately argue that tourism 
is grounded in discourse” (Dann, 1996, 2).  

In this study, I will address this gap by analysing how tourists share their 
experiences about visiting attractions. Understanding tourists' review activities in a 
nuanced manner will allow us to move away from generalist views of tourists and 
to create a higher degree of clarity about online social behaviours and tourists as 
reflexive social actors (Sheng & Chen, 2012). Furthermore, understanding the 
reviewing activities of tourists is significant for understanding their self-expression. 
By studying reviews of attractions, one can explore how tourists assume their 
capacity as social actors that perform tourism. In an era when social interactions 
increasingly take place through, and are further enhanced by, digital platforms (Van 
Dijck et al., 2018), and where online consumer review websites, in particular, 
increasingly mediate tourism consumption and discourse, more studies are needed 
to address the self-expression dimension of social life in these platforms (Mkono & 
Tribe, 2017). My study tackles this need.  

My research aims to understand how tourists share their experiences in online 
reviews. My research questions are the following: 

 
1. How do tourists construct their online reviews about tourism 
attractions? 
2. Which positions do tourists take in their online reviews? 
3. How do tourists express moral views in online reviews? 

 
This research is established within an overarching theoretical frame on 
contemporary tourism as a market of singularities (Karpik, 2010; Reckwitz, 2020a; 
2020b). In this study, I address two tourist attractions in Helsinki: the Museum of 
Contemporary Art “Kiasma”, and the National Museum. These tourist attractions 
are two of the most reviewed on TripAdvisor. The Museum of Contemporary Art 
Kiasma is part of the Finnish National Gallery. The National Museum is a cultural 
history museum that holds Finland's most significant cultural history collections. 
While the first museum embraces contemporaneity and art, with regular 
exhibitions of foreign artists, the second is, in simple terms, focused on Finland’s 
history and national identity.  

I will focus my research on written texts in online reviews. This being stated, it 
is essential to acknowledge that tourists also share their opinions in reviews by 
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attributing a rating, choosing a score between 1 and 5. They can also upload photos, 
but most reviews in my data set do not include pictures. Although a review may or 
may not include images, it always includes text. Hence, since reviews on 
TripAdvisor are prominently textual, the decision to focus on written texts was 
taken, following previous research on OCR websites (e.g., Mkono & Tribe, 2017; 
Buckley-Zistel & Williams, 2020; Hodsdon, 2022). This focus allows me to explore 
in-depth how tourists share their experiences regarding narratives, positions, and 
morals, and is also related to my methodological choices. 

I will employ a qualitative methodology within the interpretive paradigm. An 
ethnographic approach was used to collect reviews on TripAdvisor, following the 
logic of gathering naturalistic data without being intrusive. These museum reviews 
enable access to relevant information within my research approach. My 
methodological choices allow me, in particular, to address tourists' self-expression 
in detail and to explore the subjective and meaning-laden natures of discourses of 
tourists as reflexive social actors (Noy, 2004; Stylianou-Lambert, 2009; Mkono & 
Tribe, 2017). The data set comprises 849 reviews in English, published on 
TripAdvisor, about the 2 Museums. These were collected over 6 years: between 
2013 and 2019.  

My study follows a research path that uses online reviews to pursue new 
understandings of the social world (e.g., Mellet et al., 2014; Orlikowski & Scott, 
2014; Mkono & Tribe, 2017; Fiorentino & Compagnone, 2019). Vásquez (2011; 
2012), in particular, stands prominently in this path of research, and has put 
forward several interesting empirical findings. She has demonstrated that tourists 
are aware of their audience as they share their experiences, and suggested that they 
take positions in their reviews, although she has not delved into this perspective 
(Vásquez, 2012). Additionally, Vásquez (2012) has recognized the narrative format 
as being common on TripAdvisor, and showcased salient narrative features in 
reviews by employing Labov & Waletzky’s (1967) framework on personal stories.  

Although influential, her work on TripAdvisor reviews focuses solely on 
complaints (Vásquez, 2011) and negative reviews (Vásquez, 2012) about hotels. My 
study takes a broader perspective by embracing all kinds of reviews and addressing 
tourist attractions. Furthermore, OCR websites have evolved over the last decade in 
terms of features, reach, and the number of reviews being added, which has grown 
exponentially (G. N., 2022). These changes, and the pervasive current use of these 
websites, indicate a need for more studies such as this thesis, which fits within a 
recent growing body of work on online reviews (e.g. Buckley-Zistel & Williams, 
2020; Ducros & Euzéby, 2020; Abaalzamat et al. 2021; Yu et al., 2021; Hodsdon, 
2022; Gursoy et al., 2022; Baleiro, 2023; Saleem & Umar, 2023). My research 
incorporates the results from these recent works and builds upon their 
contributions. 
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Additionally, my data collection design produced a data set that captures an 
extended period of reviewers’ contributions, which allowed me to delve into a 
relevant number of reviews and sustain the search for answers to the defined 
research questions. Such a prolonged period of data collection is rare in existing 
research. Finally, and differently from the studies of Vásquez (2011, 2012) and 
others that address online reviews in more narrow ways, my study delves into the 
role of narratives, positions, and morals in reviews, seeking to holistically 
understand these different dimensions while cumulatively pursuing an in-depth 
understanding of how tourists construct their reviews that is supported by the 
qualitative methodological choices.  

The structure of this thesis is organized as follows: after this introduction, 
chapter two presents the theoretical and methodological framework of the research. 
Chapter two starts by focusing on singularities and judgment devices, then 
examines the literature on personal stories, positioning theory, and morals. In the 
remainder of the chapter, the empirical context and methodological options are 
explained, including the data collection process and sources of data, as well as the 
data analysis. The chapter ends with a discussion on ethics.  

In chapter three, I explore the literature about the phenomenon focused on in 
this thesis: museums and online reviews. The following chapters - four, five, and six 
- present the empirical findings, and a discussion is presented at the end of each 
one, connecting the results to existing studies. 

In chapter four, I present the results related to the first research question: how 
tourists construct their online reviews about the museums Kiasma and the National 
Museum. I explore how reviewers express themselves and how the different 
narrative elements are brought together in their reviews. Furthermore, I identify 
typical narratives that are similar across reviews and museums. The chapter ends 
by addressing how social interactions can be discerned in the reviews of the two 
museums.  

In the fifth chapter, I focus on the second research question: which positions do 
tourists take in their online reviews? I will start the chapter by exploring how 
reviewers are affected by museum visits. Then, I will delve into the concrete 
discursive positions that tourists take in their reviews, additionally exploring how 
experiences are regarded as bounded by the particularities of visits. 

In the following chapter – chapter six – I will present the results about the third 
research question: how do tourists express moral views in online reviews? In 
particular, I explore how tourists consider how things should be - with an idealized 
outlook - in their museum visits. I will then delve into how reviewers claim rights 
and how moral duties are embraced in reviews. 

 Finally, in the seventh and last chapter, I conclude this thesis and present the 
main contributions. 
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2 Research Design: Theoretical Framework 
and Methods 

In overall terms, the theoretical frame of this research rests on a sociological view 
of tourism as a market of singularities. Within this sociological view on tourism, 
three prominent theoretical perspectives have been chosen in accordance with the 
research questions: narrative theory’s perspective on personal stories; positioning 
theory; and the moral perspective on stories and positions. In the next section (2.1) 
I will delve into these theoretical perspectives, which will later enable me to 
scrutinize tourists’ reviews from different viewpoints.  

I will detail my methodological choices in the second section of this chapter 
(2.2). I will start by presenting the empirical context of this study, explain the 
methodological approach and I will then describe the data collection and analysis 
processes. I will conclude this section by explaining the ethical dimension of my 
research.  

2.1 Theoretical Framework of the Study 

2.1.1 Tourism as a singularities market 

The practice of tourism can be traced back thousands of years in specific contexts 
such as pilgrimages (Wang, 2000), but became a significant modern mass 
phenomenon only after World War II in industrialized Western societies (Cohen & 
Cohen, 2012). Rising standards of living, the shortening of the work year, longer 
paid vacations, and improvements in rapid transportation combined to make this 
tourism expansion possible (Cohen & Cohen, 2012). Tourism is a central 
constituent of contemporary social life, and is enmeshed within it, and as such has 
increasingly been the subject of comprehensive sociological analysis (Cohen & 
Cohen, 2019). 

Tourism has long been recognized as a search for what is different, or even 
unique (Wang, 2000; Urry, 2002; Karpik, 2010; Reckwitz, 2020a). Tourists can be 
defined as non-local residents traveling mainly for recreation, fun, escape, or to 
spend time with friends and family, including business travellers and others who, 
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although traveling for practical purposes, might participate in some activities for 
the sake of leisure and recreation (Pearce & Lee, 2005). These activities are often 
centred on experiencing cities or other geographical locations, their attractions, and 
services such as restaurants, which are frequently regarded with the expectation of 
being unique. As Reckwitz (2020b, 141) argues: “[i]t is the uniqueness of a place – 
a special city with an authentic vibe, an exceptional landscape, an unusual local 
culture – that attracts tourists’ attention.” 

The combined effects of globalization, the pervasiveness of technologies that 
facilitate access to information, and, in particular, the ease of mobility, have made 
tourism an activity that is entangled with everyday life. Additionally, particularly 
with the widespread use of mobile phones and digital media technologies, 
boundaries are blurred between being at home or away, and pursuing leisure 
activities or working (Jansson, 2007). Nonetheless, what characterizes tourism is a 
search for experiences endowed with uniqueness and difference (Cohen, 1972; 
Sharpley, 2000; Urry, 2002). This underlying logic of a search for difference was 
first discernible in the era of the democratization of tourism, with the massification 
and commoditization that followed the Second World War, and continues to be 
central to late-modern tourism practices. 

Reckwitz (2020b) argues that there was a significant change in Western 
societies around the 1970s/1980s. At this moment in time there was a transition 
from what he calls classic modernity to late modernity. The author explains (2020b, 
143) that “the fundamental trait of classic modernity is that it systematically strives 
to achieve the total generalization, schematization, standardization, and 
universalization of all elements.” Classic modernity stands in contrast to late 
modernity, where a structural transformation has occurred in society: the social 
logic of the particular appeared (Reckwitz, 2020a). This logic is based on the pursuit 
of uniqueness and exceptionality, and the concept of singularity became central in 
this regard. Karpik (2010) has been developing an economic sociology approach to 
address singular goods and services that, according to him, the neoclassical 
economics theoretical framework has overlooked.  

Karpik (2011, 70) defines singularities with “three concurrent characteristics: 
multidimensionality, incommensurability, and radical quality uncertainty.” First, 
singularities are characterized by being structured through different qualities that 
make them unique. The significance of each of the qualities, or dimensions, is 
inseparable from all others, and singularities are indivisible. Second, singular goods 
are incommensurable due to their uniqueness. Thus, singularities do not easily lend 
themselves to comparisons (Schenk, 2021). Third, and finally, singularities are 
defined by their uncertainty. While, in a neoclassical view of markets, goods are 
knowable before purchase, in singularities markets the knowledge of the product or 
service remains partially imperfect, since it takes time to experience its uniqueness 
and form a judgment about it (Karpik, 2010). In this view, singularities are regarded 
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in opposition to commodities. Whereas in these latter there is a generalized 
equivalence among products or services, singular products and services are 
“unique, incomparable, and non-interchangeable” (Reckwitz, 2020b, 143). A fine 
wine is a good example of a product that can be regarded as a singularity, since it 
possesses multidimensional characteristics that derive from aspects such as its 
flavour profile, the type of grapes used to produce it as well the terrain where they 
are planted, the winemaking techniques, and so on. Due to this complexity, to which 
we can add the market perceptions about the country of origin, the year of 
production, and tradition in the markets, among other examples, we have 
incommensurability, since it is not easy or straightforward to compare wines. 
Finally, we also have radical quality uncertainty related to the consumers’ need to 
try the wine to assess it. Karpik (2010, 3) argues that markets of singularities 
“…encompass those exchanges governed by the search for a “good” or the “right” 
fine wine, as just mentioned, as well as a novel, doctor, lawyer, or consultant." The 
author adds that these markets include works of art, luxury goods, literature, and 
tourism, among others. Karpik’s economics of singularities theory has been 
considered a fundamental contribution to economic sociology (Schenk, 2021).  

After the 1980s there was an emergence of singular goods and services (Karpik, 
2010), which, according to Reckwitz (2020b, p. 148), resulted from a historical 
coincidence of factors. The technical revolution of digitalization is one of those 
factors. The spread of the use of computers, the World Wide Web, and digital 
technologies such as data tracking, social media, and 3D printers, for example, 
enabled a technological shift away from standardization towards singularization 
(Reckwitz, 2020a). 

The second decisive factor in the emergence of singularities was the search for 
authenticity from a renewed middle class (Reckwitz (2020a). Reckwitz (2020a, 73) 
points out that within this context the authenticity of the self has gained 
considerable significance: “[o]ne’s self should now develop into its uniqueness, and 
the pursuit of correspondingly authentic experiences (at work, at leisure, and in 
one’s private life) has become a leitmotif.”   

This search for the authentic can be seen particularly in the tourism field 
(Reckwitz, 2020a). Authenticity has long been a central concept in tourism – with 
MacCannell (1973) arguing that tourism is a pursuit of authentic experiences. More 
broadly, authenticity is a defining aspect of singularities, and its pursuit has become 
part of contemporary markets. Together with authenticity, one should consider the 
perspective of performance when regarding singularities, as argued by Reckwitz 
(2020a, 99): “[i]n the social world (and especially in the economic world), 
authenticity is therefore always a performance of authenticity.” 

Thus, authenticity is not an inherent quality of goods, but has to be considered 
in terms of being demonstrated – i.e., performed – to consumers. Naturally, specific 
products and services will have particular logics and contexts regarding 
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authenticity. Still, the central idea here is that performances are a crucial aspect of 
the social construction of authenticity. 

On the other hand, performances lead to experiences. These are also key aspects 
of singularities (Reckwitz, 2020a, 47): “[a] singular object of thing, a singular 
subject, a singular place, a singular event, a singular collective – they are all 
experienced as unique and have a unique social reality.” In OCR sites we see the 
sharing of experiences, and these should be regarded within an encompassing view, 
as Tung and Ritchie (2011, 1369) suggest when they define a tourist’s experience as: 
 

… an individual’s subjective evaluation and undergoing (i.e., affective, 
cognitive, and behavioural) of events related to his/her tourist activities 
that begins before (i.e., planning and preparation), during (i.e., at the 
destination), and after the trip (i.e., recollection). 

 
The creation of experiences, aesthetics, and narratives are fundamental to 
singularities: the singularized objects, places, events, and collectives are usually 
aestheticized and presented within narratives. Reckwitz (2020a, 62) argues that 
“[t]his is just as true of travel destinations and religious communities as it is of food, 
internet profiles, bodies, events, cities, nations, and media products.” According to 
the author (2020a, p. 62), “… the creation of singularities usually implies the 
creation of interpretative contexts (that is, stories) that are meant to depict the 
world (…) in all its complexity.” 

What is central to experiences, such as visiting a city, is that singularities affect 
consumers, which is another major aspect of envisaging singularities (Reckwitz, 
2020a). It is important to note that affects are not the internal feelings of subjects; 
instead, they should be considered in terms of processes of affecting. This means 
that singular objects, places, events, and collectives are characterized by impacting 
participants affectively (Reckwitz, 2020a). 

Since singularities should somehow affect their audiences, attention becomes a 
central feature (Reckwitz, 2020a). Attention is necessarily limited, and in markets 
of singularities the role of consumers thus becomes that of an audience who grants 
or denies their attention (Reckwitz, 2020a, 113). 

Whereas the industrial logic of modernity centred on the problem of scarcity, we 
have the problem of excess with digital technology. The economy of singularities is 
wasteful because it introduces far more goods and services into the world than can 
be appreciated (Reckwitz, 2020a). 

Finally, originality is also a defining characteristic of singularities, since these 
are structured through different qualities that make them unique (Karpik, 2010). 
With this perspective, one can regard cities and other types of destinations as 
singularities: they are multidimensional places structured through different (and 
inseparable) qualities, which makes it impossible to make direct comparisons 
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between them. Furthermore, tourist destinations are also characterized by quality 
uncertainty, since they have an experiential nature that only allows one to gather 
complete knowledge about them after the visit (Karpik, 2010; Reckwitz, 2020a; 
2020b). Similarly, different constituents in tourist destinations, such as cultural 
attractions and restaurants, can be regarded as singularities, since they share the 
characteristics of multidimensionality, incommensurability, and quality 
uncertainty (Karpik, 2010).  

2.1.2 The judgment device of online consumer review websites  

In strict terms, singularities cannot be compared, since they are incommensurable 
by definition. However, comparing incomparable goods is necessary for the 
functioning of markets of singularities (Karpik, 2010). Karpik (2010) proposed the 
concept of judgment devices to describe social actors and artifacts that provide 
knowledge on comparing singularities, offering a theoretical framework to 
understand how these can be assessed. The author (2010, 57) has borrowed the 
term “device” from Michel Foucault, and explains that judgment devices “offer 
buyers the knowledge that should enable them to make reasonable choices. Thus, 
they act as guideposts for individual and collective action.”  

Karpik (2010) emphasizes the term knowledge in the economy of singularities, 
in contrast to the concept of information, explaining that knowledge is always the 
result of a construction. Additionally, when it comes to consumers’ choices, the 
author (2010, 55) highlights the concept of judgment instead of the concept of 
“decision” that is more common in the setting of neoclassical economics, and 
defines judging as: 

  
… a synthetic act that integrates a plurality of heterogeneous and variably 
weighted criteria. It is the particular viewpoint that allows the unification 
of heterogeneous criteria and thus comparison of incommensurable 
products. 

 
According to him, the concept of judgment translates to the complexity involved in 
consumers’ choices, even more so because uncertainty characterizes singular goods 
and services. Karpik offers a conceptual framework of the mechanisms applied to 
assess quality in singularities, proposing a typology that entails a spectrum of 
distinct devices through which judgments of goods are shaped (Beckert & Aspers, 
2011).  

Karpik (2010) has proposed five types of judgment devices: networks, 
appellations, confluences, rankings, and cicerones. The first judgment device – 
networks – can be regarded from two perspectives. On the one hand, personal 
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judgment devices can be seen as deriving from personal networks, as the author 
(2010, 58) explains: 

 
The personal network is composed of interpersonal relations—family 
members, friends, work colleagues, and contacts. It emerges 
spontaneously, is socially invisible, and operates by circulation of the 
spoken word. The personal network provides its users with credible 
information about products. It affords every actor the possibility of 
accessing any point of the social relationship to avail themselves—via one 
or several persons—of personal experience and capitalized knowledge. 

 
On the other hand, consumers can rely on numerous impersonal judgment devices 
in the singularities market, such as trade and practitioner networks (Karpik, 2010). 

In addition to networks, the author proposes other judgment devices. 
Appellations are a second type of judgment device. Appellations are names 
associated with the attributes that define products, such as quality labels, registered 
designations of origin, professional titles, certifications, and brands.  

Confluences, which are techniques intended to support consumers’ decision-
making, are another judgment device. They designate, according to Karpik (2010, 
59), “the numerous techniques used to channel buyers, whether in shopping malls 
or luxury shops, and range from territorial location, spatial organization, and 
displays, to selling skills”. Confluences can thus be regarded as techniques designed 
to influence consumers intentionally, utilizing spatial arrangements of products 
and promotional materials in retail places. 

A fourth type of judgement device is rankings. These are hierarchical 
arrangements of singularities organized according to one or several criteria; 
examples include prizes awarded by juries and buyers’ rankings such as best-seller 
lists. Rankings order singular products or items along an ordinal scale (Karpik, 
2011). The concept of rating can be regarded along with that of ranking. Still, there 
are differences in their nature, as Mau (2019, 42) explains: “[a] rating is a procedure 
for evaluating things, people or definable entities according to one or more criteria 
(…) Rankings, on the other hand, serve to place all the observed objects in order.” 

Finally, a fifth kind of judgment device is cicerones (Karpik, 2010). These 
comprise critics, experts, and guidebooks such as “travel guides, car magazines, or 
restaurant guides that steer actors who are choosing a restaurant or a new car” 
(Beckert & Aspers, 2011, 20).  

Importantly, these devices assist consumers in their judgments. They offer 
cognitive support to “dissipate the opacity of the market by reducing the cognitive 
deficits of market actors engendered by their incomplete knowledge of products and 
by providing reasons for choices” (Beckert & Aspers, 2011, 20). They are “at the very 
heart of a functioning market for singular products” (Schenk, 2021, 182). Using 
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judgment devices has become a central practice in late-modern economies 
(Reckwitz 2020a).  

Karpik’s typology combines different types of judgment devices in a single 
theoretical framework, and his work makes a relevant contribution to the sociology 
of valuation (Rössel et al., 2021), which has been developing significantly. Valuation 
practices have recently been expanding, as products, services, and organizations are 
subject to various forms of monitoring and audits (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). As 
Jeacle and Carter (2011) argue, there is an expanding scope to the audit dimension 
of society, where one witnesses an increasing assessment and verification of almost 
everything.  

It is essential to note the difference between the logic of evaluation and that of 
valuation. Practices of evaluation refer to how actors assess the value of a good or 
service (Schenk, 2021), and are based on standards that are in use independently of 
individuals’ perspectives (Aspers, 2018). In contrast, valuation practices pertain to 
activities giving worth to a good or service (Schenk, 2021), are based on people's 
preferences, and result from mutual adjustments in processes in which many actors 
participate (Aspers, 2018). From a sociological perspective, values are “conceptions 
of what is ultimately good, proper or desirable in human life” (Baka, 2015, 151-152). 

While there is an essential distinction between evaluation and valuation in the 
valuation literature, as just mentioned, in this thesis I will privilege the term 
evaluation, even when referring to valuation practices. The reason for this is that 
the concept of evaluation is commonly employed in key theoretical domains, such 
as the case of the literature on singularities (Karpik, 2010) and narratives (Labov & 
Waletzky, 1967). Furthermore, key works that present research about TripAdvisor 
(e.g., Vásquez, 2012) use the term evaluation.  

Practices of evaluation have long been present in modern societies. For example, 
as Esposito and Stark (2019) explain, the first Michelin guide was issued in 1900, 
and The New York Daily News first began grading movies on a scale of zero to three 
stars in 1928.  

Tourism, in particular, is an area where guides and other devices have early been 
available to guide consumers. Beauvisage et al. (2013) state that the tourism market 
has guides, brochures, star ranking systems, and dedicated TV programs. With the 
advent of the Internet, and especially since the 1990s, quantitative comparative 
indexes have been on the rise, commonly taking the form of rankings or ratings 
(Reckwitz, 2020a). The Internet propelled the evaluation of different products and 
services, and specific assessment forms appeared (Beauvisage et al., 2013). 
Amazon, for example, was a pioneer in the field of online customer feedback. In 
1996, two years after its launch, it started publishing reviews (Mellet et al., 2014).  

The sharing of consumption experiences relates to the dynamics of the broader 
movement of Web 2.0, where a strong tendency to rate, comment, and recommend 
all sorts of things emerged, including products and services, content, or even people 
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(Beauvisage et al., 2013). Web 2.0 empowers Internet users to actively participate 
and simultaneously collaborate with others to produce and consume information 
(Sigala et al., 2012).  

The Web expands the public space by opening its access to those who wish to 
participate (Beauvisage et al., 2013). Naturally, online platforms still compete with 
qualified prescribers or experts who employ professional standards in assessment, 
as in the hotel industry (Beauvisage et al., 2013). However, online recommendation 
systems nowadays are highly influential, are generally regarded with more 
confidence than advertising or branding claims, and often assume more relevance 
than the appraisals of critics, journalists, and other experts (Mau, 2019; Airoldi, 
2022). 

Online consumer rating and review systems have enjoyed increasing success 
over the last two decades, and are now widespread on the Web (Beauvisage et al., 
2013). Depending on the website design, there are different formats used when 
assessing goods and services. Still, one can generically consider a relatively 
standardized form for platforms that consist of Online Consumer Reviews 
(Beauvisage et al., 2013). Online Consumer Review websites have become 
particularly relevant in today's markets by building on the contribution of millions 
of consumers, and their use seems to be still growing (Mau, 2019).  

OCR websites allow Internet users to give their opinions on a broad range of 
products, influencing other consumers’ choices based on their experiences (Mellet 
et al., 2014). According to Beauvisage et al. (2013, IV), these platforms allow a new 
“voice” to be brought into the public space, conveying a discourse on product quality 
that complements other forms of information such as standards, expert advice, and 
guides, among other examples. 

Various studies have shown the significant effects of reviews left by peers on 
Consumer Review websites, in areas as diverse as book sales (Berger et al., 2010), 
movie box office (Chintagunta et al., 2010), and restaurants (Luca, 2011; Anderson 
& Magruder 2012). 

To a great extent, the creation of new comparison technologies, such as OCR 
websites, is the result of the development of the social logic of the singular in late 
modernity (Reckwitz, 2020a). In OCR websites, comparisons between singularities 
do what one would expect: they reduce the complexity at hand (Reckwitz, 2020a).  

A standard OCR website format includes a standardized combination of 
elements: a rating (often represented by stars or other symbols, next to which is 
displayed the number of reviews performed to determine the calculation), a review 
that usually is allowed to be expressed freely in a text, and a ranking constructed 
from the aggregation of individual assessments left by contributors (Beauvisage et 
al., 2013). The number of ratings can be regarded as a sign of trust: a significant 
number of ratings assures the overall score’s credibility (Beauvisage et al., 2013). In 
essence, OCR websites offer a combination of commensuration through consumers’ 
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ratings and overall rankings, and singularization through the free expression of the 
customers in reviews (Mellet et al., 2014). 

On these websites, many customers exchange the role of passive buyers for a 
more active one when contributing their opinions, which can be interpreted as a 
form of empowerment (Mau, 2019). Tourists contributing to OCRs can be regarded 
as “prosumers”, emphasizing the perspective of being active producers of content 
(Nuenen, 2021). The prosumer concept is attributed initially to Alvin Toffler (Ritzer 
& Jurgenson, 2010). Later, the term gained prominence in the context of the 
Internet’s development and users' increasing contributions to Web content. Ritzer 
and Jurgenson (2010) claim that Web 2.0 is characterized by users’ ability to 
produce content collaboratively. Overall, Web 2.0 transforms tourists from passive 
consumers to active ones, and OCR websites play a vital role. With a similar 
perspective on ‘prosumers’, Bruns (2008) suggested the term ‘produser’: a 
contraction of producer and user. In this view, writing and reading become 
convergent practices (Nuenen, 2021). On the other hand, tourists involved in 
passive activities, such as reading reviews and watching videos, but who avoid 
writing reviews, are denominated as ‘lurkers’ (Munzel & Kunz, 2014). 

OCR websites helped to instigate a more significant promise of democratization 
(Beauvisage et al., 2013; Onorati & Giardullo, 2020) by allowing wider audiences to 
contribute to the evaluation of products and services (Hearn, 2010). Mellet et al. 
(2014) observe that OCR websites emulate the vote - a key symbol of democracy - 
by calculating the average of individual ratings and treating all ratings as weighing 
the same. While a relatively small number of experts have traditionally produced 
evaluations, critiques, and authoritative statements using formal, standardized, 
and often institutionalized criteria grounded in professional knowledge, with the 
rise of online platforms like OCR websites, evaluations are now being produced by 
large numbers of anonymous contributors that do not hold particular expertise 
(Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). While it might be easy to agree that these websites 
generically empower consumers in the sense of giving them a voice in the public 
space (Beauvisage et al., 2013), the websites’ functioning both enables and 
constrains consumer empowerment (Kozinets et al., 2021). 

First, not all consumers have equal access to these platforms and possess the 
technological means or competencies, such as IT knowledge or language skills, to 
use them and share their opinions (Kuehn, 2013). Second, these websites' 
architecture and functions limit the range of expressions by defining the types and 
amounts of content that can be shared (Labrecque et al., 2013). In particular, the 
interfaces of OCR websites are not neutral: access filters, the format of input fields, 
and size limitations, as well as the use of specific informational markers, all 
condition how consumers can insert their opinions (Beauvisage et al., 2013), 
binding them to the options available. Thus, a paradox between freedom of action 
and constraints can be more or less explicit (Labrecque et al., 2013).  
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Kozinets et al. (2021) have identified several characteristics of OCR websites. 
They have identified, in particular, the possibility of sharing one’s own experiences 
as one key characteristic related to the aforementioned voice in public space. 
Notably, in regard to giving voice to consumers, these platforms do provide easy 
content creation. There are also, however, constraints. One must have access to 
technology and the competence to use it, as stated above, and additionally must also 
agree to register an account and provide personal information, as well as accept the 
‘Terms and Conditions’ of the website.  

Kozinets et al. (2021) have also highlighted that OCR websites enable one to 
search and quickly sort through the reviews and ratings of other consumers 
(Kozinets et al., 2021). Thus, consumers can explore the website’s content and track 
the information they seek. This functionality of OCR websites also presents 
limitations: the criteria by which information is presented are not made available, 
and one does not know which information ultimately remains hidden (Orlikowski 
& Scott, 2014). 

OCR websites are essential to guiding consumers’ decision-making processes, 
since many products or services become difficult or even impossible to assess until 
consumers experience them (Mau, 2019). These websites do not fit directly into the 
judgment device typology proposed by Karpik (2010), but rather combine different 
aspects of that typology (Beauvisage et al., 2013; Mellet et al., 2014; Baka, 2015). 
On the one hand, OCR websites can be regarded as incorporating the logic of 
personal networks. Being able to access the opinions of others – even when 
anonymized or pseudonymized - can still be considered similar to having contacts 
that share their thoughts. These consumers are not professionals and do not follow 
standards in their evaluations; instead, they offer their personal views. On the other 
hand, these websites present rankings, another typology of judgment device, as 
proposed by Karpik (Baka, 2015). 

As mentioned, OCR websites depend on large numbers of consumers 
contributing reviews that others can then use as a basis for making their decisions. 
For Nuenen (2021, 56), their convincingness is based on a mass-reviewed reality, 
enabling tourists to access an “embodied reality” of others. These websites follow 
the logic of what is known as consumer or user-generated content (Mau, 2019). The 
information they provide is generally more readily accessible, often more detailed, 
and better organized as a whole than the information obtained by personal 
networks (Mau, 2019).  

OCR websites produce a highly visible public space for evaluation, which is 
widely available. Importantly, they provide information that may change very often 
– even daily – while traditional forms of assessment typically occur once a year or 
over extended periods of time; thus, they transform the temporality of evaluation 
(Beuscart et al., 2016). For the subjects being reviewed, such as hotels and 
restaurants, one can almost always access an instant image of how they are 
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currently regarded and how the competition is assessed (Beuscart et al., 2016). 
Furthermore, since this instantaneous evaluation changes regularly, keeping pace 
with how consumers are experiencing organizations, products, and services is a 
heightened challenge.  

Hence, a consequence of the pervasiveness of OCR websites in contemporary 
markets is the creation of power shifts in various relationships, such as the ones 
between customers and product/service providers, institutions, and citizens (Mau, 
2019). As Mau (2019, 84) points out, judgment devices create another consequence: 
an increasing level of competition: “[i]nstead of serving as feedback loops designed 
to optimize service quality, customer reviews soon become treadmills in a never-
ending competition.” 

As Esposito and Stark (2019) explain, in OCR websites, singularities are reduced 
to comparabilities, and comparability leads to competition. What was supposed to 
be a descriptive measure to provide information becomes an assessment that 
generates competition. According to the authors, competition is not a ‘natural fact’ 
that ratings reflect but a consequence of evaluations. Mau (2019) gives the example 
of cities to illustrate how these websites create competition. With the release of 
rankings starting in the 1980s, competition was generated among cities. This 
socially constructed competition changes how cities are regarded (both externally 
and internally) and leads to a series of consequences, namely resource management 
and policies (Mau, 2019).  

As Mackenzie (2008) has suggested, economic or financial models, rather than 
objectively measuring some aspect of reality, can instead shape the reality that the 
models intend to describe. This paradoxical tension might be seen as similarly 
underlying the functioning of OCR websites. Although rankings in TripAdvisor 
seem to represent the peak of objectivity, they contribute to constructing their 
competitive fields while simultaneously pretending to describe them (Epple & 
Erhart, 2020). 

Importantly, judgment devices do not simply reflect a given reality but rather 
provide perspective on what others observe; as Esposito and Stark (2019, 12) 
explain: “they shift the reference from the world to observers – i.e. from first-order 
observation to second-order observation.” From this perspective, one can envisage 
how the judgment devices become reality for their audiences; as Esposito and Stark 
(2019, 5) explain “[r]eality is not the starting point, it is the result of observation, 
produced by the reciprocal reference of observers to the perspective of others.” 

Evaluation can thus be envisaged as a nascent reality, based on a self-referential 
logic. Drawing on Baudrillard, Hakanen (2002) proposes the term ‘hyperreality’ to 
emphasize that the consumer world can be seen as becoming relative and external 
to ‘reality’ when consumers use ranking and ratings. Hakanen (2002, 250-251) 
makes the point that: 
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… judgments (as signs) “must only be known (…) the sign has broken free 
of its referent and its market and is in the hands of the consumer. The 
reality in the sign is concocted by the individual[istic] consumer. (…) 
[u]nderstanding other tastes no longer requires knowing the actual 
cultural product, only its ranking system.  

 
As Hakanen (2002, 251) explains, the singularity can be judged “by its exposure and 
recognizability, not by its use-or exchange-value.” Karpik’s (2000) study on 
Michelin’s ‘red guide’ is particularly insightful to understanding these perspectives. 
The author (2000) suggests that the public user of the guide is not necessarily 
looking for objective information. Instead, by analysing the Michelin guide, readers 
see themselves as being part of the elite of connoisseurs of cuisine who somehow 
share interests and tastes: “[i]n reading the reviews of restaurants, the users 
observe and know the other readers, and eventually themselves, as belonging to this 
group” (Esposito & Stark, 2019, 18). 

As Esposito and Stark (2019, 18-19) explain, when one uses a guide with reviews, 
one is entering the community that uses the guide: “[t]he judgment is correct 
because it provides an adequate and reliable description – not of an objective world 
shared by everyone, but of the specific world created by the rating and observed by 
its observers.” When consumers use OCR websites, and observe their ratings and 
rankings, they are placing themselves within the logic of the market; they find 
‘themselves’ in those judgment devices and become “one of them”, part of a 
community (Hearn, 2010).  

Furthermore, how OCR sites present information impacts the dynamics of the 
subsequent production of reviews. Yu and Margolin (2022) have studied reviews on 
Yelp - a platform that allows consumers to discover local businesses and write 
reviews about them - and found that the start of display of hygiene scores of 
restaurants led to greater attention to hygiene in reviews, which resulted in lower 
scores for restaurants of lower social status (Yu & Margolin, 2022). Thus, there are 
consequences resulting from the options taken in OCR websites in terms of which 
content is displayed, directing the attention of reviewers to particular issues.  

To conclude, it is essential to note that judgment devices such as OCR websites 
involve creating an audience (Esposito & Stark, 2019). In traditional evaluation, 
value is given based on existing standards used independently of individuals’ views. 
In particular settings of judgment devices, such as consumers’ ratings and reviews, 
audiences fulfil a ‘function’ similar to the standard. As Aspers (2018, 141) 
highlights: “[t]he important difference, to a standard, is that what the audience will 
say about a ‘performance’ cannot be known in advance.” In singularities markets, 
audiences provide evaluations and a subsequent ordering of alternatives that can 
reduce uncertainty concerning what is ‘good’ and ‘bad’.  
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It has become common in these OCR websites to display details about the 
reviewers’ activity (Mellet et al., 2014). Various badges and awards are commonly 
assigned to contributors, marking them and giving greater weight to the most 
prolific authors (Mellet et al., 2014). The authors that receive the most feedback 
from the website users (such as features like “x people found the following review 
helpful”) can also be highlighted. A button is now displayed in many OCR websites, 
including TripAdvisor, Qype, Michelin, Cityvox, and Yelp, where users can thank 
reviewers and/or tag reviews as “useful” or “cool”, for example (Mellet et al., 2014). 
All in all, the online communities qualify reviewers' importance (David & Pinch, 
2008) and writing reviews can become a tool to enhance self-image, and even to 
compete for status and cultural and symbolic capital (Bourdieu, 1984). Thus, 
Onorati and Giardullo (2020, p. 350) argue that “[t]he symbolic aura provided by 
reviews is connected with a capital that is no longer directly measurable in terms of 
wealth, but rather in terms of time, plural experience, social occasions, and 
discernment.” 

OCR websites, which, as argued, are considered judgment devices, “are means 
of separating what is good in markets from what is not good” (Aspers, 2018, 137). 
They offer oriented knowledge, since they provide points of view. In particular, 
these websites help consumers by establishing evaluations and stances, as Karpik 
(2010, 63) explains: “[k]nowledge thus presents itself in the form of implicit or 
explicit evaluations—“this is the right one,” “this is the best”—which must be able 
to confront other evaluations, so that mechanically or with reflection, the consumer 
can finally adopt one of these judgments.” There is, thus, a moral dimension 
present.  

Fiorentino and Compagnone (2019) consider that evaluation can express the 
author’s viewpoint, attitude, or stance toward the entities they are addressing. 
Furthermore, and as Hunston and Thompson (2000) explain, evaluation in 
discourse performs three communicative functions: (1) it expresses one’s own 
opinion, and in doing so, reflects the value system of that person and their 
community; (2) it constructs a relationship between the writer and the readers; and 
(3) it organizes the discourse. As will be addressed in the next section (2.1.3), 
tourists often organize their discourses on TripAdvisor through a narrative format. 
Additionally, in the last section of this chapter (2.1.5), I will address the moral 
dimension of reviews, returning to the concept of values, as mentioned by Hunston 
and Thompson (2000). 

2.1.3 Personal stories as a way to recapitulate experiences 

As discussed, Reckwitz (2020a) argues that the creation of singularities implies the 
need for interpretative contexts - that is, stories - intended to depict the world. Such 
stories are fundamental to the construction of singularities such as events, nations, 
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travel destinations, and their constituents (Reckwitz, 2020a). Furthermore, and in 
particular, it has been recognized that reviews on OCR websites are often based on 
stories of personal experiences (Beauvisage et al., 2013; Kozinets et al., 2021). As 
Vásquez (2012) documented in a study about TripAdvisor complaints, reviews are 
commonly expressed through stories that list the characteristics of the hotels 
visited. This list of characteristics establishes the basis from where the overall 
experience of the tourist is recounted. Employing the concepts of Labov and 
Waletzky (1967), Vásquez (2012, 112) argues that “very often it is the overall 
experience of place itself that comprises the complicating action”. Thus, in the 
particular context and genre of reviews on TripAdvisor, this complicating action (or 
storyline) is often based on a description of the tourists’ experiences. 

In broad terms, narrative “analysis in the human sciences refers to a family of 
approaches to diverse kinds of texts, which have in common a storied form” 
(Riessman, 2005, 1). As Bruner (2010, 45) puts it, a narrative “not only shapes our 
ways of communicating with each other and our ways of experiencing the world, 
but it also gives form to what we imagine, to our sense of what is possible.” 

Narratives are bound to distinguishable contexts of interaction and can be used 
for various functions (Robinson, 1981). In its very essence, a narrative is a 
representation in any medium of one or more events (Prince, 1997). In this thesis, 
the terms narrative and story will be interchangeable, but I will privilege the use of 
the term ‘narrative’. 

Mura and Sharif (2017, 195) argue that “people’s stories are important lenses 
through which we can explore social reality”. The stories people tell represent social 
phenomena and construct “realities”, and narrative analysis can thus be a relevant 
approach to understanding the social world (Mura & Sharif, 2017). As Orbuch 
(1997, 466) further explains: “a narrative analysis perspective moves away from 
describing language as a means to discover or mirror reality to the view that 
language and meaning are an ongoing and constitutive part of reality”. Thus, a 
“narrative analysis can lead to an in-depth understanding of how social realities are 
produced, organized, understood, and shared by individuals and societies” (Mura 
& Sharif, 2017, 196). 

The field of narrative analysis is broad, and encompasses different traditions 
and competing perspectives on how to approach research (Riessman, 2005). 
However, when addressing stories of personal experiences, in particular, one 
framework stands prominently as one of the most influential: Labov and Waletzky’s 
article of 1967 (Robinson, 1981; Riessman, 2005). The seminal work of these 
sociolinguists provided a starting point for the study of natural, simple narratives 
and profoundly influenced narrative analysis (Bernstein, 1997).  

Labov, in particular, continued to build on the original ideas and extended 
them into subsequent publications (Labov, 1972; 1997; 2006; 2010). He is the 
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founding figure of modern sociolinguistics, a field that primarily addresses the 
intersection of society and language (Gordon, 2012). 

Labov and Waletzky’s (1967) study showed systematicity in the storytelling of 
ordinary people, of the kind expected to be found in artful narratives 
(Georgakopoulou, 2007). Their work focuses on how a story is told (Riessman, 
2005) and can be regarded within a structuralist approach to narratives (Prince, 
1997; Bernstein; 1997). Bernstein (1997) explains that a structuralist approach to 
narratives relies on the distinction between a story’s surface and deep structures. 
Using basic techniques of linguistic analysis, Labov and Waletzky’s (1967) isolated 
the invariant structural units of personal stories that lead to a variety of superficial 
forms. Labov and Waletzky structuralist approach to stories “opened up new 
avenues and possibilities for looking into social and cultural processes, and at 
alternative ways of looking at human beings as communicators and social actors” 
(Georgakopoulou, 2007, 3). 

In essential terms, Labov and Waletzky (1967, 4) proposed that a narrative is 
one “technique for recapitulating experience”. It has a referential function, and 
commonly the narrator describes the place, time, participants, and details of events 
(Robinson, 1981). In addition to this referential function, Labov and Waletzky 
(1967, 4) envisage another function in stories: a “function of personal interest, 
determined by a stimulus in the social context in which the narrative occurs.” 
Hence, they “distinguish two functions of narrative: (a) referential and (b) 
evaluative” (Labov & Waletzky, 1967, 4).  

The evaluation function can be discerned in the narrator’s interpretation of 
events, their reactions, as well as the consequences of the events for them or their 
significant others (Robinson, 1981); thus, the evaluative dimension of a narrative 
commonly highlights the point of the story (Toolan, 2001).  

A narrative is often initiated when others impel someone to tell a story about 
something (Labov, 2006). The stimulus can also be internal, in a situation where, 
for example, the narrator feels the urge to address something that happened to 
them or that they experienced (Labov, 2006). For Labov and Waletzky “the 
fundamental concept that distinguishes narrative from other ways of reporting the 
past is temporal juncture: a relation of before-and-after that holds between two 
independent clauses and matches the order of events in time” (Labov, 2006, 37). At 
least one temporal juncture is necessary for an account to qualify as a narrative 
(Labov, 2006). 

For Labov and Waletzky (1967), the overall structure of narrative comprises key 
sections or features: orientation, complication; evaluation; resolution, coda, and 
abstract. First, the orientation section usually details the narrative’s actor, place, 
and time, as well as the behavioural setting at the beginning of the narrative (Labov 
& Waletzky, 1967; Labov, 2006). In other words, this section defines the narrative’s 
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who, where, and when (Toolan, 2001). These elements contextualize the narrative 
and enable the reader to make sense of the account (Polkingorne, 1988; Bal, 2009). 

Second, complication is the central feature of a narrative, addressing what 
happened and then what happened next, and so on (Toolan, 2001). The 
complication thus articulates a temporal sequence of events (Labov & Waletzky, 
1967). As Labov and Waletzky (1967, 21) explain: “[a]ny sequence of clauses that 
contains at least one temporal juncture is a narrative. (...) A statement such as “I 
shot and killed him” is part of a narrative, because it contains a temporal juncture.” 
Essentially, the complication part of a narrative expresses what happened and then 
what happened next. A sequence of events establishes a storyline known as a plot 
(Polkingorne, 1988; Bal, 2009). Events are defined as occurrences experienced or 
suggested by actors (Chatman, 1980; Polkingorne, 1988; Bal, 2009). Hence, the 
main body of a narrative comprises a series of events that may be considered a 
complication or complicating action (Labov & Waletzky, 1967). 

Third, resolution presents the outcome of the narrative, expressing what finally 
happened (Toolan, 2001). The resolution serves as an end to the events.  

Fourth, evaluation can be regarded as a specific section of a narrative, or as 
something distributed in other narrative sections. Originally, Labov and Waletzky 
(1967, 32) proposed that evaluation is “that part of the narrative that reveals the 
attitude of the narrator towards the narrative by emphasizing the relative 
importance of some narrative units as compared to others.” They argued that 
narrators identify the story’s point and significance through the evaluative part of a 
story (Labov & Waletzky, 1967). Already in their original work of 1967, Labov & 
Waletzky acknowledged that in evaluative narratives it is often the case that the 
evaluation section of the narrative “is fused with the result”, and thus in these cases 
both evaluation and the outcome of the narrative are presented together (Labov & 
Waletzky, 1967, 30). A few years later, Labov (1972) took this perspective further 
and proposed that evaluation can be regarded as being distributed throughout 
narratives. Thus, evaluation is considered as not necessarily a discrete section 
distinct from other narrative sections (Hu & Qiu, 2019). In this view, evaluative 
meanings are accomplished through the whole internal structure of narratives (Hu 
& Qiu, 2019).  

Fifth, Labov, and Waletzky (1967, 35) proposed naming the eventual section of 
a narrative that extends the narrative to the present as the coda: “[t]he coda is a 
functional device for returning the verbal perspective to the present moment.” A 
coda enables the storyteller to connect the story’s ending to present (Toolan, 2001). 
According to Labov (1972), a coda shows that the story is finished and that its author 
is bridging back to the present situation.  

Finally, a sixth element can also be envisaged. The concept of the abstract 
synthesizes the story’s central idea: the abstract summarizes the story (Riessman, 
2005; Toolan, 2001). These are the six main elements “of simple narratives that 
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perform both referential and evaluative functions” (Labov & Waletzky, 1967, 38). 
Not all narratives contain all of these elements, which can be presented in varying 
sequences (Riessman, 2005). However, as a plot is necessary for a story, one may 
easily understand that complication and resolution are essential features of 
narratives (Robinson, 1981). 

Labov (2006) has emphasized that event(s) shared in a narrative must be 
reportable or tellable. As Labov (2010, 5) explains: “[a] reportable event is one that 
itself justifies the delivery of the narrative and the claim on social attention needed 
to deliver it.” In the original framework proposed by Labov and Waletzky (1967), it 
was argued that only unexpected or unusual events would be proper for personal 
narratives. In particular, Labov (1997, 6) later emphasized that certain events “will 
almost always carry a high degree of reportability: those dealing with death, sex and 
moral indignation.” 

Labov and Waletzky (1967) also advanced the concept of credibility as an 
essential feature of personal stories. For example, narrators can enhance credibility 
by being objective in their evaluation (Labov, 2010). As Labov (1997, 9) explains, 
“[a]n objective event is one that became known to the narrator through sense 
experience.” The more objective narrators are, the more credible the event(s) and 
the narrative will be (Labov, 2010). 

Furthermore, Labov (2010, 5) associated reportability and credibility: “[f]or a 
narrative to be successful, it cannot report only the most reportable event. It must 
also be credible if the narrative is not to be rejected as a whole by the listener.” For 
Labov and Waletzky (1967) the unusual character of the events – potentially making 
the narrative exciting and worthy of being shared – will likely be less credible by 
nature.  

Although Labov and Waletzky’s (1967) seminal article has been very influential, 
some tenets of their narrative approach have been problematized over the years. 
Two particular aspects merit attention (Robinson, 1981). First, personal narratives 
must not be limited to unusual experiences (Robinson, 1981). Robinson (1981, 62) 
further makes his point by explaining that in some “cases it is the very typicality of 
an incident that recommends it for narration, rather than its remarkableness.” 
According to Robinson (1981, 62), in such situations the intention of the narrator 
can be paraphrased in the following way: “[t] his happened to me, and it happens 
to practically everybody sometime or another; you will probably face a similar 
situation too…” Notably, the concept of unusualness can be problematized, since 
commonplace activities may excite interest in listeners unfamiliar with what is 
being addressed (Robinson, 1981). Thus, the characteristic of what might be 
uncommon is, to a great degree, defined by the listener or reader of the story and 
his own experiences. 

The second aspect of Labov and Waletzky’s (1967) original proposal that has 
been debated relates to how the narrator can be regarded in stories of personal 
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experiences. In the original work of Labov and Waletzky (1967, 30), it was proposed 
that “many narratives are designed to place the narrator in the most favourable 
possible light: a function which we may call self-aggrandizement.” This self-
aggrandizing can be discerned when one acts to enhance his power, position, or 
wealth, for example. Thus, the “implicit assumption of Labov and Waletzky's 
analysis is that narratives are told only to demonstrate the narrator's meritorious 
qualities” (Robinson, 1981, 61).  

However, an intention of self-enhancement is not the only objective that might 
prompt a narrator to share a story (van Dijk, 1975). Among other purposes, stories 
may be shared to advise, to inform, and to warn, for example (van Dijk, 1975). Thus, 
for example, a narrator may wish to instruct others without invoking authority 
(Robinson, 1981). 

It has been argued that the story-like quality of tourist accounts should be 
embraced, and McCabe and Foster (2006, 195) even state that “[s]tories are 
intrinsic to the development of tourist’s accounts”. Tourists’ experiences often take 
place outside of their socio-cultural milieu, and so they naturally adopt a story-
telling approach to share relevant aspects of their experiences with others (McCabe 
& Foster, 2006). Stories thus assume a prominent role in the practice of tourism.  

It is essential to note the moral dimension of narratives. Narrators sometimes 
endeavour to portray themselves as of higher moral character than others 
(Robinson, 1981). Furthermore, it is commonly recognized that personal narratives 
frequently establish the relationship of events to values and beliefs (Robinson, 1981; 
Labov, 1997). These values and beliefs can often be discerned in the evaluation 
nature of narratives (Robinson, 1981). 

2.1.4 Positions: a relational viewpoint of the world  

In her study of negative reviews of hotels on TripAdvisor, Vásquez (2011) suggests 
that tourists take positions in their reviews. Vásquez (2011) found that some 
reviewers conceded that what they were doing was complaining, but often stressed 
the fact that it was an unusual activity and positioned themselves as ‘‘not the 
complaining type” (Vásquez, 2011, 1715). Thus, tourists engaged in self-positioning 
and presented themselves as reasonable persons who only decided to write a 
negative review after having terrible experiences. Furthermore, these tourists 
positioned themselves as being able to acknowledge and appreciate the positive 
qualities of hotels while having, at the same time, the ability to discern what is 
lacking or inappropriate (Vásquez, 2011). Also recognizing that tourists take 
positions on reviews, Jamerson (2017, 1212) suggested that reviewers are invested 
with a “positional authority” granted by their vantage point of being an “expert 
witness” on what they are evaluating on TripAdvisor. Following these perspectives, 
I will embrace the concept of position in reviews in this thesis. 
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Positions emerge in discursive social practices, and are regarded as momentary 
achievements (Harré & van Langenhove, 2009; Harré, 2012). In particular, 
positioning theory offers lenses through which one can view social interactions 
discursively. I believe these characteristics are especially relevant and suitable to 
addressing online reviews and explore the previously mentioned perspective that 
tourists take discursive positions in their reviews (Vásquez, 2011; Jamerson, 2017). 

Positioning theory is a conceptual and methodological framework that enables 
a social constructionist approach to social phenomena. It has been developed by 
Harré and colleagues (Harré & Langenhove, 1999a; Harré et al., 2003; Harré et al., 
2009; Harré, 2012), based on the premise that symbolic discursive exchanges are a 
primary element of the social realm (Harré & van Langenhove, 1999a). The starting 
point for this theory is the idea that the constant flow of everyday life is fragmented 
through discourse into distinct episodes that constitute the essential elements of 
the social world (Harré & van Langenhove, 1999a). Essentially, discourses are 
collections of texts that bring ideas into being (Phillips & Hardy, 2002).  

The term “positioning” has its origins in the notion of “subject position” as 
proposed by Foucault (1972), which refers to the manner in which individuals are 
positioned within systems of power and knowledge, and that can include the 
identities and relationships that individuals assume within these systems. 
Transposing Foucault’s approach to social psychology, Hollway (1984) used the 
concept of positioning to capture how people regard themselves in terms of 
gendered subjectivities. Focusing on gender differentiation in discursive activities, 
Hollway (1984) proposed the ideas of 'discursive positions', from which concepts 
such as 'positioning oneself' and 'taking up positions’ emerged. These concepts 
influenced the development of Positioning Theory (Harré & van Langenhove, 
1999a). 

Positioning is thus a metaphor that provides a lens through which one can 
regard social interactions. According to Harré and van Langenhove’s (1999b, 30) 
view, “persons are constantly engaged in positioning themselves and others. The 
concrete forms of such positioning will differ according to the situations in which 
they occur.” van Langenhove and Harré (1999, 22) further explain: 

 
Whenever somebody positions him/herself, this discursive act always 
implies a positioning of the one to whom it is addressed. And similarly, 
when somebody positions somebody else, that always implies a 
positioning of the person him/herself. In any discursive practice, 
positioning constitutes the initiator and the others in certain ways, and 
at the same time it is a resource through which all persons involved can 
negotiate new positions. 
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Positioning thus has a relational nature, as highlighted by Harré and van 
Langenhove (1999b, 1-2): “[g]enerally speaking positions are relational, in that for 
one to be positioned as powerful others must be positioned as powerless.” Thus, 
others are conceptualized as part of the positioning process, since positions are 
always jointly produced. One individual can, therefore, undertake many varieties of 
positioning. Through discursive interactions, “one can position oneself or be 
positioned confident or apologetic, dominant or submissive, authorized or 
unauthorized, for example, and so on” (van Langenhove & Harré, 1999, 17). 

Importantly, and as Harré and van Langenhove (1999b) highlight, people will 
have distinct abilities to position themselves and others. Additionally, “they will 
differ in their willingness or intention to position and be positioned” and “they will 
also differ in their power to achieve positioning acts” (van Langenhove & Harré, 
1999, 30). Although taking a position is often done in an unintended way, as social 
life unfolds, it can also be deliberate, as the authors (1999, 25) explain, “[w]hen a 
person is engaged in a deliberate self-positioning process this often will imply that 
they try to achieve specific goals with their act of self-positioning. This requires one 
to assume that they have a goal in mind.” Furthermore, this element of deliberate 
intention can be regarded at any of the three poles of positioning, as explained by 
the same authors (1999, 25): “... one could intend to adopt a certain position (…); 
one could intend to take up a certain lived narrative form or one could be intending 
only a certain act in what one says or does.”  

Deliberate self-positioning can be seen, particularly when one wants to express 
their identity. In positioning theory, identity and the self are discursively 
constructed in communication (Andreouli, 2010). The metaphor of positioning is 
helpful in addressing how people construct themselves and others through 
discursive practices (McVee, 2011).  

Notably, different facets of identity can become relevant in distinct discursive 
contexts. Discourse does not determine subject positions by itself. Instead, people 
co-construct their positions through discursive interactions (Deppermann, 2015). 
Taking positions does not mean constructing a coherent self. Instead, positions can 
establish multiple facets of personal identity (Deppermann, 2015). As Deppermann 
(2015, 370) explains: “[p]ositioning theory does not locate identity in some abstract, 
integrated structure “behind” discursive practice, but in what people observably 
do.” In particular, positions are related to the social actions by which they are made 
meaningful. 

Positions are always ephemeral, and this is a defining feature of Positioning 
Theory, as Harré et al. (2009, 10) emphasize: “[t]he realization that the content of 
positions is local and may even be momentary and ephemeral is the deep insight of 
positioning theory.” Thus, the idea of positions as local achievements is 
fundamental to retain. 
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Harré and van Langenhove (1999b, 11) argue that “[n]ot only persons but also 
social worlds (or 'social fields’ to use Bourdieu's terminology) can be regarded as 
being produced discursively.” The discursive processes unfolding in a given field 
“can be understood in terms of the positioning activities of the participants and of 
how the discursive practices typical of that field generate specific redescriptions of 
certain aspects of the world, thus constituting them” (Harré & van Langenhove, 
1999b, 11). These social fields or orders are seen as networks of “interactions framed 
within some relatively stable repertoire of rules and meanings” (Harré & van 
Langenhove, 1999b, 11), and more research on Positioning Theory is needed with 
this broad view of its application potential.  

Also, within a view of positioning at the level of social, Harré (2012, 198) raises 
an important issue related to duties: “How does positioning work in a social order 
that is exclusively or almost exclusively duty-based?” More research is needed on 
such specific social contexts, as Harré (2012, 198) argues: “[d]uty-based moral 
orders are rare in our time. Their connection with honor moralities has been 
sketched but not taken up as a major research project.” 

Finally, another avenue of research that holds special potential is related to the 
transient nature of positioning. The ephemeral dimension of duties, in particular, 
and how these might relate to broader orders that influence them is a matter that 
remains under-explored. Harré et al. (2009, 11) explain: “[a] duty might fall on 
someone as an ephemeral demand. Positions are ephemeral but the duties they 
invoke must have some trans-situational standing.” Thus, fruitful research avenues 
with Positioning Theory offer significant potential for social analysis.   

As Positioning Theory evolved, stories were integrated into this conceptual 
framework. Harré (2012, 196) explains that “[t]he position a person occupies at any 
moment in an evolving strip of life is determined in part by the storyline that is 
realized in the unfolding episode.” Thus, in Positioning Theory, stories take a 
central place. Positioning can be understood as the discursive construction of 
personal stories that make a person's actions intelligible as social acts (Harré & van 
Langenhove, 1999b).  

Examples of storylines can be discerned in the “unfolding of ceremonies, in the 
formats of rule-bound games, in the procedures in courts of law” (Harré, 2012, 198). 
Harré (2012, 196) gives the example of a storyline about a social situation involving 
a nurse and patient to illustrate his point: “… people taking part in this episode can 
be expected to act in accordance with their then-and-there beliefs as to their 
positions as implicit in the local order.” Furthermore, in this episode, the actions of 
the ones involved “are made sense as the result of the intersection of two clusters of 
beliefs: what storyline is unfolding and what positions are thereby available to the 
actors” (Harré, 2012, 196). 

Storylines are verbal interactions in a social situation or episode (Hirvonen, 
2013). Furthermore, it is essential to note that storylines should also be regarded 
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broadly. One should consider the functioning patterns within the given ongoing 
episode based on previous episodes (Harré et al., 2003). 

In addition to storylines and the positions assumed in them, speech-acts are the 
third element that brings positionings into being. As van Langenhove and Harré 
(1999, 18) explain, positioning is “tri-polar: it consists of positions, storylines, and 
relatively determinate speech-acts.” These three aspects mutually define one 
another, and it is upon their dynamics that positioning is envisioned (van 
Langenhove & Harré, 1999). As the authors (1999, 35) explain: 

  
Once having taken up a particular position as one’s own, a person 
inevitably sees the world from the vantage point of that position and in 
terms of particular images, metaphors, storylines and concepts which are 
made relevant within the particular discursive practice in which they are 
positioned.  

     
Thus, positions not only ‘locate’ people within social relations and ‘storylines’, but 
also provide ways of making sense of the world (Andreouli, 2010).  

As discussed, there is a general expectation of the singular in late modernity, 
including in tourism practices (Reckwitz, 2020b). In markets of singularities, such 
as tourism, OCR websites play a crucial role. These judgment devices are based on 
tourists’ contributions, and include sharing personal stories about their 
experiences. Since Positioning Theory embraces stories through which actors locate 
themselves discursively in the social world, offering relevant lenses to analyse 
interactions, it holds the potential to explore tourists’ social discursive practices in 
sites such as TripAdvisor.  

2.1.5 How things should be: moral stances, rights, and duties  

Tourism practices always involve moral issues (Mostafanezhad & Hannam, 2014), 
and in my research I am particularly interested in the moral dimension of stories 
and the positions assumed in these stories. As Robinson (1981, 64) points out: 
“[s]haring stories allows reaffirming socially sanctioned beliefs and values, 
particularly those that ascribe responsibility, hence blame or praise.” Narrators 
sometimes endeavour to portray themselves as having a higher moral character 
than others (Robinson, 1981). To Labov (1997), the narrator’s experience is 
coloured by his moral stance, and the sharing of a story induces the audience to see 
the world through his eyes. 

To Karpik (2010, 24), “[t]he search for a “good” or the “right” singular product, 
whatever the meanings assigned to these words by different consumers, is the 
activating principle of the singularities market.” This defining characteristic bears 
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particular relevance: the ideal of morality is present. Through the use of morals and 
judgments, the “right” choice indicates what might be a better option than others. 

Caton (2012, 1906) argues that morality is the “human imaginative and 
discursive capacity for considering how things should be, as opposed to describing 
how things are.” Morality relates to beliefs regarding how things ought to be within 
a wide range of human experiences (Mostafanezhad & Hannam, 2014, 4). In 
particular, a moral actor is characterized as someone who is concerned with the 
interests of others and how these can be affected by his/her actions (Rachels & 
Rachels, 2010). People are concerned about being regarded as moral in order to 
obtain the social and self-rewards of being so, and potentially also to avoid self-
punishment for failing to be moral (Batson, 2008).  

Positioning theory addresses what a person may and may not do, and morals are 
thus a fundamental dimension of the Positioning Theory conceptual framework 
(Harré, 2012). As van Langenhove and Harré (1999, 23) explain: “[p]ositioning 
always takes place within the context of a specific moral order of speaking.” Every 
position has a ‘moral quality’, as Harré et al. (2009, 10) argue: “[p] people 
undertake positioning acts, and as such they are or claim to be positioned in certain 
ways, which endows them with the right and/or the duty to assign or ascribe 
positions. 

Thus, “positioning cannot be considered in isolation, removed from a 
consideration of the specific moral orders in which the speakers are operating” 
(Moghaddam, 1999, 75). It is important to emphasize that, from a Positioning 
Theory perspective, it is considered that not everyone involved in a social episode 
has the same access to rights and duties to perform particular kinds of meaningful 
discursive activities (Hirvonen, 2013). A classroom is an example of a social 
situation where teachers have a position that grants them the right to have some 
particular discursive activities that students do not have, such as stating when the 
class starts or ends. In many situations, the rights and duties establish who can use 
a specific discourse; for example, giving grades, issuing orders, or remembering a 
past event (Hirvonen, 2013).   

“Rights” and “duties” are thus seen as shorthand terms for clusters of moral 
presuppositions that people believe or slip into, and to which they are momentarily 
bound in what they say and do (Harré et al., 2009). These presuppositions are 
normative and, in that sense, are seen as moral. Taking a position involves a cluster 
of a person’s rights and duties to perform certain acts (Hirvonen, 2013). As Harré 
(2012, 196) explains, positioning can thus be envisaged as “… processes by which 
rights and duties are assigned, ascribed, or appropriated and resisted, rejected, or 
repudiated.”  

In addition to the moral dimension, positioning is also accomplished based on 
individual attributes and particularities (Harré & van Langenhove, 1999b). People 
are not only positioned morally but also in terms of their characteristics. Thus, 
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“when people are positioned or position themselves, this will always include both a 
moral and a personal positioning” (van Langenhove & Harré, 1999, 22). A position 
is a metaphorical concept referring to a person's 'moral' and personal attributes and 
how these are mobilized in discursive social practices (Harré, 2012). It is important 
to note that “[r]ights and duties are distributed among people in changing patterns 
as they engage in performing particular kinds of actions” (Harré et al., 2009, 7). 
This dynamic is an essential feature of the concept of positioning.   

Finally, and within the positioning duties, the supererogatory duty concept is 
especially relevant. Harré (2012, 198) defines it as “… a felt demand on the basis of 
a personal conviction that something should be done. (…) … the moral force is felt 
only by the individual who feels committed to that duty.” These duties are thus not 
an obligation, but individuals can get credit for when they do perform them (Harré 
et al., 2009). As stated, morals in reviews are a central concern in this research, and 
the particular concepts of rights and duties offered by Positioning Theory will be 
addressed later in chapter 6.  

2.2 Data and Methods 

2.2.1 Empirical context  

This thesis focuses on two tourist attractions in Helsinki: the Museum of 
Contemporary Art “Kiasma” and the National Museum. The choice of these two 
museums was based on a logic of purposeful sampling (Patton, 2015). These tourist 
attractions are two of the most reviewed attractions on TripAdvisor in Helsinki, in 
the category of museums. The revelatory potential of these attractions was also an 
essential aspect in their selection: they are expected to offer valuable empirical 
opportunities to explore tourists’ discursive activities in reviews. Furthermore, 
museums nowadays strive to become singularities (Reckwitz, 2020a; 2020b).  
Hence, these two museums are considered suitable empirical sites to pursue the 
research questions I have defined, and their reviews enable access to relevant 
information within my research approach (Patton, 2015).      

The Museum of Contemporary Art “Kiasma” is part of the Finnish National 
Gallery, together with the Ateneum Art Museum and the Sinebrychoff Art Museum. 
The Finnish National Gallery is Finland’s largest art museum organization. The 
museum was designed by the American architect Steven Holl. Kiasma has been 
open since 1998 and organizes exhibitions, performances, and events. This museum 
aims at making contemporary art accessible to everyone. In this thesis, I will use 
the term ‘Kiasma’ to refer to this museum.  

The National Museum is a cultural history museum, holding Finland’s oldest 
and most significant cultural history collections. It possesses around half a million 
objects, making it one of the largest comprehensive cultural collections in the 
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country. This museum aims to ensure that the cultural heritage of Finland is 
preserved. The building of the National Museum was completed in Helsinki in 1910 
and opened to the public in 1916. The expression “National Museum of Finland” is 
sometimes used in the media, but I will use the original denomination National 
Museum. 

While the first museum embraces contemporaneity and art, with regular 
exhibitions of foreign artists, the second museum is focused on Finland’s history 
and national identity. 

2.2.2 Methodological approach: netnography 

Within the interpretive paradigm, I have employed a qualitative approach in this 
thesis to delve into tourists’ stories, positions, and moral stances. This 
methodological choice is motivated by the desire to develop an in-depth analysis of 
discourses, where tourists' self-expression is addressed in detail (Denzin & Lincoln, 
1994). Furthermore, a qualitative approach is deemed suitable because it is well-
suited to exploring the subjective and meaning-laden nature of tourist discourses 
as reflexive social actors.  

Additionally, this qualitative approach builds on a prominent tradition in 
tourism, particularly in studies that address tourists’ behaviours and discourses 
(Noy, 2004; Stylianou-Lambert, 2009; Mkono & Tribe; 2017). This thesis follows 
an inductive logic, where the process of theorization unfolds upon the empirical 
data. 

Finally, my approach is also netnographic, since this approach is suitable for 
understanding human experience from online social interaction and content 
(Kozinets, 2015). In a time when the Internet has become a repository for 
conversations and experiences, it is a relevant source of data that can be collected 
systematically (Mkono, 2020). Netnography has become a methodology 
acknowledged and employed by scholars across several disciplines (Bartl et al., 
2016), particularly in tourism studies (Scott & Orlikowski, 2009; Jeacle & Carter, 
2011; Mkono & Markwell, 2015; Mkono & Tribe, 2017; Lamb et al., 2020).  

Netnography was championed by Kozinets (1997, 1999, 2002) and, in simple 
terms, is an adaptation of ethnographic research methods to online spaces as 
fieldwork sites (Mkono & Tribe, 2017). Netnography provides an approach to 
pursuing an in-depth understanding of online behaviours and communications 
(Kozinets, 2002). Netnographic approaches are characterized by an immersive 
logic (Mkono & Tribe, 2017), where naturalistic data (Lamb et al., 2020) is collected 
in a non-intrusive manner. 

Netnographic fieldwork can be developed passively or actively (Björk & 
Kauppinen-Räisänen, 2012). When conducted passively, the researcher does not 
engage with participants online, but observes online exchanges and extracts texts 
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for analysis (Mkono, 2020). In this research, as will be detailed further on, the data 
collection was done passively. 

2.2.3 Data collection process and sources of data 

In this research, the data collection process unfolded in two stages. The stages 
followed a sequential order, although they have overlapped. Each stage has a 
particular purpose, as detailed in Table 1 below. 
 
 
Table 1 Characterization of research stages 
 

 Stage 1 Stage 2 

Data collection 
technique 

Document analysis and observation. Online observation. 

 
Sources of 
data  

 
Websites, social media, and physical 
leaflets of the 2 Museums. 
Website, social media, and physical 
leaflets of the Tourism Office in Helsinki. 
Notes from repeated visits to both 
Museums between 2016 and 2018. 

 
423 reviews pertaining to the 
Museum of Contemporary Art 
Kiasma. Archive has 133 pages, in 
A4 PDF format. 
 
426 reviews pertaining to the 
National Museum of Finland. 
Archive has 149 pages, in A4 PDF 
format. 

Criteria for 
selection of 
sources 

Communication released by the 
Museums and Tourism Office. 

All reviews in English language, 
published in TripAdvisor, about the 
2 Museums, from 10.2013 to 
12.2019. 

Purpose of the 
use of the data 
in this thesis. 

Develop holistic understanding about 
the 2 museums being addressed and 
grasp how these are promoted.  

Develop an in-depth analysis of 
tourist reviews and obtain answers 
to the research questions. 

 
The data collection started in January 2016. Stage 1 was characterized by exploring 
communication materials about the two tourist attractions addressed in this 
research: the Museum of Contemporary Art “Kiasma” and the National Museum. 
As mentioned in Table 1, the purpose was to gain an understanding of the empirical 
contexts and their particularities. Through repeated visits I was able to build a 
sensitivity to the experience of visiting the two museums and to develop my 
knowledge of their physical contexts and activities. This knowledge was also 
developed through an analysis of the museums’ communication materials. All in all, 
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this stage was essential to familiarizing myself with the museums and to 
understanding their particularities, which enabled me to later analyse the reviews 
of the museums from an informed perspective of their characteristics.  

Stage 2 was the main stage of data collection, in which I closely followed tourists’ 
publications on TripAdvisor from March 2016 until the data collection ended in 
December 2019. Additionally, as stated in the table above, I have collected data 
from October 2013 until February 2016. Retrospectively, I did this right at the 
beginning of the fieldwork to get acquainted with the reviews posted about the two 
tourist attractions. A prolonged engagement with online communities is 
recommended within a netnographic approach (Kozinets et al., 2014), and this is 
the logic I have pursued in this stage. For over 3 years I have closely followed what 
contributors to TripAdvisor published, being able to develop iterative cycles of 
analysis that took into account the emerging insights related to the new reviews 
being added. In particular, in the extended period of fieldwork I explored different 
possible interpretations as new data was being collected, and I had the proper time 
to develop avenues of reflection, always striving to be self-critical in my analysis and 
open to what the data was showing in the framing of my research questions. In sum, 
being immersed in the data for a prolonged period where both data collection and 
analysis occurred concomitantly was relevant to being able to progressively develop 
a sensitivity to exploring in-depth how authors of reviews express themselves.  

 As a note, I recognize that I have considered developing interviews as an 
additional source of data that could eventually be useful to addressing the research 
questions. However, while there could certainly be insights to be gleaned from 
interviews with authors of reviews, I have decided to use solely naturalistic data – 
the reviews - in order to maintain a uniform data set that I could delve into with all 
my focus. My goal was to find answers to my research questions within the reviews, 
since these are willingly written by tourists to assess their experiences and share 
their views with others. The reviews are the means though which their authors 
express themselves publicly, and it was those expressions that I have been 
interested in. So, the decision to not expand my data set beyond these reviews was 
a natural one. To be able to properly develop the hoped for in-depth, fine-grained, 
and thorough understanding of how tourists share their experiences through the 
reviews, a focus on the reviews themselves was essential, and was the option that I 
took from early on in my research process. 

All of the reviews in the time frame indicated were copied directly from 
TripAdvisor into an archive file. For example, the posts were not edited regarding 
syntax and other errors. However, as Mkono and Tribe (2017) noticed, reviews 
often have typographical errors, and are written in an informal style. Preserving the 
authenticity of the published texts is fundamental to ensuring the absolute integrity 
of the reviews. 
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As also stated in the table above, reviews not written in English were not 
considered for analysis. Most of these non-English posts were written in Finnish. I 
decided to follow this language criterion since the outreach of non-English reviews 
is surely more limited than those written in English. Additionally, not being 
proficient in other languages, it would not make sense to include posts that I cannot 
analyse in the same manner as those in English. Although software that enables 
translations is ubiquitously available, their quality still varies, and they often 
present results containing errors. Hence, without having competence in the original 
languages, it was not feasible to address them. Given this situation, and the 
intention of maintaining a data set that would be sufficiently uniform for analysis, 
the decision to exclude non-English texts naturally followed. Finally, reviews whose 
authors identified themselves as living in the metropolitan area of Helsinki 
(Helsinki and its neighbouring cities) were not included in the data set, and were 
consequently excluded from the analysis. This procedure ensured that the reviews 
considered in this research were written by tourists. As stated before, tourists are 
non-local residents traveling mainly for recreation, fun, and escape, and include 
business travellers and others who might participate in some activities for leisure 
and entertainment (Pearce & Lee 2005). Given the focus of this thesis on the 
tourism field, I considered this a suitable choice. 

I also familiarized myself with the TripAdvisor website's operational 
functionalities at this stage. This procedure involved becoming familiar with the 
features of the site and its content. As stated in the table, the data collection in stage 
2 ended in 2019. The decision was made to stop data collection at this point because 
it was considered that no new insights were being generated from the analysis of 
the reviews published, which is the procedure recommended by Kozinets (2002). 

2.2.4 Data analysis process 

The process of data analysis started while the fieldwork was ongoing. The data 
collected in stage 1 was explored to gain an understanding of the museums, their 
historical evolution, their current activities, and the way they generically present 
themselves and communicate. Additionally, the purpose was to understand how 
these museums are inserted into the broader communication activities of the 
tourism bodies in Helsinki. This analysis in stage 1 followed the logic of 
interpretative content analysis (Miles et al., 2014). The data set was analysed in an 
open manner: general descriptive notes were created to highlight relevant aspects 
of the materials (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). Notes were written by hand on the 
printed documents, and to this end all digital documents were printed. I aimed to 
identify recurrent themes related to understanding the two museums in Helsinki, 
as explained above. The overall purpose of this stage was to develop an 
understanding of the museums and how they communicate.  
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In stage 2, the data collected was analysed while the fieldwork was still ongoing. 
As Kozinets (2002) prescribes, in netnography the data collection and analysis 
should occur concomitantly. An initial step of my analysis illustrates this approach: 
I created and subsequently continued to refine general descriptive notes to 
highlight relevant aspects of the reviews within the research questions. These notes 
were made from repeated readings of the reviews, and were handled in an open 
manner. The primary purpose was to progressively refine the sensitivity to the data 
(Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). The notes were written next to the posts in a digital 
file, one for each museum. Again, interpretative content analysis (Miles et al., 2014) 
informed this process. The process was revisited several times at different times in 
the ongoing data collection. 

After this initial exploratory analysis, I embarked on three further structured 
steps of analysis:  

 
(1) Drawing on narrative theory, specifically the theoretical framework of 
Labov and Waletzky (1967), I explored how narratives are expressed in 
reviews. I mainly looked for the key sections of personal stories outlined 
above: orientation, complication, evaluation, resolution, coda, and 
abstract (Labov & Waletzky, 1967). I wrote notes with the name of the 
narrative section next to the part of reviews where I had identified it. I 
then took notes addressing how these sections are related and come 
together in the reviews, identifying common aspects. 
  
(2) Employing the theoretical resources of Positioning Theory (van 
Langenhove & Harré, 1999) and building on the storylines identified in 
the previous step of the analysis, I sought to identify and explore the 
positions tourists take in their reviews. I looked, in particular, for 
relational elements and how positions are accomplished discursively. I 
created notes to identify and describe the characterization of positions. 
 
(3) I looked at how moral claims are expressed in reviews by drawing on 
different theoretical resources related to morals, including Positioning 
Theory (Harré & van Langenhove, 2009; Harré, 2012). I created notes 
and refined the identification of moral claims through several cycles of 
iteration.  

 
Throughout these steps, the literature on singularities was used as a sensitizing lens 
that informed the analytical process and provided a framework for the analysis. 
These 3 steps overlapped at times, as the unfolding perspectives led me to re-
analyse the work that had been done. Underlying the process was a reflexive effort 
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where I continually challenged my interpretations, searching for conceptual 
coherence and considering possible alternative explanations (Miles et al., 2014). 

Regarding the presentation of the empirical material, a few notes are relevant. 
Each time a review is presented, I will identify it by attributing sequential numbers 
derived from the section where the review is placed. An example would be review 
4.1.1, the first review in section 4.1. Next to this, I will insert, between brackets and 
in italics, the date of the experience (month and year as displayed in TripAdvisor), 
as well as a code that I have created in my process of analysis and that identifies the 
museum (“K” for Kiasma, and “N” for National Museum) and presents the 
sequential number in my data archives. In this way, one can quickly identify the 
time frame of the review and the museum it is associated with. The following is an 
example of this information, which is used for all reviews presented in this thesis: 
 

Review 5.2.3 (December 2015, K243) 
 
In most instances, I will display only the title and the corpus of the review. 
Exceptionally, there are some reviews in sections 4.1 and 4.2 where I will display 
more information to explain the different narrative features found in the reviews.  

Additionally, for some reviews I will display only part of the review text, in the 
interests of readability, focus, and efficient use of space. In these cases, I will display 
a note that a given number of lines were left out, as in the following example: 

 
22-29 ((lines cut off)) 

 
Another particular situation where I needed to modify the text of reviews in order 
to present them more clearly was when I inserted additional spaces between 
sentences. These spaces did not exist in the original reviews, but were added to be 
able to show the analysis made. I have used the symbol “//” at the point where I 
have created the space. So, “//” signals an artificial interruption. The following 
example is illustrative: 
 

 We decided to visit Kiasma due to the 
student day discount and were not 
disappointed. // 
 
We were particularly interested in the 
Arman Alizad and Meeri Koutaniemi's 
exhibition since it deals with… 

Orientation 
 
 
 
Complication 

 
 

 
In this example, the second sentence was originally contiguous with the first one, 
starting where I placed the symbol “//”. I have used this symbol because, in most 
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cases where this happens, I needed space to insert my comments (on the right side 
of the page, and next to the review) pertaining to the analysis developed. By using 
these spaces, I could more clearly relate specific parts of the review to my comments 
on the analysis. There are also a few instances where this symbol is placed to explain 
that lines were cut off right next to a sentence.  

2.2.5 Ethics 

Data analysis from social media is an emerging field, and there are ongoing debates 
about how data shared in the public domain should be analysed without explicit 
consent (Hodson, 2022). According to Hodson (2022) there is not yet a clear ethical 
framework for using this type of data. From an ethical viewpoint, it is important to 
note that TripAdvisor content is in the public domain, and users have agreed to 
make their reviews available. TripAdvisor does not require a login or the sharing of 
sensitive information to read reviews (Hodson, 2022). In addition, little metadata 
is available on TripAdvisor (Hodson, 2022). Importantly, most users remain 
anonymous or use pseudonyms on TripAdvisor. This anonymity/pseudonymity 
allows individuals a high degree of disclosure. While one can find reviewers that 
identify themselves with given and family names such as “Linda”, “Peter M”, or 
“Ann_Robinson”, many reviews are identified with a clear pseudonym such as 
“aristocrat88”, “kiltmaker2”, or “MrSJ113”. Together with a name, many tourists 
add a city, region, or country to their information. However, even when given 
and/or family names are used, they could of course also be pseudonyms. It is up to 
the tourist to choose a name, and no validation is required.  

Even if there are cases where tourists use their real names, it is not simple – or 
even possible, indeed, in most cases – to trace a review back to a particular person. 
Lastly, if tourists upload a photo of themselves, it will be displayed in such a small 
size that one can hardly identify a specific person. As explained, most reviews 
display a generic photo – not a photo of the face. And given that no validation of 
information is required, as described, one can reasonably assume that most reviews 
– if not all – do not allow one to trace back the information to a real person. Thus, 
anonymity is in place. 

Following the practice of other researchers (e.g., Mkono & Tribe, 2017; 
Alexander et al., 2018a; 2018b; Lamb et al., 2020), I consider that no informed 
consent was required to access and use TripAdvisor reviews for my research. 
Furthermore, my research objectives do not tackle issues of a highly sensitive 
nature, and following the rationale of Mkono and Tribe (2017) I consider that it was 
not necessary (nor even practically possible), in ethical terms, to reveal my research 
activity to potential participants before extracting and using their reviews.  

In research that uses online publicly available data, there is not a ‘one-size-fits-
all’ toolbox to decide on the ethical adequacy of the approach (Flick, 2016). 
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Lampinen (2014) argues that a relevant guiding principle on this matter is that, 
when making ethical decisions, researchers should balance the subjects’ rights with 
the social benefits of the research. I agree with this perspective, and consider my 
respect for reviewers’ rights adequate. The expected benefits of gaining a deeper 
knowledge of the discursive practices of museum visitors - which is the aim of my 
thesis - justify my use of the public data available. 

Throughout my research process, and following Tiidenberg’s (2018) 
recommendations, I embraced a constant reflection on the ethical dimension of my 
data collection, handling, and analysis. This ethical reflexivity is essential in 
netnography (Kozinets, 2010), and resulted in a number of decisions. First, I have 
copied quotes directly from TripAdvisor reviews to preserve their authors’ original 
intended meanings. I have also carefully stored all of the data gathered in digital 
archives that only I can access.  

Furthermore, I do not mention the names of reviewers, even though - as 
mentioned above - most of them remain anonymous or use pseudonymous. I have 
gained sufficient access to the community of TripAdvisor members I was able to 
collect reviews over a prolonged period of time and have rigorously documented 
this data, as is recommended in netnography (Kozinets, 2010), and thus have 
avoided having my data impacted from particular perspectives bounded by time.  

Additionally, I have striven to be as transparent as possible in my 
methodological options, and to be rigorous in handling the data and in the 
interpretation processes that unfolded, following what is prescribed in netnography 
(2010).  

Finally, I am not connecting personal information to my analysis or doing any 
type of correlations, demographic or otherwise. All in all, I made a thorough effort 
to be respectful, fair, and rigorous in terms of data collection, handling, and 
analysis. Underlying my work processes, there was always a reflexive posture 
toward the implications of my actions and the consequences of the data’s use, as 
recommended in netnography (Kozinets, 2010). 
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3 Museums, tourism, and online reviews  

As explained, the empirical setting of this study is two museums in Helsinki, and 
the data consists of reviews posted on TripAdvisor. I will start this Literature 
Review chapter by addressing museums in general, and then delve into previous 
studies on online reviews. I will conclude the chapter by addressing studies focusing 
on reviews of museums and other cultural attractions. 

3.1 Museums as tourist attractions 
In order to attract tourists, locations must become destinations, and to compete and 
stand out, these destinations must be distinguishable (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, 
1998). Attractions drive tourism, and museums are commonly a relevant attraction 
at destinations (Du Cros & McKercher, 2015). Tourist attractions such as museums 
become relevant to tourists because they are distinct and, ultimately, unique 
(Karpik, 2010). A museum is a cultural asset, and in addition to what is being 
exhibited in the museum, the experience of a visit is characterized by how its 
location, amenities, and the interactions with staff, among other aspects, impact its 
visitors (Du Cros & McKercher, 2015; Alexander et al., 2018).  

Museums are essential sources of differentiation in destinations, and usually 
become part of a network of attractions that characterize a geography 
(Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, 1998; Reckwitz, 2020a). Museums can become significant 
attractions, and even one of the main reasons to visit a city, such as Catherine the 
Great’s Hermitage Museum in St. Petersburg or the Louvre in Paris (Graburn, 
2007). Under the pressure of the growth of travel and tourism, destinations must 
continuously present new attractions. Museums compete with many other 
attractions, such as architectural monuments, archaeological sites, natural parks, 
and reserves, and places such as entertainment venues (Graburn, 2007). Graburn 
(2007, 131) argues that: 

 
Increasingly dependent on representations of reality, we are turning to 
institutions such as museums to find authentic truths not only about the 
worlds of the past and the other, but to understand our own predicament. 
Thus, even local museum visitors may be considered attractive to tourists 
bent on understanding life around them. 
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Museums can define culture by determining which past elements are valuable and 
worthy of preservation (MacDonald & Alsford, 2007). MacDonald and Alsford 
(2007, 279) argue that “most museums were created to represent the values and 
attitudes of the dominant cultural group within society.” Museums traditionally 
hold symbolic power and shape how information and content are produced and 
disseminated in a society (Preziosi, 2007).  

In the last decades, museums have been changing from being essentially focused 
on objects and collections to becoming more visitor-focused (Kirezli, 2011), service-
oriented (Alcaraz et al., 2009), interactive, and experiential (Hooper-Greenhill, 
2000; Hyun et al., 2018). Museums are no longer measured only by possessions 
such as collections and facilities, but increasingly by the benefits they provide to 
visitors and the communities they seek to serve (Weil, 2007). This shift in 
orientation from the museum’s artifacts towards its visitors can be regarded within 
the logic of “experience”, a term that has become central to tourism and museum 
management (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, 1998).  

The museum experience is widely regarded as multidimensional, as it is 
impacted by the visitor’s personal, sociocultural, and physical contexts. Experiences 
provide different kinds of value, which relate to consumers' perceived benefits. Pine 
and Gilmore (1998) have identified four value types in such experiences: education, 
entertainment, escapism, and aesthetics. Education is a relevant aspect of tourists’ 
experiences at museums and other cultural sites, and it relates to learning and 
knowledge acquisition (Anton et al., 2018). Entertainment refers to the level of 
amusement and enjoyment in the experience.  

On the other hand, escapism refers to the feeling of being elsewhere (Pine & 
Gilmore, 1998). Finally, aesthetics relates to obtaining pleasure mainly from using 
the visual sense (Pine & Gilmore, 1998). This typology has been widely adopted and 
employed, particularly in studies on museums’ contexts (e.g., Radder & Han, 2015).  

It has been recognized that the museum experience begins before and continues 
after the actual visit (Falk & Dierking, 2016). Before a visit to a museum, the 
experience can include researching online to discover opening times, locations, and 
ticket prices, as well as the opinions of other fellow travelers on reviews (Alexander 
et al., 2018a). After arriving at the museum, the experience continues with the 
visitor’s physical presence in the space, where s/he encounters objects, wall texts, 
staff, other visitors, and, often, the shop and the café, among other facilities 
(Alexander et al., 2018a). The museum’s experience continues after the visit in the 
visitors’ memories, and possibly in post-visit activities related to social media and 
OCR websites such as TripAdvisor. References to the museum in the online realm 
may become part of the ‘before’ experience of other museum visitors (Alexander et 
al., 2018a). Importantly, the post-visit experience has been amplified in the digital 
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age, as visitors write about their reactions and opinions in public through their 
reviews (Alexander et al., 2018a). 

Cultural organizations have been impacted by an experience-economy logic, 
where education and entertainment (‘edutainment’) are increasingly in demand as 
these organizations compete with different cultural attractions and the wider 
leisure sector (Alexander et al., 2018a). As Featherstone (2007) puts it, museums 
seem to be increasingly seeking to attract larger audiences and to become sites for 
spectacles, places where one can have an experience. ‘Edutainment’ is particularly 
evident in hybrid museums. Such museums have an educational purpose, but 
employ different ways to deliver knowledge (Ducros & Euzéby, 2020). Instead of 
simply displaying artifacts, hybrid venues tell stories and provide interactive 
learning opportunities, often relying on technologies to extend knowledge in 
amusing and engaging ways. ‘Edutainment’ is thus one of the underlying 
components of hybrid venues (Ducros & Euzéby, 2020). 

In overall terms, museums have evolved into multi-functional organizations 
integrating education, entertainment, and leisure, offering experiences that are 
social, recreational, and even commercial. In their study, Shao et al. (2019) 
addressed the National Gallery - an art museum in Central London. Founded in 
1824, it is one of the UK’s most representative nationally funded museums, and is 
widely known as it houses a relevant collection of internationally renowned works 
by famous artists. The National Gallery has been commercialized on a large scale, 
significantly contributing to London’s tourism economy. With the rise of economic 
constraints that have led to cuts in government funding for culture, the National 
Gallery is now adept at generating income from other sources (Shao et al., 2019). 
The shopping experiences it provides include purchasing different products such as 
gifts, books, postcards, stationery, t-shirts, and jewelry. The National Gallery also 
has restaurants and coffee shops for visitors. Those desiring a deeper 
understanding of what is being displayed can rent audio guides. Furthermore, 
membership is available, and the National Gallery members enjoy benefits such as 
free admission to exhibitions, preview days, priority booking for public events, and 
discounts at its stores (Shao et al., 2019). 

Indeed, the growth of cultural tourism can positively impact most museums, but 
some cities and countries may be better placed to take advantage of this growth (van 
den Bosch, 2007). In this regard, van den Bosch (2007, 502) argues that: 

  
The quality of the permanent collection is no longer sufficient to attract 
the masses to museums. Like a shopping mall, museums are seeking to 
attract a broad range of visitors who will stay as long as possible, and who 
are less interested in originality, or in art itself, than in the additional 
opportunities for consumption and interaction. The changes in 
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architecture also reflect more relaxed attitudes in the modern museum 
visitor, who is less intimidated by the museum and art. 

 
Preziosi (2007, 110-111) similarly stresses that “[w]e live in a world in which 
virtually anything can be staged or deployed in a museum, and in which virtually 
anything can be designated or serve as a museum.” Turning spaces into tourist 
consumption sites is a trend termed "touristification" (Wang, 2000). Museums are 
undoubtedly relevant spaces for tourism in destinations, and can constitute a rich 
empirical ground for social research in tourism. 

Stylianou-Lambert (2011) makes a distinction between ‘cultural tourists’, who 
he defines as individuals who visit cultural institutions or places such as museums, 
art galleries, archaeological and heritage sites, festivals, or architecture while away 
from home, and ‘visitors’, who are defined as individuals who visits museums or 
galleries whether at home or at a tourist destination. Stylianou-Lambert (2011) 
further argues that sociological approaches usually rely on cultural sociology to 
show how people’s social, cultural, political, and economic environments shape 
their identities and perceptions and inform their actions in museums (Stylianou-
Lambert, 2009). 

Within the sociological approach to the consumption of cultural products, 
Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital has been immensely influential (Kim et al., 
2007; Stylianou-Lambert, 2009). Participation in arts/cultural events serves as a 
way to sustain distinctions between social classes (Bourdieu (1984). To be an active 
consumer of cultural products, one must possess a specific knowledge and 
familiarity that is disproportionately accessible to different social classes (Kim et 
al., 2007). In this sense, the consumption of cultural products represents a 
communication system that enables individuals to maintain and create social 
relationships, leading to social class stratification (Kim et al., 2007). According to 
Bourdieu (1984), an individual's social position depends on the level of cultural, 
economic, and social capital that defines their lifestyle (Inglis & Thorpe, 2019).  

In particular, Bourdieu (1984) has addressed the concepts of social class and 
identity in judgments of taste. Taste shows the advantage for the privileged to draw 
on social, economic, and cultural capital (Watson, 2007). Art museums are 
particularly illustrative of this perspective, as Chong (2007, 203) explains: 

  
Visiting art museums is closely linked to level of education (whether 
measured by qualifications or length of schooling) and social origins. 
Thus, according to Bourdieu, a work of art has meaning and interest only 
for someone who possesses the requisite cultural competence. 

 
Although highly influential, different limitations of Bourdieu’s theory of cultural 
capital have been pointed out throughout the years. For instance, it has been argued 



 

43 

 

that it is necessary to construct a finer-grained view of the social determinants of 
cultural orientations, as Savage et al. (2005, 12) explain: 
 

… it is necessary to develop a richer descriptive understanding of the 
clustering of cultural taste, knowledge and participation in its own terms, 
rather than about the reduction of particular, narrowly defined, cultural 
states to various socio-economic determinants. 

 
Hanquinet (2013) similarly problematizes the weight of socio-economic 
determinants in consuming cultural products, and questions the links between 
social stratification and cultural classifications. The author (2013) has proposed the 
concept of ‘cultural profile’, defining it as the set of cultural, creative, and leisure 
activities, as well as tastes in various areas and knowledge of art, that characterizes 
a museum’s visitors. Hanquinet (2013) argues that cultural profiles refer to a 
nuanced view of the cultural dimension of lifestyles, enabling the contextualization 
of museum visits in people’s daily lives. Hanquinet's (2013) study aimed to identify 
cultural profiles among visitors of modern and contemporary art museums, in order 
to unravel the different lifestyles into which a museum visit is inserted. To this end, 
the author (2013) has inquired about museum visitors in Belgium.  

Different clusters of museum visitors that reveal six distinct profiles were 
identified by Hanquinet (2013). In the first profile – ‘classically cultured visitors’ – 
the museum visit reflects a familiarity with culture and arts commonly recognized 
as “high” (theatre, classical music concerts, and so on). However, these visitors 
reject contemporary art, particularly, in their activities. A second profile – ‘passive 
cultured visitors’ – shares some characteristics with the previous one, but differs 
mainly through an attitude of inactivity that leads to a more limited form of cultural 
participation. A visit to an art museum is an occasional activity. ‘Cultured 
progressists’ is the third profile, which Hanquinet (2013) characterizes as those 
visitors who frequently participate in different activities, such as sports. For these 
individuals, a museum visit can be regarded as being integrated into a search for 
novelty and experiences, which unfolds as a process of self-construction within a 
willingness to be confronted by many stimuli. A fourth profile – ‘hedonists’ – shares 
some similarities with the previous one, and is mainly characterized by people 
seeking activities that enable sociability. Individuals within this profile seem to 
pursue several leisure activities based on sociability, and a visit to an art museum 
may mainly be an occasion for spending time with friends. A fifth profile - the 
‘distants’ – comprises people with low artistic knowledge. A visit to an art museum 
seems to be an unusual part of their lifestyle. Finally, the ‘art lovers’ are the sixth 
profile, and they seem to enjoy most art forms, including contemporary art. They 
are regular visitors to art museums and cultural places. 
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Hanquinet (2013) argues that the role of the high-low culture distinction in 
forming the different configurations of tastes and practices needs to be reassessed 
in light of the changes happening in the cultural sphere. Without dismissing class 
and education when regarding the consumption of cultural products, such as art 
museums, the author (2013) argues that visitors of art museums should be 
considered in the context of their entire set of practices, tastes, cultural, creative, 
and leisure activities into which museum attendance is inserted.  

Different reasons to visit museums have been pointed out, and Falk (2006) 
summarizes that these may be social, recreational, educational, self-fulfilling, 
cultural, evocative of reverence, and restorative. Stylianou-Lambert (2009, 142) 
emphasizes, in particular, the identity of museum visitors, and argues that: 

 
... consumption and leisure choices seem to revolve around defining and 
reconstructing a self-identity. More specifically, the shared experience of 
art attendance can become evidence of the possession of social and 
intellectual credentials for belonging (...). Thus, museums can be places 
where individuals, like subcultures, construct their self-identities. This is 
possible through a process of drawing symbolic boundaries which help 
individuals distinguish themselves from others and feel that they belong 
to certain communities of like-minded individuals. 

 
In his study, Falk (2006) identified museum-specific identities and argued that 
museum visitors tend to enact one or diverse combinations of identities. He (2006) 
suggests that the identity is specific to particular visits, although this identity will 
be consistent with how that individual “defines” themself. As Falk (2006, 154-155) 
further explains: 
 

In other words, my identity today, when I visit a museum, may be that of 
a “tourist” because I happen to be visiting a new city, but next week, back 
home, I might go to a museum, maybe this time with my children, and 
enact a different identity, that of a “parent.” I may be willing to say that 
being both a tourist and a parent are important aspects of who “I am,” 
but may not be willing to say that either is the single most important and 
defining aspect of my life. Nonetheless, on that day, in that museum, that 
identity defines my motivations, and by so doing, it also must influence 
my learning. 

 
Additionally, Falk (2006) argued that identity-related motivations for visiting 
museums influence their learning in museums, particularly their long-term 
knowledge. His study was conducted at the California Science Center, and the 
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museum visitor identities proposed by Falk (2006) are detailed in the table below 
(table 2). 
 
Table 2 Museum-specific identities (Falk, 2006). 

 

Museum-
specific 
identities 

Characterization 

Explorer “These individuals said they visited because of curiosity and/or a general 
interest in discovering more about the subject or the content of the 
institution. In fact, a number of these visitors self-described themselves as 
curious people, and saw places like the California Science Center as 
supporting their curiosity.” (2006, 156). 

Facilitator “In stark contrast to explorers, another group of individuals said they were 
visiting in order to satisfy the needs and desires of someone they cared 
about (other than themselves)—in particular their children.” (2006, 157). 

Professional / 
hobbyist 

“This group was related to the explorer group, but these were not your 
typical explorer types. These individuals said they possessed a strong 
knowledge and interest in the content of the institution, and their primary 
motivation was not general but specific. Given their backgrounds, they were 
more interested in learning how the information was conveyed than in the 
information per se.” (2006, 157). 

Experience 
seeker 

These individuals, often tourists, were motivated to visit primarily in order to 
“collect” an experience, so that they could say they’ve “been there, done 
that.” (2006, 157) 

Spiritual 
pilgrim 
 
 

“Although relatively scarce in our Science Center visitor population, some 
individuals visited in order to reflect, rejuvenate, or generally just bask in the 
wonder of the place. In terms of the Science Center, these are individuals 
who expressed an awe or reverence for the subject matter or setting: “The 
Science Center is a place for introspection, a place for ‘science.” (2006, 
158) 

 
 
As Falk (2006) proposes, the different identities assumed in museums reveal the 
underlying motivations of the visitors. Notably, Falk (2006) emphasizes that 
tourists often assume the ‘experience seeker’ identity. This nuanced view of 
museum visitors' identities showcases that people take distinct positions in specific 
museum visits. A facilitator, for example, seemingly results from a context where 
the visitor takes a particular identity bounded by that context. As discussed before, 
in positioning theory, identity is discursively constructed in communication 
(Andreouli, 2010), and different facets of identity can become relevant in distinct 
discursive contexts. Through discourses, positions can establish multiple aspects of 
personal identity (Deppermann, 2015).  
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All in all, and as mentioned above, museums have become tourist attractions, 
even more so in late modernity when these institutions need to compete with other 
attractions in destinations for visibility and visitors (Reckwitz, 2020a). In 
particular, studies have shown that people have an increased desire to visit cultural 
attractions, including museums, when abroad (Harrison, 1997; Stylianou-Lambert, 
2011), which heightens the challenge of museums to gain the attention of tourists 
and attract them to destinations that in late modernity usually have an abundance 
of attractions, events, and services (Reckwitz, 2020a). 

The paradigm shift from the focus on objects exhibited to audiences to their 
experiences, together with the development of tourism as an information-intensive 
industry where there is an increased use of technology, such as digital channels, 
contributed to the relevance of online consumer reviews, as they can provide 
valuable data to those striving to meet visitors’ expectations while maintaining the 
economic sustainability of museums (Su & Teng, 2018; Orea-Giner et al., 2021). 
Thus, understanding visitors’ experiences is vital, since these will end up impacting 
the practices of the museum’s management (Baleiro, 2023) 

The ability to make one’s opinion known in public and widely available in 
reviews stands as the opposite of the creator orientation, in which a cultural 
organization, such as a museum, tells audiences how to act (Alexander et al., 
2018a). With OCR websites such as TripAdvisor, audiences become empowered to 
publicly disclose what they expect and demand (Alexander et al., 2018a). 

3.2 Online narratives about tourists’ experiences 
Reviews related to tourist destinations and attractions can be found on different 
websites, but TripAdvisor is the world’s leading review site focusing on travel and 
tourism (Onorati & Giardullo, 2020). TripAdvisor was founded in 2000, and was 
designed “to assist customers in gathering travel information, posting opinions of 
travel related issues, engaging in interactive travel forums and for no other 
purposes” (Crotts et al., 2012, 282). The website’s content is freely available, and an 
account is only required to add reviews. TripAdvisor is owned by the online travel 
agency Expedia. The business generates its revenues through advertising: 
TripAdvisor hosts links to online travel booking sites and obtains commissions from 
reservations made using click-throughs (Jeacle & Carter, 2011). 

OCR websites appearance in the market enabled public forums for tourists’ 
opinions, and consumers thus gained a voice in an industry long controlled by 
gatekeepers, professionals, and government bodies (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). 
TripAdvisor can be regarded as a consumer-to-consumer online community where 
people share opinions and search for recommendations about travel-related 
services (Minazzi, 2015). 
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Reviews on TripAdvisor present the name of the person who made the review 
(usually a short phrase that is a pseudonym), the place of origin of the tourist, an 
assessment grade – a rating between 1 and 5 dots – about what is being reviewed, 
the date when the review was posted, and the review itself with a title and the 
remaining written content. The title of the review often functions as an abstract, 
which provides the gist or central point of the review (Vásquez, 2012).  

The content of reviews can be inserted in a relatively unconstrained text area, 
which facilitates the posting of detailed opinions (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). Some 
reviews also include photos taken by consumers, although most reviews only 
present written texts. It is important to note that TripAdvisor is designed to allow 
website contributors varying degrees of pseudonymity. Orlikowski and Scott (2015, 
702) state that “the anonymity of the crowd may elicit bolder comments.” Reviews 
are commonly posted after a visit to a tourist destination, but may also be written 
during a stay (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014).  

On TripAdvisor, as increasingly on other OCR websites, reviews are subject to 
the assessment of others who can flag reviews as useful, in what Nuenen (2021, 71) 
calls a system of “upvoting”. Reviewers are thus gaining status in the community 
when they accumulate votes (Nuenen, 2021).  

Finally, on TripAdvisor there are also several rankings that the platform 
organizes. There are, for example, rankings for restaurants, hotels, and attractions 
in each city, with underlying definitions that are not explicit (Mellet et al., 2014). 
These websites offer a compromise between exhaustiveness, with reviews and 
ratings being added massively by tourists, and recommendations, with the diverse 
rankings offered (Mellet et al., 2014). 

Tourists share their experiences in reviews (Vásquez, 2012; Orlikowski & Scott, 
2013; Nuenen, 2021). As Reckwitz (2020a, 47) explains: “[t]he layman evaluates 
the inherent complexity of a good primarily on the basis of his own experience.” 
Consequently, consumers tend to focus on how they experienced a good and were 
affected by it (Reckwitz, 2020a). Reckwitz (2020a, 47) further explains that: 

 
… the appropriation of the particular has the structure of lived 
experience. A singular object of thing, a singular subject, a singular place, 
a singular event, a singular collective – they are all experienced as unique 
and have a unique social reality. Experience is a mental but also physical 
process of appropriating the world in which objects of attention are 
perceived by the senses. As lived experience, sensory perception goes 
beyond the function of gathering information. 

 
As mentioned earlier, it has long been acknowledged that tourists commonly 
express their experiences through narratives in reviews (Jurafsky et al., 2014; 
Vásquez, 2012). In these narrative accounts, the author is often the main character 
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(Van Laer et al., 2018). In a recent study on online reviews of Italian hotels, 
Fiorentino and Compagnone (2019) found that the narrative format is the most 
common in the analysed reviews. The authors (2019) discuss that this option for a 
narrative format can be seen in the light of the need to get the attention and 
involvement of the readers of the reviews. Also, since the experience of visiting a 
tourist attraction and using a service in the tourism field leads to a sequence of 
events, it is thus a format prone to establishing a basis from which visitors can 
recount the experience (Fiorentino & Compagnone, 2019).  

Vásquez (2012) has earlier suggested that tourists are aware of their audience as 
they write their reviews. Furthermore, in particular, they use different resources to 
engage readers despite the reviewers and their readers being unknown to each other 
and separated by time and space (Vasquez, 2012). This underlying concern for the 
ones who will read the reviews becomes particularly evident in the 
recommendations. Fiorentino and Compagnone (2019) argue that online travel 
reviews are perlocutionary: they are intended to provide guidance and advice for 
other tourists. 

These recommendations show an underlying deontic logic. Deontics is a form of 
social interaction analysis that can address how social actors make suggestions for 
future events (Arminen et al., 2022). By claiming a deontic right, one can convey 
suggestions for the future actions of others (Arminen et al., 2022). 

In her study about hotel complaints, Vásquez (2011) emphasizes expectations as 
another feature of reviews. The author found that almost one-third of complaints 
explicitly referenced expectations not being met, or disappointment resulting from 
a mismatch between price and condition or previous experiences. Vásquez (2011) 
further states that the disconnection between the reviewer’s expectations and the 
actual hotel experience lies at the core of all the narratives studied. Thus, it is 
suggested that expectations are central to how the tourist’s experience is made 
sense of and recounted in the reviews.  

Baka (2015, 164) has empirically found that tourists engage with TripAdvisor as 
a pivotal aspect of their travel experience: “[m]any confessed they do not go on a 
trip or visit any place without checking TripAdvisor first.” As Baka (2015, 167) 
points out, “sharing experiences with fellow travelers and consuming others’ 
stories—reviews—has become an inseparable part of the travel experience.” 
Checking TripAdvisor seems to have become part of an increasingly generalized 
practice involving getting references online as tourists make decisions (Orlikowski 
& Scott, 2014). 

Travel reviews play an essential role in the trip planning process, as they provide 
ideas, add fun to the planning process, and increase confidence by reducing risk 
and making it easier to imagine what places will be like (Gretzel & Yoo, 2008). 
According to Gretzel and Yoo (2008), users extract up-to-date suggestions from the 
reviews so that they can more easily plan their trips. Diverse studies have shown 
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that TripAdvisor influences consumers’ choices (Couldry, 2012; Baka, 2015; 
Ganzaroli et al., 2017; Nuenen, 2021).  

Trust is an essential aspect of TripAdvisor, and Jeacle and Carter (2011, 294) 
even state that “to a large degree its whole business model is predicated on the 
successful commercialization of trust.” TripAdvisor plays a role as a ‘trusted 
intermediary’ for tourists (replacing traditional travel agents), thus engendering 
trust (Bialecki et al., 2016). The information in this OCR website is generally seen 
as less biased than travel service providers' information and traditional marketing 
communication (Kang & Schuett, 2013). Opinions published by peers are often seen 
as more reliable than information from sources controlled by companies (Ladhari 
& Michaud, 2015; Onorati & Giardullo, 2020). Hence, it seems that trust placed by 
the public has become increasingly based on lay opinion over expert knowledge 
(Jeacle & Carter, 2011). As Jeacle and Carter (2011, 304) explain: “[l]ay opinion 
derives its credibility from being the authentic voice of experience, uncompromised 
by corporate life and other vested interests.” 

Authenticity is thus a central feature in the credibility and appeal of TripAdvisor 
(Onorati & Giardulo, 2020; Nuenen, 2021). Many tourism researchers regard the 
concept of authenticity from a constructivist view, where it is considered negotiable 
and socially constructed (Cohen, 1988; Du Cros and McKercher, 2015). TripAdvisor 
claims to share real people’s experiences, suggesting its content’s authenticity 
(Onorati & Giardulo, 2020). TripAdvisor's functioning logic of an Online Consumer 
Review website, based on many tourists’ contributions, seems especially effective 
through repetition, reinforcing the authenticity of what is presented. The metaphor 
of the echo chamber effect is helpful in understanding how perspectives that are 
repeated in reviews add strength to the sense of authenticity of what is shown 
(Nuenen, 2021). Furthermore, the fact that there is a never-ending publication of 
reviews makes the information up-to-date, which is also essential for tourists to 
consider it reliable (Gretzel et al., 2007; Gillespie, 2014). In late modernity, and 
more than ever, as Reckwitz (2020a) argues, tourists pursue authentic places and 
moments, and TripAdvisor offers a seemingly authentic means to pursue authentic 
tourism. 

In addition to the volume of reviews and the constant updating of content, 
TripAdvisor is especially attractive to tourists because the reviews often offer 
details, thoughts, and personal reflections that potentially enable a sense of direct 
relationship with the one reading the opinion (Mellet et al., 2014). As Baka (2015, 
165) puts it: “[t]he perceived realities as shared by others is what tourists of all ages 
care about.” The details that you cannot find in traditional travel guides, and the 
accessory information that might be so particular that it is of interest only to a few 
(such as a specialty shop near a hotel or that the hotel will lend you rackets to play 
in the tennis court, for example), becomes available on TripAdvisor. This seems to 
be especially appreciated by many tourists who use this OCR website (Baka, 2015). 
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By being detailed and personal and reflecting the opinions of many different 
reviewers, one can strive for an intersubjective pursuit of information when delving 
into reviews (Mellet et al., 2014).   

The other side of the coin is that reviews often become extemporaneously 
narrated by consumers without following typical standards, resulting in multiple 
personalized and sometimes contradictory qualitative assessments (Orlikowski & 
Scott, 2014). Thus, TripAdvisor’s numerical rankings, which result from these 
travellers’ reviews and ratings, will end up expressing an aggregation of unregulated 
opinions made without explicit criteria (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). Another issue is 
the possibility of fake reviews (Orlikowski & Scott, 2015). Estimates suggest that 
between 10 and 30 percent of online reviews are false (Orlikowski & Scott, 2015). 
This is especially relevant since reviews remain indefinitely available to the public. 

Managing millions of reviews and ratings, with the velocity and volatility of the 
user-generated content of TripAdvisor, requires a technological apparatus based on 
algorithms (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). Thus, the evaluation outcomes in these 
websites result from the entanglement of consumers’ input, content aggregation, 
and the programmable criteria underlying the algorithms (Orlikowski & Scott, 
2014; Baka, 2015). Importantly, there is a general lack of transparency in the 
criteria used by algorithms in nearly all OCR websites. Gillespie (2014) proposes 
relevant questions in this regard: who is being chosen to be measured and included 
in the rankings, and who might be left out of the calculation? And, what does the 
"best" or "top" or "trends” actually mean? TripAdvisor algorithms sustain which 
places, sites, or attractions will show up when users input queries, and also 
determines how they will be presented: the sequence, level of detail, associated 
information displayed, and so on (Nuenen, 2021). 

The company that owns TripAdvisor does not discuss its ranking algorithm and 
tools for fraud detection, with the argument that these could prompt unduly 
influenced outcomes (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). Nonetheless, it is reasonable to 
assume that the rankings are somehow the outcome of combining the average score 
and the number of reviews (Mellet et al., 2014). Thus, the algorithms are entangled 
with the valuation of tourists in their writing of reviews and rating activities. 
Therefore, “[l]ike other ordering devices, algorithmically powered and powerful 
generative mechanisms are highly entangled with valuation practices” (Baka, 2015, 
177). Orlikowski and Scott (2014, 874) characterize the website’s complexity as an 
adaptable apparatus of valuation, activated and entangled through databases, 
algorithms, and consumers: 

 
In the TripAdvisor apparatus, we find an algorithm for producing online 
valuations; an algorithmically-centered business model for transforming 
user-generated content into “trusted advice” for independent travelers. 
TripAdvisor’s valuation apparatus is a relational mash of software code, 
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weighted priorities, and filtering processes that gather, store, assemble 
and distill multiple hotel reviews and ratings posted by millions of 
anonymous users to produce specific rankings about hotels within 
specific regions on an almost real-time basis. (…) The algorithm 
producing the Popularity Index ranking operates sequentially, filtering 
and ordering the diverse “wisdom of the crowd” into a subset of data 
points, which is then subject to further calculation that privileges some 
things (e.g., recency of review) and not others. 

 
It is essential to consider that the logic of TripAdvisor’s underlying algorithms and 
operating criteria are based on big data. Data are always tied to a temporal 
dimension, including when they were created and considered expired or invalid 
(Nuenen, 2021). Additionally, new data may become available any time, 
continuously subverting the previous dataset (Nuenen, 2021). Thus, a defining 
characteristic of OCR websites is the never-ending updating of content, which 
makes these media anything but stable (Nuenen, 2021). Within the algorithm-
powered functioning logic, we have an ever-evolving “statistically underpinned and 
mutable valuation” (Nuenen, 2021, 72). 

A consequence of TripAdvisor’s use of algorithms is that these create a self-
referential logic in the content presented, since consumer reviews and ratings 
influence the rankings produced and presented on the website. This is a matter of 
considerable importance, since the visibility given to destinations and their 
attractions and services in rankings funnels the attention of audiences and, in turn, 
will influence further reviews and ratings. Thus, we have a logic where the ranking 
algorithm produces progressively self-referential outcomes (Orlikowski & Scott, 
2014). 

On another level, these self-referential dynamics influence managers and those 
managing tourism services. These latter often become motivated to consider what 
reviews express, and accordingly make adjustments and changes in their activities 
(Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). These dynamics create consequences: changing 
practices in response to reviews creates a business sensitized to the particular 
interests and issues of past and future reviews (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). 

Another consequence of the prominence of OCR websites in the tourism sector 
is the never-ending, temporally and physically dispersed social construction of 
tourism practices. As Baka (2015) explains, when tourists share their travel 
experiences on TripAdvisor, they have already left (or will physically leave) the 
destination. However, they will still contribute to making the place with their 
reviews later. Thus, a tourist place or service is constructed by multiple actors that, 
over time and physically dispersed, contribute to how these places or services are 
presented and evaluated on OCR websites (Baka, 2015). 
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Hence, traveling has been transformed with the emergence of user-generated 
content and these websites. The ability to quickly seek information before, during, 
and after traveling and to share information at any moment creates a transcendency 
of space and time, which impacts tourism practices. (Baka, 2015). As Baka (2015, 
167-168) explains: 

 
Users on TripAdvisor consume places in multiple ways. They read and 
write stories about distant and familiar places—destinations, hotels, 
attractions—they interact with travelers and hoteliers and negotiate 
truth, they make the invisible visible, they trust, they believe, they value, 
they doubt: they make places. 

 
With OCR websites, we now have widespread open-ended consumer input, with a 
flux of variable and sometimes contradictory opinions, with content aggregation 
and unknown criteria employed in the algorithm functioning that impacts tourism 
practices. In particular, tourists’ sensibilities and expectations are affected, as are 
other industry actors (involved in managing services and attractions) in their work 
and decisions (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014). That is why Orlikowski and Scott (2014) 
state that traveling is performed differently now that OCR websites and their 
algorithmic valuation apparatus exist.  

This complexity is fed by an ongoing flux of visitors’ opinions, and submitting a 
review online is a behaviour with different possible motivations (Mladenovic et al., 
2018). Previous research (e.g., Gretzel & Yoo, 2007; Yoo & Gretzel, 2008; Bronner 
& De Hoog, 2011) has highlighted diverse motivations for participating in this 
process, and these naturally vary according to where the data was collected, the type 
of service or product being reviewed, and the site where the review is posted (Flint 
& Jennings, 2022). In a recent study on online travel reviews, Bakshi et al. (2021) 
have identified four main motivations for writing reviews: altruism, reputation, 
rewards, and venting negative feelings, which generally overlap with the findings of 
other studies (e.g., Bronner & De Hoog 2011; Mladenovic et al., 2018).   

First, altruism consists of obtaining self-satisfaction by helping other tourists 
without expecting rewards (Bronner & De Hoog, 2011; Cheung & Lee, 2012; Bakshi 
et al., 2021). Within this broad motivation, there can be diverse specific reasons for 
participation, such as alerting others to the risk of a product or service or giving 
something back to a community that has contributed in valuable ways to one’s own 
decisions (Munar & Jacobsen, 2014). 

On the other hand, a second and now extrinsic motive is reputation (Bakshi et 
al., 2021). Improving one’s status in a social community (Liang et al., 2008), 
enhancing the sharing of experiences when compared to those who do not 
contribute (Tong et al., 2007), and striving for peer recognition (Carrillo & Gaimon, 
2004) are essential motivations pointed out in previous studies. 
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A third motivation is obtaining rewards (Bakshi et al., 2021). For example, the 
benefits of publishing reviews online can include upgrades, discounts, and points. 
Finally, a fourth motivation is venting feelings connected to negative experiences 
(Yoo & Gretzel, 2008).  

Of the motivations that have been highlighted in previous research, altruism 
emerges as the one that is significantly prominent across studies (e.g., Gretzel & 
Yoo, 2008; Yoo & Gretzel, 2008; Bronner & De Hoog, 2011; Wilson et al., 2012; 
Cheung & Lee, 2012; Bechmann & Lomborg, 2013; Bakshi et al., 2019; Bakshi et al., 
2021). For example, in their study of reviews of summer holiday vacationers, 
Bronner & De Hoog (2011) have found that the most frequent motivations to post 
are those related to helping other travellers. For 70% of the individuals posting 
reviews, the main reason is to help other tourists make good decisions (Bronner & 
De Hoog, 2011). Similarly, in their research on the motivations to write online 
reviews after vacations, Mladenovic et al. (2018) found that altruism is the 
dominant reason to submit a review. 

Regardless of the motivations, the perspective that reviewers take on roles when 
contributing to TripAdvisor is relevant. In their study on TripAdvisor, Mkono and 
Tribe (2017) identified the roles that tourism social media users assume in their 
online interactions, using reviews and posts within discussion forums. The concept 
of social role has long been fundamental in sociology (Welser et al., 2007). Noy 
(2004) proposes that a role combines specific behavioural, structural, and 
meaningful attributes. As Noy (2004) further explains, the social role includes a 
meaningful schema of what the role is, and that schema is related to adequate 
interactions and expectations. In terms of roles in social media, Mkono and Tribe 
(2017, 288) have suggested that: 

 
Social media user roles can be understood as patterned characteristics of 
communication between network members; each role is a combination 
of particular sets of behavioral, meaningful attributes that shape social 
structural relations online.  

 
Studies have addressed online user roles outside the tourism field on sites like 
Twitter and Facebook. For example, Bechmann and Lomborg (2013) identified the 
following roles within Facebook: information seeker, self-presenter, and content 
creator. In online discussion groups, in particular, Welser et al. (2007) have 
elaborated that there are diverse social roles, such as experts, conversationalists, 
fans, and discussion artists. 

Wickens (2002) stresses the subjective ability of holidaymakers to ascribe 
diverse meanings to their experiences by drawing on Goffman’s (1961, 1967) role 
theory. In his study, the author (2002) shows that although tourists were placed in 
individual mass tourist roles arranged by the industry, they opted to step out of 
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them and assign themselves to subjective roles that shape their experiences. 
Similarly, Uriely et al. (2002) showed how backpackers subjectively construct their 
experiences by taking fragments from diverse products provided by the tourism 
industry and re-interpreting and reassembling them as they prefer (Noy, 2004). All 
in all, Uriely et al. (2002) and other studies (e.g., Poria et al., 2003) challenge the 
view of tourists as passive and stress the importance of their active negotiation of 
meanings (Noy, 2004). Lee et al. (2011) have highlighted that Web 2.0 enables a 
full interactive and self-expression arena. Also, there is always an implicit social 
dimension in OCR websites. Reviews are continuously published with the 
expectation that others will read them (Alexander et al., 2018a). 

As stated, Mkono and Tribe (2017, 296) identified individual tourists’ roles in 
their online interactions by analysing TripAdvisor’s reviews and posts from 
discussion forums. Building on tourists’ interactions, the authors devised distinct 
user roles that define their experience and comportment online. The tourists’ roles 
identified in the study are presented and characterized below (table 3): 
 
Table 3 Roles of tourists on TripAdvisor (Mkono & Tribe, 2017, 296). 

 

Role in 
TripAdvisor 

Characterization of the role 

The troll “The troll, who seeks gratification from manipulating and deceiving other 
users. To thwart their efforts, trolls should be separated from genuine users, 
unless their actions amount to more serious corporate or individual 
harassment.”  

The socialite “The socialite, whose interest lies in status seeking and display. The 
socialite’s online behaviors provide useful cues about tourism consumption 
fads and trends.”  

Activist “The activist, who rallies other users to take action in pursuit of a cause, 
typically socioethical in nature. The activist can raise awareness of pertinent 
and/or critical issues affecting the tourism industry.” 

Information 
seeker 

“The information seeker solicits content from other users, in the process 
highlighting information gaps and enriching social media content. Knowledge 
of information gaps can be useful for destinations who want to communicate 
a clearer identity and position themselves in the tourism market.” 

The social 
critic 

“The social critic engages with other users discursively and reflexively, and 
articulates sociocultural and political issues, dilemmas, and ambiguities.” 

 
 
As Mkono and Tribe (2017) emphasize, the proposed categories do not depict types 
of users. Instead, tourists assume a particular role as they wish at any moment in 



 

55 

 

their online interactions. Roles are regarded by Mkono and Tribe (2017) as 
behavioural orientations that become evident in interactions on TripAdvisor, 
namely in its forums, indicating the intentions and mindset sought by users. 
Importantly, and as Mkono and Tribe (2017, 297) also explain: 
 

The categories are not marked by rigid boundaries either; that is, some 
categories overlap. For instance, a social critique could simultaneously be 
interpreted as activist. This facet of user experience is hardly surprising, 
as identities, personalities, and attendant behaviors, online and 
otherwise, at whatever level, are invariably fluid, mutable, and messy. 

 
The roles proposed by Mkono and Tribe (2017) are not intended to be exhaustive in 
capturing user experiences and behaviour within tourism social media. Indeed, the 
authors recognize that more categories may continue to emerge as the nature of 
social media platforms continues to evolve. 

3.3 Reviews of museums and other cultural attractions 
There is a growing body of research, coming from distinct paradigms and with 
varied approaches, that uses TripAdvisor reviews as data (e.g., Bertoli et al., 2016; 
Carter, 2016; Afzaal et al., 2019; Wight, 2020; Morowitz, 2022; Price, 2023). Within 
this diverse literature, I will focus my analysis on studies that address reviews’ 
written content and embrace their discursive dimension. This option is taken within 
the purpose of this thesis and the research questions being addressed.   

In this section, I will delve into the findings of recent studies on TripAdvisor 
reviews about museums and other cultural attractions. Research that addresses 
online reviews of museums and cultural sites remains relatively scarce (Hong, 
2020; Riva & Agostino, 2022).  

Narratives have long been recognized as a common way that tourists recount 
their experiences in online reviews (Vásquez, 2012). Still, as Buckley-Zistel and 
Williams (2020) recognize in their study of TripAdvisor, it is challenging to identify 
sufficiently strong narratives to propose typical stories or typologies. This seems to 
be an underlying challenge in the studies that address online reviews. As I will 
detail, one can usually find themes or topics, as well as components of visitors’ 
experiences, identified across reviews.  

To understand how visitors’ experiences are expressed in reviews, a strand of 
studies focuses on the main themes or topics. These studies’ findings reveal that 
‘practical advice’, ‘collection’, and ‘visit experience’, as well as ‘building’ and 
‘tickets’, are among the most common themes (Zanibellato et al., 2017; Shao et al., 
2019; Baleiro, 2023). 
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Other studies specifically address what are called the key components of 
reviews. This is the case with Evangelista and Ferrari’s (2018) study on the 
Boncompagni Ludovisi Decorative Art Museum in Rome. Similarly, Zanibellato (et 
al., 2017) found that the ‘building’, ‘collections’, and ‘staff’ were prominently 
present in the reviews. In another study about the components of tourists’ 
experiences, Simeon et al. (2017) explored reviews related to cultural attractions in 
Naples. They found that tourists interpret cultural attractions differently, revealing 
five components of tourists’ experiences related to cultural attractions: ‘wonder’, 
‘authenticity’, ‘relaxation’, ‘discovery’, and ‘knowledge’. In their study, the primary 
experience component found was ‘wonder’, and the authors (2017) explain that it 
can be interpreted as the surprise of a tourist that finds much more than they 
expected when visiting Naples. Overall, tourists expressed emotions and wonder in 
their online reviews about their experience when visiting cultural attractions, 
characterizing these as containing a sense of mystery, the extraordinary, and 
exceptionality. 

In their study about heritage attractions in Istanbul, Gursoy et al. (2022) have 
found ‘awe’ to be one of the main dimensions of online reviews. Similarly to 
‘wonder’, ‘awe’ refers to feeling impressed (Gursoy et al., 2022). The elements of 
‘awe’ included words such as ‘extraordinary’, ‘magnificent’, ‘wonderful’, 
‘impressive’, ‘amazing’, ‘breathtaking’, ‘superb’, and ‘spectacular’, among others, as 
features of heritage resources. For the authors, ‘awe’ reflects a feeling of being 
overwhelmed with a destination’s cultural value and heritage attractions. One can 
relate the results of this study with the perspective of expectations being 
significantly exceeded. Furthermore, findings from this study show that reviewers 
who express ‘awe’ will tend to strongly recommend that others visit the attractions 
(Gursoy et al., 2022). These recommendations have an underlying deontic logic. 

Employing some of the ideas put forward by Bourdieu’s (1984) Distinction, 
Alexander et al. (2018a) conducted a study of TripAdvisor reviews about cultural 
organizations in London. They used four criteria as the basis for their selection of 
organizations: (1) high-culture, (2) popular culture, (3) commercial, and (4) 
nonprofit. The first two categories relate to the status of the cultural products 
offered, and the latter are drawn from the type of organizational form. The four 
cultural attractions were the art museum Tate Modern (high-culture/nonprofit); 
the ZSL London Zoo (popular-culture/nonprofit); the theatre complex 
Shakespeare’s Globe (high-culture/commercial); and the wax museum Madam 
Tussaud’s (popular-culture/ commercial). This selection was based on how these 
organizations fit within the intersection of categories, as detailed above. The 
authors intended to explore how cultural status and organization form are relevant 
to reviewers in their account of experiences with these cultural attractions. 
Additionally, the study was set to understand how the reviewers of these different 
categories display cultural capital. Bourdieu’s (1984, 3) conceptualization of 
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“aesthetic disposition” established a theoretical basis which suggests that those with 
significant cultural disposition may engage in cultural experiences with an abstract 
and aesthetic discourse, while those with lower cultural capital may take an 
approach characterized by embodied reactions and through embracing the 
practicalities of their experiences (Alexander et al., 2018a; Hajibayova, 2020).  

Their findings show that the cultural organizations in the study were frequently 
evaluated through a mix of an embodied approach (visitors’ personal experiences) 
with an audience approach (advice to others). In more detailed terms, on the one 
hand an embodied approach tended to highlight the visitors’ own experiences, 
building on what they did (e.g., finding their way, enjoying views, engaging senses, 
walking, and so on), and on how they reacted to the whole experience (e.g., ‘loved 
it’, ‘enjoyed it’, ‘had fun’). On the other hand, the audience focus is discernible in 
the shared advice regarding the practicalities of the visit, often given in the use of 
second person voice (‘you’) to imagined readers. Examples of this advice included 
issues such as how to avoid queues, save money by booking a ticket in advance, what 
to wear, where to eat, and how to park the car. Advice related to children was also 
prominent, including about strollers and suggesting what could interest children 
(Alexander et al., 2018a). It is a noticeable deontic logic, where reviewers provide 
recommendations for the future actions of others. 

Alexander et al. (2018a) define this embodied audience focus as a popular 
orientation. The authors (2018a) speculate that the website context might influence 
the focus of reviews. TripAdvisor may push toward the practical as a travel site, 
since the site is designed for peers to give travel advice. However, as they (2018a) 
note, nothing on TripAdvisor says that reviews of cultural experiences should 
exclude the aesthetic experience, evaluations of the content of exhibitions, or 
specific advice on what objects or displays are must-sees.  

Alexander et al. (2018a) have found that reviewers make evaluations based on 
their own experiences but tell nothing of themselves, not indicating why readers 
might be interested in their accounts. Overall, the authors (2018a) have also found 
that, on the whole, reviewers did not draw on discourses of high or popular culture, 
and cultural distinction is not particularly relevant in the context of their study. 
Elements of symbolic mastery such as discussions of aesthetic criteria, knowledge 
of artists and the art form, links, and comparisons showcasing knowledge on 
cultural products that could evidence cultural classification were rare. In Alexander 
et al.’s (2018a) empirical context, reviewers rarely engaged with cultural 
classification or played status games. A tiny minority of reviewers claimed status 
honour for various reasons, including symbolic mastery of traditional cultural 
capital. Evidence of symbolic mastery appeared only in the high-culture 
organizations addressed in the study: Shakespeare’s Globe and the Tate Modern.  

In sum, reviewers mainly focused on the practicalities of the experience and 
descriptions of embodied personal experiences. Although cultural objects or 
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displays were mentioned on some occasions, there was little engagement beyond 
simple mentions or a general observation that the entire content of the organization 
was good or worth seeing (Alexander et al., 2018a).  

Hajibayova (2020), similarly using Bourdieu’s concepts and the framework 
developed in Alexander’s (2018a) study, set out to explore how cultural sites and 
objects in the former conflict zones of the South Caucasus are constructed in 
narratives on TripAdvisor. The findings from 1331 reviews show that they were 
predominantly embodied and audience-focused (1176 and 195, respectively). 
Similarly, as with the results of the study of Alexander et al. (2018a), the analysis of 
Hajibayova (2020) revealed individuals’ focus on their personal experiences and 
feelings, such as actions taken (walking and climbing) and reactions (such as 
enjoyment and love).  

A recurrent finding in the setting of studies of reviews about museums and other 
cultural attractions is the emotional dimension of tourists’ experiences, as 
mentioned earlier when addressing the results of Simeon et al.’s (2017) work. 
Further research that reveals this dimension includes the studies of Baleiro (2023), 
Yu et al. (2021), Alabau-Montoya and Ruiz-Molina (2020), and Hodsdon (2022). 
In their research on four heritage sites in Spain (an art museum, two museum 
houses, and a site of natural heritage), Ramírez-Gutiérrez et al. (2018) found that 
emotional responses are relevant to tourists’ experiences: their data shows that the 
structure of the reviews combined emotional aspects activated by the visit with 
practical aspects about management, with suggestions/advice related to future 
visits, and, to a lesser extent, criticisms of proposals or directed at the management 
of the heritage sites. Their work shows how emotion is prominently present in 
TripAdvisor reviews. 

Taking an explicit perspective on tourists’ emotions, Lee et al. (2022) also 
sought to explore how tourists’ emotions associated with their travel experiences 
are presented in their reviews. The authors conducted a polarity analysis of tourist 
attractions in Gatlinburg (Tennessee) and performed sentiment analyses based on 
the criteria of six basic emotions: anger, disgust, fear, joy, sadness, and surprise. In 
their study, emotions are regarded as social expressions of feelings and affect 
influenced by culture (Lee et al., 2022). 

The results reveal that positive emotions correspond with their ratings on 
TripAdvisor. Additionally, Lee et al. (2022) emphasize that some parts of tourists’ 
emotional expressions in the reviews might be too complex to be categorized into 
existing classifications, since they seem to suggest going beyond the literal 
meanings of the emotion categories. 

The emotional response of visitors was also identified as playing a prominent 
role in reviews in Souto’s (2018) study on two memory museums in Germany 
addressing the holocaust. Among other results, Souto (2018) found that the 
museums had shifted from focusing on the historical knowledge provided by the 
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exhibitions to emphasizing the emotional investment of the visitors. Her study 
supports the perspective that providing emotional experiences enables visitors to 
develop a stronger empathy with what is being exhibited.  

In another study, Buckley-Zistel and Williams (2020) have also found that 
emotional responses are an essential aspect of tourists’ experiences. The authors 
(2020) have studied a random sample of reviews on TripAdvisor: 307 English 
language reviews about the Tuol Sleng Genocide Museum and 306 reviews about 
the Kigali Genocide Memorial. They have identified five salient topics in reviews: 
the significance of visiting the memorials, the emotional responses, the materiality 
and content of the sites, the expected practices within the areas, and reflections on 
genocidal violence and its transnational moral significance (Buckley-Zistel & 
Williams, 2020). Most reviews referred to at least one emotion. The authors discuss 
that while reviews articulate emotions that might seem personal and unique at first 
sight, they are commonly paralleled by other visitors. Buckley-Zistel and Williams 
(2020) speculate that the wish to align oneself with others who had the same 
experience relates to the fact that there is a strong tendency to homogenize 
statements in reviews about the two sites studied. As illustrated by the reviews of 
these two sites, there are unspoken rules regarding what can be stated. Thus, 
TripAdvisor posts are not simply expressions of similar feelings but of discursive 
worldmaking. Visitors feel part of a broader sentiment, becoming conditioned by it 
(Buckley-Zistel & Williams, 2020). 

Their results show a prevalence of common personal accounts that are socially 
acceptable in the particular group of tourists visiting memorial sites. The authors 
discuss that in writing a text, TripAdvisor and other digital media users draw on the 
previous texts to embed a review’s meaning in multiple layers of pre-existing texts. 
For Buckley-Zistel and Williams (2020), the analysis of reviews shows the 
importance of the verbal co-context in which these are positioned, including 
surrounding discourses, the website, and the projected or imagined context created 
cognitively by participants’ knowledge. According to the authors, the common 
ground enabled on TripAdvisor might help explain the similarities in reviews across 
the two memorial sites studied.  

Furthermore, Buckley-Zistel and Williams (2020) emphasize the moral 
dimension of reviews, characterizing TripAdvisor as constituting a space in which 
local ideas cumulate to form pervasive norms. The authors (2020) argue that this 
new moral space is the outcome of social interaction, in which meaning is created 
through and becomes visible in this intersection between the online reviews and the 
physical space of the memorial sites. Buckley-Zistel and Williams (2020) explain 
that while TripAdvisor might not be commonly regarded as a site for the promotion 
of moral values, since it provides particular views of the world and becomes engaged 
in the worldmaking of the ones who use it, it has inadvertently turned into a new 
moral space. 
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Buckley-Zistel and Williams (2020) note that the memorial sites are considered 
a ‘must-see’ destination in around half of the reviews. This recommendation clearly 
shows a deontic dimension, where others are advised to take future actions. The 
authors (2020) argue that while the language of ‘must see’ and ‘must do’ is not 
unfamiliar to tourist destinations, it takes on a moral dimension in the context of 
these reviews. There is thus a normative expectation that people should visit 
(Buckley-Zistel & Williams, 2020). 

Similarly, Hodsdon’s (2022) study on reviews of the National Trust-run site of 
Wembury revealed that the imagined community had created normative 
expectations of what reviews should comprise. The author found that TripAdvisor 
reviewers are speaking of what they are experts in—their own experiences. From 
these experiences, the community conjures a contesting narrative of expensive 
parking. Hodsdon (2022) recognizes that, despite this resistance in opinions about 
the cost of parking, there is no significant deviation from an authorized landscape 
discourse in the overall discourses relating to the landscape itself. The data in 
Hodsdon’s study (2022) suggests that this happens because reviewers are, to some 
extent, inculcated into the ideological norm of the dominant discourse. Thus, moral 
norms are recognized as endowing the reviews.  

To conclude this section, it is essential to note that the existing studies addressed 
showcase the interest of recent research on museum reviews as data, reinforcing 
the perspective that there is a significant potential to create new knowledge based 
on reviews. These recent studies unveil essential findings about how tourists share 
their experiences. As discussed, some prominent topics or themes are sustained 
across several studies. Furthermore, previous studies show that a relevant aspect of 
reviews includes tourists’ actions and reactions, in terms of their embodied 
experience, about what they have specifically done in museums and other cultural 
attractions. Also, and importantly, reviews show a general concern from their 
authors about others: the potential readers.  

A relevant finding across some of the studies mentioned is that, in addition to 
embodied reactions, there are also emotional responses from tourists, as discussed 
above (Simeon et al., 2017; Souto, 2018; Buckley-Zistel & Williams, 2020; Alabau-
Montoya & Ruiz-Molina, 2020; Yu et al., 2021; Hodsdon, 2022; Lee et al., 2022; 
Ramírez-Gutiérrez et al., 2018; Baleiro, 2023). Aesthetics and the acknowledgment 
of beauty, as well as the sensory dimension of experiences, are also relevant findings 
from previous studies (Zanibellato et al., 2017; Ducros & Euzéby, 2020; Abaalzamat 
et al., 2021; Riva & Agostino, 2022). 

The existence of a moral dimension in reviews is also a relevant finding from 
earlier studies (Hodsdon, 2022; Buckley-Zistel & Williams, 2020), although this 
perspective is still under-researched. Finally, the view of some of the attractions as 
unique, multidimensional places that seem to contain a sense of exceptionality and 
are capable of impressing visitors is another relevant finding from previous studies 



 

61 

 

(Simeon et al., 2017; Evangelista & Ferrari, 2018; Shao et al., 2019; Alabau-
Montoya and Ruiz-Molina, 2020; Abaalzamat et al., 2021; Yu et al., 2021; Gursoy 
et al., 2022; Hodsdon, 2022).  

These studies unveil how a focus on singularities holds promise to 
understanding how tourism is socially performed in reviews. In the following three 
chapters, I will present the results of my empirical work. These chapters are 
organized according to each of the research questions presented earlier.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

62 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

63 

 

4 Narratives of personal experiences  

This chapter addresses the first research question of this thesis: how do tourists 
construct their online reviews about tourism attractions? The chapter is organized 
in four sections. The purpose of the first section is to delve into how reviewers 
express themselves in written texts in online reviews. Employing the theoretical 
framework of Labov and Waletzky (1967), Vásquez (2012) has shown in her study 
on TripAdvisor hotel reviews that many of these reviews show classic narrative 
structural features. For Vásquez (2012), online reviews are short stories about 
visitors’ experiences. The author documented that in negative reviews about hotels 
there are stories that list the characteristics of the hotels visited. The list of these 
characteristics establishes the basis from whence the overall experience is 
recounted. Previous studies have additionally recognized that in online reviews one 
can find reviews resulting from highly diverse personal interpretations and 
presenting varying degrees of depth (Orlikowski & Scott, 2014).  

In the first section, I will start by analysing common attributes that characterize 
the museums across reviews. I will then explore how the different narrative 
elements are brought together by tourists in their reviews. This section aims to 
understand how evaluation narratives come to be in reviews. 

I will show that tourists write freely about their experiences, with no criteria of 
evaluation defined beforehand. Nonetheless, generic concepts such as interesting, 
beautiful, fun, cool, enjoyable, or nice are employed to characterize the museums, 
and as a criterion for evaluation. In reviews, visitors end up addressing various 
issues and there is a levelling of relative importance of what is being evaluated. This 
reinforces the multidimensionality that contributes to making each museum a 
singularity: the museum is assessed through myriad qualities that end up being 
indissociable. In this section, I will also show how narratives unfold in reviews, 
detailing how different sections work together discursively. Finally, I will propose 
that a narrative’s resolution articulates the overall point being made by tourists, 
encapsulating a dimension of evaluation. 

The purpose of the second section is to explore concrete narratives that are 
similar across reviews and museums. As mentioned above, previous studies have 
proposed regarding reviews as narrative constructions, but there is a limited 
understanding of concrete narratives (Buckley-Zistel & Williams, 2020). Common 
topics and themes have been suggested in previous studies about online reviews 
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(see, e.g., Alexander et al., 2018a; 2018b; Shao et al., 2019; Alabau-Montoya & Ruiz-
Molina, 2020; Hodsdon, 2022), but current studies have not revealed specific 
narratives, to the extent of my knowledge. 

My findings show that typical narratives across Kiasma and the National 
Museum articulate similar ideas. I will explore these narratives and discuss how 
they are characterized. 

As discussed above, Online Consumer Review sites such as TripAdvisor are 
judgment devices that empower consumers to create content about their 
experiences, which is then easily widespread and enables new kinds of social 
interactions (Beauvisage et al., 2013; Mellet et al., 2014; Baka 2015). On the one 
hand, with the rise of these websites it has become common for tourists to seek to 
understand what others have experienced and shared online before and during 
their travels (Vásquez, 2012; Mkono & Tribe, 2017). On the other hand, the 
individuals writing reviews do so with the expectation that others will read them 
(Alexander et al., 2018). Although these perspectives can be found in previous 
studies, there is room to delve into the social dimension of reviews. Accordingly, the 
third section explores how social interactions can be discerned in the reviews of 
Kiasma and the National Museum.  

I will show that tourists’ reviews are embedded in identifiable social 
interactions. As I will detail, there are, in particular, interactions between reviewers 
and readers of reviews, as well as with the organizations being evaluated. 

Finally, in the fourth section, I will develop a discussion connecting the findings 
of this chapter to the literature. Of particular interest to this study is understanding 
how reviews can be regarded within the perspective of tourism as a market of 
singularities (Karpik, 2010; Reckwitz, 2020a; 2020b). As mentioned, TripAdvisor 
is regarded as a judgment device (Beauvisage et al., 2013; Mellet et al., 2014; Baka, 
2015), and in this section I will delve into this perspective.  

4.1 Reviews as narratives 
In this section, I will explore how narratives come to be on TripAdvisor reviews. To 
this end, it is essential to start by exploring how reviewers express themselves and 
what characterizes online reviews. One can consider that the content already 
available in previous reviews is a reference point for what is expected, and 
contributes to setting the context for submitting new reviews. Just by reading the 
reviews it becomes noticeable that museum visitors write freely about their 
experiences. It is obvious that no structure frames the content of the reviews, and 
no format or criteria for evaluation are predefined, since the reviews vary 
significantly in the approach that their authors take to expressing their opinions. 
However, even without criteria being explicitly mentioned, some reviews in both 
museums use common attributes such as interesting, beautiful, fun, cool, enjoyable, 
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or nice. These terms seem to be used as a characterization - e.g., this museum is 
interesting or enjoyable - and as criteria for evaluation. 

In the empirical instance below (review 4.1.1), it is displayed a post on 
TripAdvisor to showcase how reviews are presented. On the left, we have 
information about the name of the author, their place of origin, a count of the 
number of reviews made (alongside the symbol of a pen and a paper), and also a 
count of the number of thanks from other reviewers (alongside the symbol of a 
“thumb’s up”). Above the reviewer’s name, there is an image within a circular frame, 
usually of some generic figure, often of a landscape or object. Then, we have the title 
of the review on the top and in bold, followed by a line beneath with an indication 
of the tourist attraction the review pertains to. Right after that we have the grading 
of the experience - on a scale from 1 to 5 dots - the review date, and an indication of 
whether the review was done on a mobile device. We then have the review itself, 
followed by the date of the experience, underneath. Then, one can find a button to 
say “thank you” to the reviewer. When clicking this button, a new window opens 
with two options: ask a question of the attraction’s staff and past visitors (the 
question will then be published publicly on the Questions & Answers page), or send 
a message directly to the reviewer. Finally, there is a last button with a link 
containing the total number of reviews about the attraction, through which one can 
access those other reviews. Throughout this thesis, and for the sake of readability 
and focus, the empirical excerpts will showcase the title of the review and the 
content, or parts of it.  
 

 

Figure 1 Review 4.1.1. (K79) 
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In the review above (review 4.1.1), the name of the author is “Sarsywarsy”, which is 
not a given and/or family and does not allow the identification of a real person. It 
is a pseudonym, so I have kept it in the figure above. Nonetheless, I will not display 
any other names of reviewers throughout this thesis. In this review, the author uses 
the concept of ‘interesting’ to characterize the exhibitions at Kiasma. Similarly, in 
the following review (review 4.1.2) about the National Museum, there is an overall 
assessment of the museum as interesting (line 5). Cumulatively, ‘beautiful’ is 
employed as a characterization of the museum, right in the title of the review. 
Beauty can also be regarded as a criterion for the assessment. 

 
Review 4.1.2 (June 2019, N52) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Beautiful from outside and inside 
 
This museum looks fantastic from outside and once inside 
one can have a glimpse of Finland history. It covers the 
period from Ice age to modern times. Very interesting.  

 
Beauty is again present in the following review about Kiasma, where the author 
characterizes the museum space as such (review 4.1.3, line 4). The review 
additionally describes the building as cool (line 3), a term that is used in reviews of 
both museums.  
 

Review 4.1.3 (June 2019, K32) 

1 
2 
3 
4 

Wonderful 
 
A cool building with lots of cool exhibitions! I love the ones 
that was interactive. Very beautiful space! 

 
Another concept - fun - is used to characterize both museums. Here is an empirical 
instance (review 4.1.4, line 10) about a review of the National Museum: 
 

Review 4.1.4 (September 2016, N226) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

A Finnish point of view 
 
The museum is undergoing significant renovations 
through 2018 do some galleries were closed. It's well 
presented and glow is great through the galleries. You're 
very unlikely to get lost! Displays were in multiple 
languages, but the omission of Russian from most of the 
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8 
9 
10 
 

exhibits was curious. A cafe in this basement served a 
lovely lunch and the top floor was a great kids play space. 
Definitely a fun visit for all 

Furthermore, what can be seen as a related attribute - enjoyable - is used in the 
following review (review 4.1.5, line 3), in addition to the point of ‘interesting’ 
regarding the architecture (line 3), in particular.  

 
Review 4.1.5 (October 2016, K175) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5-8 
 

Excellent 
 
Very enjoyable gallery, the architecture is interesting and the 
museum is very accessible. // 
((lines cut off))  

Yet another term employed - nice - can be regarded as a characteristic and 
evaluative lens to assess the museum in the following review (review 4.1.6, line 5). 
And we see again the term ‘cool’ (line 4). 

 
Review 4.1.6 (December 2016, N209) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

A great place for Finns history 
 
You'll absorb a lot from this wonderful museum. I'm always 
a museum lover and this is really a cool place. Items are in 
nice display too. 

 
All in all, these empirical instances show how particular attributes, such as 
interesting, beautiful, fun, cool, enjoyable, or nice, are commonly employed to 
characterize the museums, and as a criterion for evaluating their experience. One 
can discuss what it means for a museum to be fun, cool, or any of the attributes 
mentioned. With no framing or description that strives to establish common 
ground, these attributes are used - and interpreted - in very personal ways related 
to one’s understandings, expectations, and frames of reference. With no 
explanation for the use of these attributes, the reader is left to wonder what is meant 
to be fun, nice, or cool. In any case, the use of these concepts indeed contributes to 
creating an expectation in the reader, who will later desire to have experiences that 
will also be fun, nice, or cool. 

Even for an attribute such as the size of a museum - since no criteria, guidelines, 
or assumptions are available on TripAdvisor - one can find opposite stances. The 
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following empirical instance (review 4.1.7) presents the museum as the largest 
museum in Finland in the title. 

 
Review 4.1.7 (February 2016, N263) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Very good exhibitions in the biggest museum of 
Finland 
 
This museum focusses on history of FInland. Very special 
artifacts on show, and today visitors can look at new 
exhibition about Jean Sibelius music composer. I staied 
there in five hours an like it very mush. 

 
And the following example (review 4.1.8), by contrast, describes the National 
Museum as small, also in the title: 

 
Review 4.1.8 (June 2015, N315) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5-9 

Amazing Art, but a Relatively Small Venue 
 
It had an amazing exhibition on Nordic Art when we went, 
which was breathtaking. // 
((lines cut off))  

 
As is natural, different visitors will have different opinions. However, even when 
regarding a basic characteristic such as size, when no frames or some sort of 
categories are provided, the opinions are presented with no explicit way of 
considering a possible consistent interpretation. 

As seen in the empirical instances above, the focus of evaluation varies among 
reviews. One can find opinions about the architecture, the building, and generally 
the space, layout, collections, exhibitions, displays, languages available, and even 
the shop and restaurant, among other aspects. 

There is thus a wide variety of focuses in tourists’ accounts. Furthermore, by 
bringing together opinions about different aspects, these are often presented with 
no distinctions of relative importance. The following review about Kiasma (review 
4.1.9) is particularly illustrative of this. The reviewer highlights the soup in the 
restaurant as much as s/he does the whole experience (lines 3 and 4): 
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Review 4.1.9 (November 2017, K100) 

1 
2 
3 
4 

DIFFERENT 
 
Fun visit with lots to see and react to the restaurant was 
also excellent and the beetroot soup YUMMY! 

 
The following review pertaining to the National Museum (review 4.1.10) similarly 
shows how reviewers raise completely different issues according to what they 
consider to be relevant. In this case, the allegedly homophobic behaviour of the staff 
is brought into the review and given as much emphasis as the overall experience of 
visiting the museum (lines 4 and 5):  

 
Review 4.1.10 (June 2015, N319) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Worth a visit 
 
Really nice museum. Very interesting and well organized. 
Just a little messy. Staff a bit nosy and not very good at 
hiding their homophobia. 
 

Personal experience is what underlies the evaluations made in reviews. One can find 
a wide variety of approaches, based on diverse criteria, made more or less explicit, 
and with no framing of how the criteria or attributes employed can be regarded, as 
mentioned. Also, there is significant variety in the format and style of the texts. 
There are reviews that are quite short, with just a few words in a couple of sentences, 
and others that are much longer, with several paragraphs. Examples of the first type 
include the last reviews addressed above (reviews 4.1.9 and 4.1.10). Other reviews, 
by contrast, are longer and often quite detailed, and it is obvious that the authors 
invested time and effort in writing them. There is diversity not only in the size and 
level of detail, but also in the approach to the review content. In terms of the style 
of writing and language, there is a diversity of approaches. Reviewers employ 
different linguistic styles to express their opinions. A final characteristic that is 
essential to mention regarding online reviews is the common presence of typos. In 
the posts reproduced above, several examples exist, including in review 4.1.7: “I 
staied there in five hours an like it very mush.” 

On the one hand, in addition to typos, there are reviews where there is a lack of 
command of the English language. Sometimes, verbal tenses are not properly used; 
other times, there are issues with using singular and plural, and some words are 
poorly written. Certainly, many reviews are written nowadays on mobile phones, 
which can easily lead to typos, especially if the automatic text correction is on and 
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if the device's default language differs from the review language. On the other hand, 
these typos can be assumed to stem from some carelessness on the authors’ part. 

Regardless of the precise type of mistake and its origin, these errors are 
pervasive in the reviews about the two museums. There are no editing systems or 
efforts from TripAdvisor that override such mistakes in the texts.  

The characteristics mentioned - no structure or frames in the reviews’ content, 
no predefined set of criteria for assessment, lack of common focus of analysis, 
varying length, and typos - characterize the context of TripAdvisor. These 
characteristics contribute to a certain sense of clutter one can find when reading 
reviews. Nonetheless, it is noticeable that a narrative format seems to underlie 
many reviews of Kiasma and the National Museum. This happens because reviews 
commonly present a temporal sequence of events, with an outcome - a resolution - 
which are defining characteristics of narratives, as I will explain.   

It is important to note that having an experience in a museum implies going to 
a location, entering a building, and being there physically; thus, having an 
embodied experience. Entering a museum’s building can be regarded as a first 
event. Other events will follow, such as regarding the exhibitions, possibly having a 
meal or appreciating the items in the museum’s store. An event is any occurrence 
experienced or suggested by actors (Chatman, 1980; Polkingorne, 1988; Bal, 2009), 
and is thus determined by visitors in terms of what they decide to do and what 
happens in their visit that they regard as relevant. These events constitute the 
experience of visiting that then, later on, some visitors will share in their reviews. 

Following the first event of entering the museum, other events can be regarded 
as having an underlying logic: I have entered the museum, and this and that 
happened. Thus, there is a sequence of events in time. Online reviews follow this 
temporal sequence of events. The first event of entering the museum is often not 
explicitly mentioned in the review, but is somewhat implicit. Nonetheless, there is 
always the assumption of this first event: there is only experience with entering the 
museum. In its minimal form, a temporal sequence of the event of entering the 
museum and any other events as subsequent occurrences experienced, is what one 
can find in the reviews. 

Reviews pertain specifically to reporting a past personal experience, and the 
work of the sociolinguists Labov and Waletzky (1967) is especially well-suited to 
analysing such contexts, since it provides a frame to approach the study of natural, 
simple narratives, as discussed before (Vásquez, 2012). They propose that there are 
different components that comprise narratives, that can be called sections. The 
temporal sequence of events just described constitutes the complicating section - 
what happened and what happened next - and is considered the central feature of 
narratives (Labov & Waletzky, 1967). 

Reviews present important information to make sense of narratives: the actor 
(reviewer), the place, and the time. As stated earlier, this information is inherently 
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present in each review, although the author’s name is commonly pseudonymized. 
In Labov and Waletzky’s (1967) framework, these elements constitute the 
orientation section of a narrative. 

Resolution is another narrative section: it is the outcome of a narrative (Labov 
& Waletzky, 1967). Reviews of Kiasma and the National Museum also contain this 
narrative section, as will be discussed below. Another narrative section that is 
discernible in the reviews is the abstract. As noted earlier, the abstract summarizes 
the narrative (Riessman, 2005; Toolan, 2001), and the reviews' title, as will also be 
discussed below, usually represents the abstract (Vásquez, 2012). 

The coda is yet another narrative section: it shows that the story is finished and 
its author is bridging the account back to the present moment (Labov, 1972). In 
reviews, the coda is not a separate section but rather underlies the resolution of the 
narratives identified in this study, as will also be detailed below.  

Likewise, evaluation was also found not to be a specific section in TripAdvisor 
reviews, distinct from other sections. Evaluation in reviews can pervade the other 
sections and is usually prominently fused with the resolution section (Labov, 1972).  

All in all, and similarly to Vásquez (2012), I have found that online reviews 
showcase salient narrative features. I will now detail how this narrative format 
comes together in reviews.  

The following empirical instance (review 4.1.11) shows a way in which visitors of 
the museums bring together the different narrative sections. We can find the 
narrative’s abstract in the review’s title, which is what commonly happens (lines 7 
and 8). As observed below, the complication has an underlying evaluative nature: 
the author addresses what s/he has enjoyed, explaining the positive aspects of their 
experience (lines 10-16).  

There is an overlap in this review: the title also displays the resolution. The 
resolution articulates an evaluation: it qualifies the experience as “amazing” in 
terms of a journey into Finland’s past (lines 7 and 8). 

It is also noticeable how the orientation is present - providing a context by 
showing information about the reviewer’s name, his or her place of origin, and the 
date the review was written. The grading of the experience, on a scale of 1 to 5 dots, 
is prominently displayed at the top of the review (line 4). 

 
Review 4.1.11 (N313) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Name of reviewer 
Seattle, Washington 
 
5 dots 
Reviewed July 7, 2015 
 
Amazing journey into Finland's 

Orientation 
 

 
Evaluation 
Orientation 

 
Abstract/Resolution 
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8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

past 
 
This museum felt more intimate and 
vibrant than many I've visited. From 
ancient Finnish life through various wars 
to design, toys and so much more, we 
gained a first-hand look at Finnish 
history and life that made it all quite real. 
It was a highlight of our trip to Helsinki! 
 
Date of experience: December 2014 

 
 
Complication 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
The resolution implicitly engrains a narrative coda: since visiting the museum is 
amazing, others should also visit it. Thus, the story’s outcome bridges what is 
recounted with the present/future. This is a noticeable underlying principle of 
reviews: past personal experiences are shared and articulate a bridge to the present 
and future, in the sense that the narratives are said to be useful for those who will 
read them. The intentionality in this bridging is part of the logic of the public display 
of reviews. This bridging can be more or less explicit, but is nonetheless present in 
all reviews. In this case, as noted above, the coda is implicit in the resolution.  

A second empirical instance, below (review 4.1.12), illustrates how narrative 
sections can come together differently. In this case, it is a review pertaining to 
Kiasma, showing how the resolution is sometimes presented in the last sentence, 
following directly from the complicating action. Again, the resolution and 
complication sections have an evaluative nature. 

The abstract (line 7), present in the title of the review, summarizes the narrative 
by essentially describing what is surely one of the main characteristics of the 
museum: its focus on modern art. The logic of providing a summary is present.  

 
Review 4.1.12 (K209) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

Name of reviewer 
Oslo 
 
5 dots 
Reviewed July 19, 2016 
 
Modern art 
 
I have visited Kiasma several times when 
been in Helsinki. // 

Orientation 
 

 
Evaluation 
Orientation 
 
Abstract 
 
Orientation 
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11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

 
 Always an interesting exebithion, or two, 
or three, to take part of. // 
 
So if you are fond of modern art, pay a 
visit! 
 
Date of experience: July 2016 

 
Complication 

 
 
Resolution 

   
 

 
In this review (review 4.1.12), the author starts with an orientation section (lines 9-
10) and then proceeds to the complicating action (lines 12-13), mentioning the 
interesting exhibitions one can find in Kiasma. The resolution is clear, and 
articulates a suggestion for action: those interested in art should take action after 
reading the review and go and visit the museum (lines 15 and 16). More explicitly 
than in the previous review (review 4.1.11), the resolution expresses a bridge from 
the past experience to the present and future: those reading should pay a visit, if 
they are interested in modern art. Again, this narrative coda is not a distinct section, 
but is rather articulated in the resolution.  

In the cases of Kiasma and National Museum, it is also common that narratives 
include the events of experiencing particular elements of the attraction, such as the 
shop, cafe, interactions with staff, translations, cleanliness, wi-fi, cloakroom, 
facilities, tours, or even the location and the views outside the building. An event is 
thus anything meaningful that is brought to the narrative.  

As noted in the two reviews above, the review title frequently ends up being used 
to summarize the review. While this summary can be quite straightforward, it can 
also highlight one of the essential ideas in the review, just like in the last review 
above (review 4.1.12). Nonetheless, in this latter case, the title also serves as a 
summary of one key aspect.  

These two reviews also illustrate empirically how evaluation pervades the 
different narrative sections, and is thus not a separate one, following what Labov 
(1972) initially proposed. In the genre of reviews, which are usually short texts 
articulating personal experiences in a narrative format, evaluation is dispersed 
throughout the sections and is not isolated in a single part of the text.  

In the reviews’ narratives, three perspectives regarding narration are adopted. 
Some reviewers use first-person narration, relating the narrative from a self-
centred viewpoint. In this case, the reviewer usually presents the pronoun “I”, or 
“we” in case s/he refers to two or more persons. The example above of review 4.1.11 
illustrates this: “This museum felt more intimate and vibrant than many I've 
visited.”  

In particular, some reviewers use this first-person point of view as narrators but 
also explicitly address others, giving advice or making a suggestion, for example. In 
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these cases, both first-person and second-person narration (you) is present. The 
example above of review 4.1.12 illustrates this: “I have visited Kiasma several times 
when been in Helsinki. (...) So if you are fond of modern art, pay a visit!” 

Other reviews are written with an essentially second-person narration 
perspective. In these reviews, the authors address the readers. An empirical 
instance that illustrates this was presented above, in review 4.1.4: “The museum is 
undergoing significant renovations through 2018 do some galleries were closed. It's 
well presented and glow is great through the galleries. You're very unlikely to get 
lost!” 

Another way of approaching the reviews is using a third-person point of view, 
where the narrator presents the events without being part of the narrative or 
acknowledging the readers directly. We can thus find diverse points of view in terms 
of narration. The example above of review 4.1.2 illustrates this: “This museum looks 
fantastic from outside and once inside one can have a glimpse of Finland history. It 
covers the period from Ice age to modern times.“ 

All in all, although a wide variety of approaches can be found in the discursive 
activities of tourists on TripAdvisor - and this variety and diversity is a characteristic 
of the website - it is notable how visitors share their experiences using a narrative 
format. Reviews are thus short narratives of personal experiences that possess an 
evaluative nature. As discussed above, what is experienced in the museums through 
a sequence of events (complicating action) leads to an evaluative outcome 
(resolution). Finally, the resolution also serves, more or less explicitly, as a bridge 
(coda) from the past to the present/future. In the next section, I will address typical 
narratives for the two museums.  

4.2 Typical narratives across both museums 
Some narratives are noticeably similar across both museums. Although texts vary 
in the reviews, there are deeper structural elements that are similar and establish 
essentially common narratives. I have identified six narratives: (1) ‘recommended’; 
(2) disappointing; (3) ‘must see/do’; (4) ‘visit if you are… interested in art / history’; 
(5) ‘everything is wrong’; and (6) ‘amazing’, as I will present below.  

One can speculate about the extent to which reviewers are aware of these 
similarities. Whatever the degree of influence and the particular mechanisms used 
to exert this influence among reviewers, it seems reasonable to assume that there is 
a mutual ongoing influence, where previous reviewers influence those writing new 
reviews. 
 
‘Recommended’ narrative 
The first typical narrative identified in the reviews about Kiasma and the National 
Museum revolves around the recommendation to visit. At the core of this narrative 
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are the personal responses of those writing the review. At the same time, building 
on that response, a suggestion is made that others should visit the museums. 

As can be seen (review 4.2.1), there is the abstract in line 6 that provides a 
summary of the experience. Then, we have the complicating action (lines 8-14), 
where the author highlights different aspects of the museum, such as the building, 
the exhibitions - that s/he characterizes as never boring - the ease of finding 
information, as well as other elements, such as the languages available and the entry 
price.  
 

Review 4.2.1 (K172) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Name of reviewer 
 
5 dots 
Reviewed February 15, 2018 via mobile 
 
Excellence of Art 
 
Very modern and nice structure that hosts 
short and never boring expositions. 
Easy to find infos about artists and art 
movements in general. Good multi-
language translation. 
Not too expensive offers discounts for 
students also. 
Very raccomanded. 
 
Date of experience: February 2018 

Orientation 
 

Evaluation 
Orientation 

 
Abstract 

 
Complication 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Resolution  
 
 

 
The typo in line 15 is quite evident and, as discussed before, might be the result of 
some carelessness when writing. As this review shows, the narrative builds on the 
personal experiences of its author: her/his response before entering the building 
and the exhibitions, the information available, and their view of the entry price, 
among others. The reviewer essentially emphasizes what was deemed to be positive, 
and the resolution of the narrative is the recommendation for others to visit.  

The following example (review 4.2.2) referring to the National Museum is also 
illustrative of the ‘recommended’ narrative. In this review, the author shares what 
s/he has enjoyed the most in the visit (lines 10-19): the good lay-out, the exhibition 
of the Sami people, and the building itself. This is the complicating action 
addressing what happened, in relevant terms, for this tourist. Building on these 
positive opinions, a recommendation to visit is made, as a resolution (lines 21-22).  
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Review 4.2.2 (N383) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Name of reviewer 
Wedowee, Alabama 
 
4 dots 
Reviewed November 14, 2013 
 
Well done museum of Finnish 
history 
 
We spent several hours at the National 
Museum of Finland while in Helsinki. This 
museum is included in the Helsinki pass or 
was 8 Euro for adults. We found the 
museum to be very well laid out and 
provided a good history of Finland 
including an exhibit on the Sami 
indigenous people (semi-nomadic reindeer 
herders). The building itself is impressive 
with the ceiling frescos.  
 
I would recommend visiting this museum 
to get a sense of Finland through the ages. 
      
Date of experience: September 2013 

Orientation 
 

 
Evaluation 
Orientation 

 
Abstract 

 
 
Complication 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Resolution 
 

 
 

 
In this case, the title summarizes the overall positive assessment made in the review 
(lines 7-8). The narrative resolution is a recommendation to visit. This resolution 
also serves as a bridge from the past experience of the reviewer to the present/future 
when others should visit, since it is recommended to do so. The resolution has an 
underlying narrative coda.  

In the two narratives above, the resolution is presented in the last sentence. The 
authors present the complicating action and conclude the review by revealing the 
outcome in the end. There are other ways of presenting the resolution in different 
parts of reviews, which will be explained below.  
 
‘Disappointing’ narrative 
A second typical narrative revolves around the disappointment felt by those writing 
the review. Again, this is a narrative about personal responses. In particular, this is 
a narrative about expectations that were not met, as is illustrated in the review 
below (review 4.2.3). In this review, the title shows the resolution about the 
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disappointment felt (lines 7-8). After the title, the tourist starts with a sentence that 
is an orientation section, explaining his past experience with his wife two decades 
ago (lines 10-12). Then, the resolution is mentioned: disappointment is expressed 
(line 14). After this, the explanation of what happened is provided (lines 16-19): the 
exhibition is described as not working for the reviewer. This is the complicating 
action.  
 

Review 4.2.3 (K22) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Name of reviewer 
Olympia, WA 
 
4 dots 
Written September 4, 2019 
 
Disappointing visit to a popular 
museum 
 
My wife and I remember this museum as 
being very interesting when we visited 
almost twenty years ago. //  
 
This visit was disappointing. // 
 
The current exhibit is called "Coexistence" 
and features items from the museum's 
collection. Almost none of it worked for me, 
sorry to say. 
 
Date of experience: September 2019 
 

Orientation 
 
 
Evaluation 
Orientation 
 
Abstract 
 
 
Orientation 
 
 
 
Resolution 
 
Complication 
 
 
 
 
 

In this narrative, the disappointment felt by the individual writing the review is 
prominently shared. The outcome of the complicating action is disappointment, as 
expressed in line 14 (review 4.2.3). The title's abstract shows this resolution as a 
narrative summary.  

In essential terms, this narrative revolves around expectations that were not 
met. Those expectations vary: they can be related to how the museum is laid out, or 
to additional services that were not provided, such as sitting areas throughout the 
museum or the lighting. The following review exemplifies this narrative (review 
4.2.4) and shows, in particular, how the narrative’s resolution - disappointment – 
stems from the dissatisfaction with the lack of learning in the visit (lines 9-10), and 
also with what the audio guided tour provides (lines 11-15). In this case, the 
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resolution is expressed in the title, and only there (line 7). There is thus an overlap 
between abstract and resolution: disappointment.  
 

Review 4.2.4 (N24) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Name of reviewer 
Sevenoaks, UK 
 
2 dots 
Written September 10, 2019 
 
Disappointing and poorly laid out 
 
Not sure we know that much more about 
Finnish history than before we went in. 
You can pick up an audio guided tour, but 
it spends several minutes talking about 
some minor artefact on the wall and 
nothing at all about other complete rooms 
of exhibits! 
 
Date of experience: August 2019 

Orientation 
 

 
Evaluation 
Orientation 

 
Abstract/Resolution 

 
Complication 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
In this review, the resolution once again encapsulates a bridging from the past to 
the present/future, although in this narrative it is implicit. If some tourists express 
their disappointment as an outcome of their experience, there is an implicit 
message that others should not visit the museum to avoid feeling the same 
disappointment.  
 
‘Must see/do’ narrative 
A third narrative, which is also typical, addresses the readers. Like all narratives, it 
portrays a personal experience, but is nonetheless clearly focused on the individuals 
who will read the review: the resolution clearly pertains to what others should do. 
As is seen below (review 4.2.5), there is an abstract in the title (line 6). The review 
proceeds with a short orientation section (lines 8-9) where the author explains that 
s/he is not usually interested in modern art, and presents the resolution already: 
the museum is a must-see (lines 9-10). After this comes the complicating action, 
where the tourist addresses the highlights of the visit: the building, the exhibitions, 
and their interactivity, concluding that this is her/his favourite museum in Helsinki 
(lines 15-16). Pervading this section there is an evaluative nature: building on the 
highlights mentioned, the experience is explained as positive.  
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Review 4.2.5 (K211) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Name of reviewer 
 
5 dots 
Reviewed July 16, 2016 
 
Highly interactive contemporary art 
 
While not normally that drawn to "modern 
art" museums, Helsinki's Contemporary 
Art museum is a must see and experience. 
// 
 
The building's architecture as well as the 
varied exhibits, many of which encouraged 
the visitor to interact, made this museum 
our favorite in Helsinki. 

 
Date of experience: July 2016 

Orientation 
 
Evaluation 
Orientation 
 
Abstract 
 
Orientation 
Resolution 
 
 
 
Complication 
 
 
 
 
 

 
In sum, the resolution expressed in this narrative suggests that those reading it 
should go and see the museum. Evaluation thus pervades the resolution. As 
mentioned, the resolution is presented before the complication section, which 
sometimes happens in reviews. 

This narrative is now focused on the readers, and no longer solely displays the 
personal responses of visitors to the museum. Although the narrative is grounded 
on a personal experience, it nonetheless presents a resolution that addresses the 
readers of the reviews. It is a narrative that engages with what others should do, 
offering advice to the readers to go and see the museum. 

The following review (review 4.2.6) is further illustrative of this narrative. After 
the abstract in the title (line 7) there is the resolution right away: the museum is a 
must-see (lines 9-10). Then we have the complication section (lines 12-26), where 
the author addresses what was experienced. The reviewer characterizes the 
collections, highlights the staff as great, and particularizes what s/he has enjoyed 
the most. After this complicating action, the resolution is mentioned again, and it 
concludes the review (lines 28-29).  
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Review 4.2.6 (N184) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

Name of reviewer 
San Francisco, California 
 
5 dots 
Reviewed July 10, 2017 
 
Great collection 
 
This is probably one of the must see points 
of interest in the fabulous city. // 
 
The museum's collection of works of arts 
from the past is very fascinating. It gives 
one a perspective of the countrys past and 
its role in world history. From the 
romantic era to the reformation to world 
and local conflicts one could see how 
history shape the present Finland. The 
staff of the museum is great. The ones I 
encountered explained to me how the 
tapestries of one room was brought piece 
by piece to the current location and 
assembled to show how it looked like in its 
heyday. The room of all religous 
sculptures, altar pieces, pulpit was 
something out of this world. // 
 
This place is truely a must see as an 
intriduction to the country's history 
 
Date of experience: July 2017 

Orientation 
 

 
Evaluation 
Orientation 
 
Abstract 

 
Resolution 
 
 
Complication 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Resolution 
 

 
 

 
The narrative coda underlying the resolution is that others must see this museum. 
In this narrative, the evaluation is, again, in overall terms positive. This evaluation 
pervades the different sections of the review.  

In the two reviews above (reviews 4.2.5 and 4.2.6), both abstracts in the title 
emphasize a key idea – a particular positive outlook – that encapsulates the overall 
positive evaluation made. Again, these are not full-fledged summaries of the 
reviews, but rather points of emphasis that nonetheless serve to summarize and 
offer perspectives that are then developed in the text of the review. In these two 
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reviews, the resolution is expressed at the beginning of the review, right in the first 
sentence. The complication section follows, and supports the resolution. In the 
particular case of the latter review of the National Museum (review 4.2.6), the 
resolution is repeated in the last sentence (lines 28-29), reinforcing the message the 
author intends to convey. These empirical instances further show different ways of 
presenting narrative sections in reviews.  
 
‘Visit if you are… interested in art/history’ narrative 
A fourth typical narrative similarly addresses the readers. Once again, the narrative 
revolves around what others should do. There is explicit advice to those reading the 
review, as is presented in the review below (review 4.2.7). This advice is right in the 
title (line 7). In this case, the abstract almost fully articulates the resolution 
explicitly presented in the review's first sentence (lines 9-10). Then, the 
complicating action follows (lines 12-15), where the author addresses what s/he 
experienced, describing what can be found in the 5 floors of the museum and 
classifying some of the exhibitions as interesting.    
 

Review 4.2.7 (K340) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Name of reviewer  
Beirut, Lebanon 
 
3 dots 
Reviewed September 1, 2014 
 
Only if you're into modern art 
 
This museum is worth a visit only if you are 
into modern art.// 
 
 It consists of 5 floors hosting different 
forms of creative ideas, video screening, and 
modern art noting that some of these were 
interesting 
  
Date of experience: August 2014 
 

Orientation 
 

 
Evaluation 
Orientation 
 
Abstract 

 
Resolution 
 
 
Complication 
 
 

 
 
 

The evaluation in this narrative is thus relative: essentially positive, within a frame 
of interest for art, and possibly negative if one does not have such a clear interest. 
The resolution is conditional: a visit should be made, if there is an interest in art.  

In the case of the National Museum there is a similar narrative, in which the 
conditional clause is related to history (review 4.2.8): a visit should be made if the 
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reader is interested in history. The focus is set on the readers of the reviews. The 
following review illustrates this narrative in the title (lines 7-9). Again, this is a case 
where the abstract and resolution overlap (lines 7-9). After the title, the review 
starts with an orientation section (lines 11-12) where the author explains the context 
of the visit. Then, the complication follows (lines 14-32), where the author 
addresses different aspects of the visit regarding what s/he experienced. 
 

Review 4.2.8 (N94) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

Name of reviewer 
Poughkeepsie, NY 
 
5 dots 
Written July 19, 2018 
 
If you are interested in history you 
must see the Finnish History 
Exhibit! 
 
It was a rainy day, so we decided to go 
there. // 
 
I'm so glad we did!! For me the most 
interesting parts were the pre-historic 
exhibit and the recent history exhibit. The 
pre-historic exhibits (in the basement) 
gives you a great idea of how people lived 
during the end of the last ice age. The 
artifacts, the explanations (in English), the 
movies and sounds all done very well. The 
same is true for the recent history exhibit 
in the top floor. Great footage on the 
struggle to become a nation, on the wars 
with the USSR, and on current living. The 
sauna film provides insight on this so very 
Finnish custom. The only lack was a place 
to have lunch. But we found a great 
restaurant nearby! Even though we spent 3 
to 4 hours there we ran out of time. An 
excellent place to visit! 
 
Date of experience: July 2018 

Orientation 
 

 
Evaluation 
Orientation 

 
Abstract/Resolution 
 
 
 
Orientation 

 
 
Complication 
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The evaluation that pervades this narrative’s sections is positive. The resolution 
states that others should visit the museum. Thus, it is a case of an explicit bridging 
from past to present/future, with a narrative coda underlying the resolution.  

Regarding where the resolution is displayed in the reviews, two common ways 
of doing so can be seen here. In the review of Kiasma (review 4.2.7) the resolution 
is in the first sentence, while in this last empirical instance (review 4.2.8) the 
resolution is in the title of the review and overlaps with the abstract.  
 
‘Everything is wrong’ narrative 
A fifth narrative also builds on the personal responses to the experience of visiting 
the museum from those writing the review. In this typical narrative, the 
complication section expresses negative points and a dislike for the experience of 
visiting the museum. This narrative is a special case where the resolution is 
ingrained in the complication. Thus, there is not a precise formulation of a 
resolution that is expressed directly across the review. Nonetheless, an implicit 
resolution can be inferred in the complication action: the idea that everything is 
wrong.  

In the review below (review 4.2.9), there is a blunt dislike shown through the 
strong negative characterization described in the title of the review and the very first 
words. The abstract summarizes the experience of visiting as “boring” (line 7), and 
the complication section follows (lines 9-14). In this latter section, the tourist points 
out what s/he disliked: the building, the art, and the overall quality and impact of 
the modern art displayed.  
 

Review 4.2.9 (K262) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Name of reviewer 
Los Angeles, California 
 
1 dot 
Reviewed January 7, 2016 
 
Boring 
 
Ugly building and terrible art...if you can 
call it art. A painting with a dot in it...my 
kids could do better in their sleep. 
Sometimes I really wonder how people can 
call this art, it is as if the artists have any 
impact at all 
  
Date of experience: December 2015 

Orientation 
 

 
Evaluation 
Orientation 
 
Abstract 
 
Complication 
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The following review (review 4.2.10) further displays the sharing of a clear and 
intense dislike for the museum. The abstract is presented as a warning that clarifies 
the overall opinion and negative evaluation made (line 6). Then, in the complication 
section (lines 8-15), the reviewer classifies the National Museum as possibly the 
worst museum s/he has been to, mentioning some artifacts as spoons and baskets 
with a sarcastic tone, mentioning the smell, and emphasizing the cost of entry, two 
times.  

Again, in this empirical instance, one can infer the resolution from the 
complicating action: ‘everything is wrong’.   
 

Review 4.2.10 (N302) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
 

Name of reviewer 
Portland, Oregon 
1 dot 
Reviewed August 11, 2015 via mobile 
 
Don't waste your money 
 
Seriously, this might be the worst museum 
I've ever been to. For €10, you meander 
around three floors of the lamest collection 
of stuff. A section dedicated to baskets? Oh 
look, spoons & ladles! It is terribly stuffy, 
smells of wet dog and not at all worth the 
money. Go to the Folk Museum instead, 
that was worth the trek! 
 
Date of experience: August 2015 

Orientation 
 

Evaluation 
Orientation 

 
Abstract 

 
Complication 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

In these two reviews (4.2.9 and 4.2.10), the abstract expresses one negative aspect 
and summarizes the following negative outlook. To conclude, in this narrative, the 
evaluation is extremely negative. There is an overall negative evaluation expressed 
in the complicating action, from which the resolution emerges: extreme dislike, 
which I articulated in the expression ‘everything is wrong’. Finally, a coda is again 
implicitly discernible in the resolution: since the experience was bad, others should 
avoid a visit. 
 
‘Amazing’ narrative 
A sixth typical narrative also revolves around museums’ characterization. In this 
narrative, although the complicating action is based on diverse aspects that are 
evaluated positively, there is a resolution articulated in an essentially similar way 
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across the reviews. Thus, in contrast to the previous narrative (‘everything is 
wrong’), in this case a section with a resolution is noticeable: the museums are 
amazing. 

In this narrative, there is a characterization of the museum in very favourable 
terms, which is the defining characteristic of its complicating action, as in the 
following example (review 4.2.11). In this case, the complicating action is simple 
and short: the museums are characterized as wonderful places, and the exhibits are 
described as a joy, some of them interactive (lines 9-12). The subsequent outcome 
is that the museum is amazing, as shown in the review’s title (line 7). In this review, 
there is a final section (lines 14-16) – orientation – that explains why the author 
made his first visit in 2008 and since then has visited it again whenever s/he is in 
Helsinki.  
 

Review 4.2.11(K344) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Name of reviewer 
Australia 
 
5 dots 
Reviewed July 27, 2014 
 
Amazing experience 
 
Kiasma would have to be the most 
wonderful place to spend a few hours. 
Each exhibit is a joy, some are interactive, 
some are not. // 
 
My first visit was in 2008 and since then 
each time I travel to Helsinki I never miss 
visiting this incredible museum. 
 
Date of experience: June 2014 
 

Orientation 
 

 
Evaluation 
Orientation 
 
Abstract/Resolution 
 
Complication 
 
 
 
 
Orientation 
 
 
 
 

This review presents an example where the abstract and resolution again overlap in 
the title. The complicating action is then addressed, and builds upon a highly 
positive outlook. Different arguments can be brought to the reviews, but there is 
always a clear and positive highlight of the experience of visiting the museum. In 
the case of the National Museum, the same happens, as is illustrated by the 
following review (review 4.2.12). Again, the personal experience is portrayed mostly 
through museum characteristics brought into the narrative in the complicating 
action (lines 9-14). In this section, the tourist qualifies the experience as wonderful, 
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specifies that he took a picture as the next president of Finland, and highlights how 
impressed s/he was with one of the exhibitions. Thus, the reviewer explains what 
happened during the visit, addressing what s/he enjoyed the most.  

 
Review 4.2.12 (N15) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Name of reviewer 
Romania 
 
5 dots 
Written November 22, 2019 
 
Amazing 
 
You could spent there more than a day. I 
paid 12 euro for a wonderful trip in their 
history and old story about vikings.I have a 
picture with me as next president, you 
could do something like this. I was 
impressed about Teotihuacan exposition. 
 
Date of experience: November 2019 
 

Orientation 
 

 
Evaluation 
Orientation 
 
Abstract/Resolution 
 
Complication 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

The resolution of the narrative is the clear statement that the museum is amazing, 
and as in the previous review (review 4.2.11) this outcome is in the title (line 7), 
overlapping with the abstract. The resolution also expresses an implicit coda: since 
the museums are amazing, others should visit. This idea is implicitly displayed, but 
bridges the past to the present and future.  
 
Overview of the narratives 
Table 4, below, presents an overview of the typical narratives found in reviews about 
Kiasma and the National Museum. In the first narrative in this table – 
‘disappointing’ - the response is based on the personal experience of the reviewer 
before the experience of visiting the museum. Disappointment is a personal 
response that relates to pre-defined expectations and a mismatch between these 
and how the experience at the museum effectively unfolded. Hence, I consider this 
narrative one that clearly embraces the personal response and builds on it to 
produce a resolution.  

In the column on the right, the logic of the review in deontic terms is presented. 
Using a verb such as ‘must’ – as in the narrative ‘must see/do’ – is a prime example 
of the explicit invocation of the deontic right to tell others to take action. The deontic 
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logic relates to the bridging from the past to the present/future (narrative coda), 
which is more or less explicitly articulated in the resolution of the narratives.   

Furthermore, the narratives’ resolutions have an evaluative nature that 
expresses the necessity or duty for others to do something in the future, and 
deontics are thus discernible in the narratives’ resolutions, in different degrees of 
explicitness. In the first narrative, and as mentioned in the table below, an implicit 
deontic logic is conveyed in the resolution of disappointment. If one’s visit is 
portrayed as disappointing, then others might regard this as a hint to avoid visiting 
the museum in the future.  

The three following narratives in the table – ‘recommended’; ‘must see/do’; and 
‘visit if you are… interested in art/history’ – are characterized by clearly embracing 
the perspective of the readers. The ‘recommended’ narrative essentially builds on 
sharing a positive outlook on the experience of visiting the museums, and from 
there a recommendation that others also should visit the museum is made. There is 
thus a suggested need to do it. The readers are brought into the review through the 
recommendation to visit, so there is a call for the readers to act. This call for action 
is usually made with centeredness on the self (in the sense of “I recommend”) or on 
generic terms (“recommended”). Nonetheless, as just stated, others are brought 
into the review because the recommendation is for others to visit. This can be 
regarded as advice with a deontic logic: the reviewer enjoyed the experience of 
visiting and recommends that others should visit. 

A similar logic of providing advice characterizes the narrative ‘must see/do’. 
Here, as stated, the deontic logic of the narrative’s resolution (and coda) – people 
ought to visit – is very clear. In this narrative, the focus is on others. This narrative 
does not emphasize the self – and what was felt – as much as the readers, and what 
they should do. So, this narrative expresses the point that others should take action 
and visit the museums in the future.  

The following narrative – ‘visit if you are… interested in art/history’ – is 
identically deontic and focused on others, but also conditional. Thus, the advice to 
visit is made on particular conditions: the readers should already be interested in 
what the museums cover: art or history. If that is the case, then they should visit the 
museums in the future.  

Finally, in implicit terms, the two remaining typical narratives – ‘everything is 
wrong’ and ‘amazing’ – also possess a deontic logic. These two narratives are 
situated at the extreme poles of evaluation: markedly negative and positive points 
are expressed, respectively. In the ‘everything is wrong’ narrative, the resolution 
overlaps with the complicating action, as discussed before. The deontic logic of the 
narrative can be seen in the recommendation to avoid the museum in the future. It 
is implicit, as stated.  
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In the other narrative, the ‘amazing’ one, the resolution follows from the 
complicating action. Moreover, it is also deontic since there is an implicit call for 
action for the tourists to appreciate the outstanding museums by visiting. 
 
 

Table 4 Typical narratives identified in this study. 

 

Narrative Description Characterization Deontic logic 

‘Disappoin-
ting’ narrative 
  
  

This is a narrative 
that is focused on 
the disappointment 
felt by the individual 
writing the review. 

Complication 
Experiencing the exhibitions and the space. 
The experience was not up to the 
expectations of those writing the review. 
There is a negative assessment in overall 
terms. 
Resolution 
Disappointment.  
 

Implicitly 
deontic: “Avoid 
the museum.” 
  

‘Recom-
mended’ 
narrative 
  
  

This is a narrative 
that is focused on 
the overall 
enjoyment of the 
visit, and from there 
a recommendation 
to visit is made. 

Complication 
Experiencing the exhibitions and the space. 
The experience was enjoyable.  
Positive assessment, in overall terms. 
Resolution 
Recommendation to visit. 
 

Explicitly 
deontic: 
“I recommend 
that you visit.” 

‘Must see/do’ 
narrative 
  

This is a narrative 
that is focused on a 
clear suggestion 
that those reading 
should go and see 
the museum / make 
a visit. 

Complication 
Experiencing the exhibitions and the space. 
The experience was excellent. Extremely 
positive, in overall terms. 
Resolution 
Others must visit. 
 

Explicitly 
deontic: “You 
ought to visit.” 

‘Visit if you 
are…  
interested in 
art / history’ 
narrative 
  

In this narrative 
there is a conditional 
clause: a visit 
should be made if 
the reader is 
interested in 
art/history.  
  

Complication 
Experiencing the exhibitions and the space.  
The experience should be positive if the 
visitors have an interest in art (Kiasma) or 
history (National Museum). 
Resolution 
Conditional: readers must visit if they have 
an interest in art/history. 

Explicitly and 
conditionally 
deontic: “You 
ought to visit 
if….” 
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Narrative Description Characterization Deontic logic 

‘Everything is 
wrong’ 
narrative 
  

This narrative is 
based on a clear 
and strong dislike 
for the museum and 
exhibitions by 
describing what is 
considered to be 
wrong. 
 

Complication / Resolution 
Experiencing the exhibitions and the space. 
The experience was markedly bad. 
Extremely negative assessment: the 
museum is presented as awful. 

Implicitly 
deontic: “Avoid 
the museum.” 

‘Amazing’ 
narrative 

In this narrative 
there is a focus on 
the 
characterization of 
the museum in very 
favorable terms. 

Complication 
Experiencing the exhibitions and the space. 
The experience was excellent. 
Extremely positive assessment. 
Resolution 
This is an amazing museum. 

Implicitly 
deontic: “It is 
amazing, so you 
should visit.” 

 
 
As shown in the table above (Table 4) and has been discussed in the previous 
sections, different approaches underlie the identified narratives: these are 
essentially centred on the self, on others, and on the museums. In the table, there 
is also a description of the identified narratives and their characterization in terms 
of narrative sections. Finally, the table also identifies the different deontic logics 
that can be discerned in the reviews.   

4.3 On-going interaction 
In this section, I will address the unfolding interaction between different actors, 
such as those writing the reviews, the museums’ representatives, and those who 
read the reviews. Some readers become authors of new reviews, and acknowledge 
considering what others have previously written. Underlying these interactions on 
TripAdvisor there seems to be a set of common interests and needs, such as 
gathering and sharing information, experiences, and opinions. 

First of all, reviewers engage with each other through reviews. As noted 
previously, some narratives are written to address the audience, and this reveals 
that the authors assume an attitude of actively considering others when sharing 
their opinions. So, intentionality becomes evident in how visitors express their 
experiences and bring others into their narratives. The narrative ‘must see/do’ is a 
prime example of this attitude of explicitly considering others and suggesting 
actions to them. When reviewers actively acknowledge the readers and offer their 
opinions, this shows a concern for others and the recognition that there are 
possibilities of engagement that will extend in time whenever one reads a review. 
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Another way in which such interactions become evident is when reviewers 
recognize clearly that they are readers. In some reviews, it becomes clear that the 
authors had read previous reviews when they reference them, thus evidencing 
intertextuality.  

In the following review of Kiasma, the author acknowledges reading what others 
have stated: “I had read some "meh" reviews of this museum” (review 4.3.1, line 3). 
This expression – meh reviews – might be regarded as indifference or as a 
statement of not being impressed. There is undoubtedly room for ambiguity in its 
interpretation. Still, it seems reasonable to assume that some sort of 
disappointment was present in the previous reviews, and the author explains that 
for that reason her/his expectations when visiting the museum were low. Then, the 
author explains that even though s/he had low expectations, s/he ended up loving 
the museum, to the point that it became one of the highlights of their visit to the 
city.  

 
Review 4.3.1 (October 2016, K178) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-15 

Awesome and fun museum! 
 
I had read some "meh" reviews of this museum, so I went 
in with low expectations. However, I loved it and it was one 
of the highlights for me in Helsinki. 
((lines cut off)) 
 

The same acknowledgment of reading what others have previously shared is 
noticeable in reviews about the National Museum. In the following review, one can 
see that the author refers to one specific review that mentioned a particular 
exhibition (review 4.3.2, lines 5-6).  
 

 
Review 4.3.2 (April 2019, N58) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Great overview of Finnish history 
 
This was a nice museum that did not have a lot of people 
that allowed you to look and read without feeling rushed. 
As another reviewer mentioned, check out the Nick Brandt 
exhibit. Very moving! 

 
In the following example, the reference does not pertain to a single review, but 
rather to different reviews that allowed the author to understand that other 
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countries had ruled Finland (review 4.3.3, lines 23-24). It shows how the author 
engaged with multiple reviews and connected their understanding to those. 
 

Review 4.3.3 (April 2015, N325) 

1 
2 
3-22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27.38 

Some great exhibits, shame about the displays 
 
((lines cut off))  
I understand from other reviews that Finland has been 
through a Swedish and a Russian period. The bullet hole in 
the main entrance door is from the 1918 civil war, 
according to a sign. 
 ((lines cut off))  

 
Another example is the following review. Here, more subtly, the author 
acknowledges knowing - from reading other reviews - that some visitors become 
disappointed when visiting Kiasma. In contrast to that feeling, the author explains 
that s/he was not disappointed (review 4.3.4, lines 5-7), which reveals how different 
perspectives unfold upon each other over time through reviews.  
 

Review 4.3.4 (December 2013, K365) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

a good place for modern art lovers 
 
i would say the exhibitions there aren't for everyone, some 
people may find it's hard to understand the message behind 
those art installations. but art is art, it's subjective. i've 
been to this museum twice, and i didn't find any 
disappointment. about the little shop, i love the stuffs 
selling there, some of them have witty and humous ideas 
behind, good for souvenirs to friends. 
 

All in all, there is widespread engagement among tourists about these museums. 
Thus, the reviewers interaction can seemingly be regarded as analogous to face-to-
face conversations, where people build on each other's statements.  

Furthermore, on TripAdvisor, the information about the number of reviews an 
individual has written is displayed next to the reviewers’ name. Adjacent to this 
information, the reactions from the readers are also displayed through a symbol of 
‘thumb up’ and the number of people who have considered the reviews helpful. 
Below each review there is a button that displays the word “Thank” and the name 
of the author. If one clicks this button, then the symbol with the ‘thumb up’ of the 
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reviewer will display one more ‘thumb up’. This prominently shows the interaction 
among writers and readers of reviews.   

Finally, as described at the beginning of this chapter, anyone reading the reviews 
can post a question publicly (directed either at tourist attractions staff or generically 
to reviewers) or through a private message to the authors of specific reviews. Thus, 
interaction is enabled and unfolds through the means made available by OCR 
websites.  

In another vein - now related to the organizations being evaluated - there is also 
evident interaction. Although in a small number, I have found that both Kiasma and 
the National museum representatives write answers to specific reviews. It is 
significant that there is this level of attention. In the following example (4.3.5), the 
National Museum replies to a particular issue raised in one review.  
 

Review response 4.3.5 (July 2017, N185) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
 

Suomenkansallismuseo, Museoassistentti at 
National Museum of Finland, responded to this 
review 
 
Dear Goldrichie, 
the exhibitions of the National Museum of Finland are 
under construction. The new hall for Russian rule period 
presents history in late 19th century. New exhibition about 
independent Finland will be open this fall, in December 
2017. Before that you can get to know our independency 
through the photograph exhibition. Welcome back in 
December! 

Thus, the audiences of reviews include the museum organizations’ representatives, 
and they denote giving attention to what is being written on the website.  

Another way that interactions can be discerned is through the seemingly mutual 
influence in reviewing: the repeated use of expressions one can find across reviews 
suggests that reviewers are influenced by what others have written. This influence 
might be conscious or not, but regardless of that, one can assume that this repetition 
is not simply the result of chance, since specific expressions are repeated in a 
significant number. 

In the reviews about Kiasma, one can find the expression ‘piece of art’ and ‘work 
of art’ 9 times, as presented below. This characterization pertains to the building, 
or is used more generally to describe the museum, although implicitly one can 
assume that the building is what is being addressed. The following are empirical 
instances illustrative of how this expression is employed throughout the reviews: 
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“The building itself is a piece of art.” (July 2018, K75) 
“... the building is a work of modern art itself.” (April 2018, K87) 
“The museum itself if a work of art…” (July 2015, K305) 

 
This expression is used to emphasize how distinct, and appreciated, the architecture 
of the building is by reviewers.  

Another expression - thought provoking - is repeated 24 times across the 
reviews of Kiasma (in a total of 423 reviews). Again, while one surely can consider 
that the use of this expression is common and not necessarily the result of mutual 
influence, the prominence of its repetition is significant, and can lead us to 
speculate about reciprocal influence. Below are three examples: 

  
“Some of the art was very thought provoking and interesting…” (July 
2019, K38) 
“Museum does not try to do everything, but what it does is thought 
provoking…” (June 2016, K223) 
“I really loved the various thought-provoking art installations…” (March 
2016, K244) 

 
Here, the expression is commonly used to qualify the modern art found in Kiasma. 
As some reviewers mention, Kiasma showcases art that is challenging and different. 
The expression “thought-provoking” seems to have gained preponderance in 
addressing the exhibitions' uniqueness. 

These empirical examples are relevant to understanding the differences in 
reviews related to the specificities of these two museums. While I have been 
stressing the similarities across reviews to grasp the broader discursive activities of 
tourists, which are significant in terms of the underlying logics adopted on 
TripAdvisor, there are particular issues that visitors address about the museums' 
distinct activities. While Kiasma exhibits contemporary art, the past of Finland is at 
the core of the activities of the National Museum. Each one of the museums 
occupies a particular space in TripAdvisor that is related to their focus, and that sets 
them apart from others. Kiasma and the National Museum are the most prominent 
museums in Finland in their areas of activity, and so are distinct from each other, 
although certainly attracting some tourists that visit both sites, and also others 
especially interested in the particular exhibitions offered by each of them. Kiasma 
and the National Museum can be regarded as a singularity, each in its own field.  

As mentioned above, the expressions ‘piece of art’/‘work of art’ and ‘thought-
provoking’ appear in reviews about Kiasma, but not in reviews related to the 
National Museum. These empirical illustrations showcase how particular discursive 
resources are employed in the setting of each museum. And, as one would expect, 
specific issues are brought up in reviews according to the particularities of each 
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museum’s activities. Thus, the museums are quite distinct, but, as addressed in this 
chapter, there are also relevant similarities. I am focusing my analysis on these, 
according to the purpose of this study. All in all, there seems to be a mutual 
influence, as seen above, that reinforces the collective dynamics engaging those that 
use OCR websites. 

4.4 Discussion 
This chapter started by addressing how the discursive space of TripAdvisor is 
characterized. I have shown that this OCR website creates a space where tourists 
write freely about their experiences.  

Experience is a mental and physical process of appropriating the world through 
the senses, and a non-expert, as Reckwitz (2020a) explains, makes evaluations on 
goods and services based on how s/he has experienced them and was affected by 
them. This view resonates with what was found in this study about the reviews of 
Kiasma and the National Museum: in essential terms, tourists seem to 
communicate their personal experiences when visiting these attractions. What 
becomes relevant and meaningful in each of the visits is related not only to what is 
displayed and available at the museums, as well as to what happens there, but is 
also, at the same time, defined by what each of the visitors regard as significant. 
These impactful events are interpreted and taken to constitute the personal 
experience as recounted in reviews. 

Since, as stated earlier, no criteria for assessment are defined beforehand, and 
no framing establishes how to regard the characteristics or attributes of what is 
being evaluated, tourists seem to take many approaches in their reviews. 
Contributing to this diversity, there is no focus on analysis defined in TripAdvisor. 
Additionally, in terms of format, there is complete freedom; one can find reviews 
with a couple of sentences, and others with dozens of sentences. Thus, it is up to the 
reviewers to decide what to address and how to do it discursively, resulting in highly 
personal and varied approaches to sharing opinions about experiences. All of these 
factors lead to room for some ambivalence in reviews. The example of the size of 
the museums is illustrative: for some visitors, Kiasma and the National Museum 
are big museums, and for others they are small. The personal frames of reference 
dictate how museums are regarded in terms of size. 

Nonetheless, as has been seen, there are similarities across reviews. In 
particular, some words are commonly employed to characterize both museums in 
the reviews: ‘interesting’, ‘fun’, ‘cool’, ‘enjoyable’, ‘nice’, and ‘beautiful’. The same 
words were also prominent in other studies about TripAdvisor reviews. ‘Interesting’ 
was found in the studies of Evangelista and Ferrari (2018), Alabau-Montoya and 
Ruiz-Molina (2020), Hodsdon (2022), and Saleem and Umar (2023). The same 
happened with ‘fun’ (Ducros & Euzéby, 2020), ‘cool’ (Kirilenko et al., 2021), 
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‘enjoyable’ (Evangelista & Ferrari, 2018), and ‘nice’ (Evangelista & Ferrari, 2018; 
Saleem & Umar, 2023; Abaalzamat et al., 2021). These words articulate common 
concepts that tourists, as non-experts, rely on to describe what they have 
experienced and their thoughts on their visits to the museums. Interesting, nice and 
cool are quite generic terms, but words such as fun and enjoyable relate to visitors’ 
feelings of being entertained in museums (Pine & Gilmore, 1998). For example, 
Hong (2022) interestingly found that some tourists felt that they were not 
entertained, and thus considered Gyeongbokgung Palace in Seoul boring.  

The word ‘beautiful’, in particular, was also found in other studies (e.g. Ducros 
& Euzéby, 2020; Yu et al., 2021; Hodsdon, 2022; Saleem & Umar, 2023; 
Abaalzamat et al., 2021), and it is important to note that it relates to an aesthetic 
dimension of experience (Pine & Gilmore, 1998). It is often used when tourists refer 
to the buildings and spaces of museums (Zanibellato et al., 2017; Evangelista & 
Ferrari, 2018; Ducros & Euzéby, 2020). The concept of beauty engrains a sense of 
pleasure, and seems a relevant aspect of the experiences of some tourists. 
Zanibellato et al. (2017), in particular, defend the idea that museum visitors have a 
contextualized aesthetic experience.  

One could expect these words in everyday talk: we could easily imagine that they 
would be employed in a casual conversation between friends. In addition, these 
terms were found in reviews about different cultural attractions, revealing they end 
up being massified and even standardized in TripAdvisor. Furthermore, they are 
generic attributes that could address many other experiences beyond cultural sites. 
They are not concepts related to expert appraisal but relatively common terms. 

In traditional assessments, such as the ones produced by experts, some criteria 
and standards are in place, independent of individuals’ views (Aspers, 2018). In the 
case of TripAdvisor, those writing reviews fulfil the function of offering criteria and 
standards (Aspers, 2018). As a result, what happens on this OCR website is that 
criteria end up being widely varied and addressed with highly personal lenses. Thus, 
standards are eclipsed, and many approaches to evaluations remain. In turn, this 
diversity and sometimes very particular perspectives might be what some tourists 
appreciate, precisely due to their specificity (Baka, 2015). Furthermore, the variety 
of opinions, assumed to be authored by tourists with no vested interests, yields 
authenticity (Reckwitz, 2020) and enables an intersubjective pursuit of information 
when delving into reviews (Mellet et al., 2014), which can reinforce a sense of trust 
among those reading them. 

In their study of reviews of four cultural organizations in London, Alexander et 
al. (2018a) found that visitors were describing their embodied personal 
experiences, mentioning what they did and their reactions when visiting these 
attractions, and sharing advice about the practicalities of visits. Similarly, in this 
chapter, we can see that reviews portray the embodied experiences of visitors, 
addressing what they did and their reactions to what they found in the museums, 
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namely about what was being exhibited, encounters with staff, and what was 
available in the shop and restaurant, among many other different aspects, including 
practicalities. However, my study shows that what is addressed in reviews through 
narratives extends well beyond these practicalities. As seen in the empirical 
instances presented in this chapter, reviewers address exhibitions, at times 
discussing them in detail, address the architecture of the buildings, establish 
connections between what they have experienced and their audiences, and 
elaborate on which conditions might recommend that one should visit, among other 
aspects.  

Also, and importantly, since visitors end up addressing various issues, there is a 
levelling of the relative importance of what is being assessed. For example, the 
museum’s shop or the soup in the restaurant are given as much (or more) emphasis 
in discursive terms as the exhibitions displayed in the museum. This reinforces 
multidimensionality, which in turn contributes to making each museum a 
singularity: the museum is assessed through a myriad of qualities that end up being 
indissociable, since they are entangled in visitors’ reviews.  

Singularities are incommensurable because they are multidimensional, and 
thus unique (Karpik, 2010). TripAdvisor, although offering access to the evaluation 
of many visitors and thus being a judgment device that helps to reduce the inherent 
risk of quality uncertainty, reinforces - at the same time - the incommensurability 
of museums. This paradoxical tension underlies the discourses about Kiasma and 
the National Museum. Hence, TripAdvisor seems to have become fundamental in 
constructing museums as singularities. OCR websites create audiences that come 
together on the website and produce ongoing assessments that contribute to 
showcasing the multidimensional nature of museums as singularities.  

What audiences will say about a ‘performance’ cannot be known in advance 
(Aspers, 2018), and this perspective resonates with what can be observed in 
reviews. Museums offer performances comprised of different activities, and reviews 
reinforce the performative nature of what visitors experience in museums. By 
bringing together different individual perspectives and continuously showcasing 
them publicly, OCR websites create a discursive space where individuality is evident 
but where, at the same time, there is a social dimension that emerges.  

Importantly, my study provides a concrete view of narratives on TripAdvisor. It 
shows that what happened during tourists’ visits - a sequence of events - is the 
central action portrayed in reviews. My study thus shows that reviews are 
commonly constructed with a narrative discursive format, and it advances current 
knowledge (Vásquez, 2012) by detailing how the narrative genre is employed in 
reviews and by providing an analysis of concrete narratives that showcase how 
discourses are constructed.  

Vásquez (2012) explored negative reviews of hotels on TripAdvisor, and pointed 
out that the resolution of narratives in reviews is optional. In contrast, my study 
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shows that narratives do have a resolution and that it is an essential element of 
narratives. As McCabe and Foster (2006, 200) explain, “fundamental to a good 
story in Western culture is the establishment of a valued endpoint. (...) [Events are] 
evaluated either positively, leading to a valued endpoint, or negatively, leading away 
from it.” Building on Labov and Waletzky’s (1967) suggestion that, in evaluative 
narratives, the evaluation section of the narrative is often fused with the result, I 
have shown empirically how narratives express overarching perspectives - their 
resolutions - that provide an evaluative point. These outcomes are insights blended 
from the different happenings (events) presented. They serve as ideas that others 
can grasp in an intelligible way. Narratives in reviews thus offer concrete - and often 
engaging - ways to understand others’ experiences. 

In particular, and in contrast with Alexander et al.’s (2018a) study that claims 
that reviewers say nothing about themselves, my research shows that many 
narratives provide an orientation section where authors make statements about 
themselves, their experiences, and even their expertise. This section provides 
information that readers might be interested in or that could make them believe the 
author’s account. 

As seen in this chapter, I have identified six narratives that emerge across both 
museums: (1) ‘recommended’, (2) ‘disappointing’, (3) ‘must see/do’, (4) ‘visit if you 
are… interested in art/history’, (5) ‘everything is wrong’, and (6) ‘amazing’. Each of 
these narratives encapsulates a resolution: an outcome that is essentially similar 
across reviews and that possesses an evaluative nature. I will now discuss each one 
of these narratives in detail against the backdrop of existing studies.  

The narrative ‘recommended’ resonates with findings from previous studies 
(e.g. Evangelista & Ferrari, 2018; Alabau-Montoya & Ruiz-Molina, 2020; Waller & 
Waller, 2021; Yu et al., 2021; Gursoy et al., 2022). In particular, the expression 
“worth a visit” was found across several studies (Souto, 2018; Kirilenko et al., 2021; 
Riva & Agostino, 2022), and I regard it as essentially similar to the perspective 
articulated in the narrative ‘recommended’. 

All in all, these studies show how a recommendation to visit is a common way to 
express an evaluative stance. Although there is no proposal of a typology of 
‘recommended’ narratives in these studies, there is nonetheless a recognition of the 
prominence of this idea in reviews. Hence, I consider that these earlier findings 
support the view that I am proposing: a narrative whose resolution is a 
recommendation for others to visit the tourist attraction. In a related manner, 
although not with an identical recommendation, Hong (2020) found that one of the 
predominant themes in reviews about the Gyeongbokgung Palace in South Korea 
was a recommendation to skip a visit and instead go to other sites while in Seoul. 
Vásquez (2011) also pointed out that some tourists that showcase hotel complaints 
in reviews also recommend that others stay elsewhere. 
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The second narrative that I am suggesting – ‘disappointing’ – also finds support 
in previous studies (Alexander et al., 2018a; Ramírez-Gutiérrez et al., 2018; Hong, 
2020). In particular, disappointment is a sub-theme identified in the theme 
‘experience’ that emerged across the reviews of literary museums studied by Baleiro 
(2023). Furthermore, Vásquez (2011) found that almost one-third of complaints 
they studied in the context of TripAdvisor reviews of hotels referenced 
disappointments. Thus, previous studies have revealed that disappointment is a 
response of some tourists in different contexts. My study proposes a particular 
narrative that builds upon an experience that was not up to the expectations of the 
individual writing the review.  

The third narrative – ‘must see/do’ – also resonates with findings from previous 
research (e.g., Evangelista & Ferrari, 2018). Buckley-Zistel and Williams (2020), in 
particular, highlight that around half of the reviews they have studied of memorial 
sites convey the message that they are “must-see” destinations and/or that visitors 
“should visit” them. This particular expression was also evident in empirical 
excerpts in different studies (Alexander et al., 2018a; Evangelista & Ferrari, 2018; 
Hodsdon, 2020; Abaalzamat et al., 2021), which reveals the prominence which it 
seems to assume in reviews of cultural sites on TripAdvisor. This perspective, that 
others should visit a site, reveals a clear deontic attitude and characterizes a 
narrative where the advice takes center stage.  

Regarding the fourth narrative I am proposing – ‘visit if you are… interested in 
art/history’ – the conditional idea that if something is of interest, then one should 
go and visit the attraction is present in the study of Ramírez-Gutiérrez et al. (2018). 
The authors acknowledge establishing a condition in recommending a visit (2018). 
In my study, this conditional idea assumes relevance across reviews, giving shape 
to a particular narrative. 

The fifth narrative – ‘everything is wrong’ – is again not recognized as a type of 
narrative in previous studies. Still, an apparent sense of dissatisfaction indicated by 
the listing of several negative points (where everything or almost everything seems 
to be wrong) is empirically shown by Vásquez (2012). Thus, Vásquez’s (2012) 
findings support a view of reviews that share remarkably negative experiences that 
resonates with this fifth narrative I am proposing. In this narrative, the resolution 
is fused with the complication section and emerges from the negative aspects 
mentioned. 

Finally, the sixth and last narrative my study suggests – ‘amazing’ – also finds 
support in previous studies (Evangelista & Ferrari, 2018; Shao et al., 2019; 
Abaalzamat et al., 2021; Kirilenko et al., 2021; Waller & Waller, 2021; Yu et al., 
2021; Hodsdon, 2022). I consider the concept of ‘amazing’  to be closely related to 
words such as those found in other studies, such as ‘wonderful’ and ‘excellent’ (Yu 
et al., 2021; Hodsdon, 2022), ‘great’, ‘fantastic’, ‘incredible’, ‘superb’, and ‘fabulous’ 
(Hodsdon, 2022), ‘outstanding’ (Alexander et al., 2018), and ‘impressive’ (Simeon 
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et al., 2017; Alabau-Montoya & Ruiz-Molina, 2020; Abaalzamat et al.; 2021; 
Kirilenko et al., 2021). 

My research thus provides a view of actual narratives, embracing their 
discursive richness. The proposed six narratives merit attention in future research 
because echoes of similar narrative resolutions are present in earlier studies. 

Interestingly, the identified narratives present an outcome articulating a general 
point. These museums are either presented as disappointing, recommended, or 
amazing. Also, we have narratives that suggest that the museums are a must-see 
attraction, or worth a visit if someone is interested in art/history. Finally, we also 
have a narrative that presents the museums as being characterized by several 
negative aspects. The outcomes of the narratives are thus simple, enabling others 
to understand and relate to them easily. Also, this simplicity contributes to 
TripAdvisor’s function as a judgment device: narrative outcomes in reviews provide 
straightforward messages that others can receive to help them make decisions in a 
market where there is quality uncertainty, since tourism attractions have an 
experiential nature that is not easy to assess before consumption (Karpik, 2010; 
Reckwitz, 2020a).  

One can speculate about the possible reasons for the emergence of similar 
narrative outcomes. One possible reason might be the mutual influence process that 
occurs on TripAdvisor, and that is recognized by reviewers, as discussed above. 
Another eventual (cumulative) reason might be related to the limited English 
proficiency of some of the reviewers. If one possesses limited vocabulary resources, 
a tendency to employ common terms that might be discernible in other reviews may 
likely develop. However, another reason might be a visitor’s lack of expertise, which 
may make it challenging to delve into and discuss the specificities of what the 
museums offer. In other words, they might lack the cultural capital (Bourdieu, 
1984) to express themselves with a finer granularity.  

Whatever the reasons, we have a paradox: the museums are distinct in their 
focus and even prominent in their specific fields, but the discursive resources 
employed to present them are similar. Thus, while museums are singular in their 
multidimensionality and incommensurability, the idiomatic resources employed in 
the narratives’ outcomes are the same for both museums. Furthermore, they are 
generic expressions found in other studies that address different cultural sites 
worldwide.  

The resolutions of generic narrative outcomes may be seen as a de-
singularization of a museum or other tourist attraction, in the sense that they are 
standardized and do not reveal an engagement with the particularities of each site. 
Consequently, one can argue that, in these resolutions, museums are discursively 
portrayed within a standardized outlook (Inglis, 2022).  

However, these resolutions emerge from narratives whose complicating action 
varies significantly in content, as shown above. The personal experiences recounted 
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in the reviews are quite diverse: they have different foci, present particular 
perspectives, and are diverse in terms of the approach and style employed, in 
discursive terms. Hence, the narrative format accommodates this apparent tension 
well: a generic resolution emerges from quite specific texts that articulate diverse 
ideas expressing personal experiences. These individuals’ experiences are also 
naturally bound to the specificities of each museum, addressing how visitors 
experienced, for example, particular exhibitions, interactions, and the overall 
ambiance of the spaces. This particular type of review content can be seen as falling 
within a perspective of particularization (Inglis, 2022). 

Overall, these outcomes should be seen from a broader perspective, that they 
are just one element of narratives. Although narrative outcomes are quite 
prominent, and are one part of the review with which readers can engage in an 
immediate and easy way – even more so because they are repeated across several 
reviews – they are not disconnected from the other narrative sections. Outcomes 
emerge from a sequence of events – often quite specific as recounted by individual 
visitors based on their experiences in particular visits to museums – which 
showcase a diversity of approaches that help to counter the possible generalization 
and standardization expressed in the outcomes, and are often displayed in the 
narrative abstract in the review’s title. Thus, in reviews, particularization and 
standardization processes (Inglis, 2020) seem to evolve simultaneously. As stated 
above, narratives seem an especially fruitful way to bring together these dynamics.  

Although the identified six narratives’ resolutions are generic expressions, as 
just discussed, it seems reasonable to assume that they could hold different 
potentials to contribute to the discursive construction of museums as singularities. 
When one states in a narrative that a museum is amazing, it might open up the 
possible interpretative space of tourists when they are considering the potential for 
an outstanding and unique experience in that museum. In the same way, even if in 
a less enthusiastic manner, if a museum is characterized as a “must-see” or is 
recommended to visit (including under certain conditions related to one’s 
interests), it certainly can create expectations about its attractiveness and the 
originality and uniqueness of what it offers. Thus, there might be a more prominent 
role for singularization work in these 4 narratives (and especially in the narrative 
‘amazing’) than in the others. On the other hand, a museum portrayed in reviews as 
disappointing, or as having multiple negative aspects where everything seems to be 
wrong, will hold the potential to contribute to others considering the museum as 
just another museum, with possibly no relevant exceptional characteristics that sets 
it apart. These perspectives open up paths for future research and merit more 
attention in new studies, since how processes of singularization may build upon 
reviews continues to be under-researched.  

While previous studies have suggested that reviewers are aware of their 
audience and strive to engage readers through narratives (Vásquez, 2012), 
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showcasing their awareness with a second person focus and the advice offered to 
others (Zanibellato et al., 2017; Alexander et al., 2018a; Baleiro, 2023), my study 
advances current knowledge by detailing how narratives bring the readers to them 
through the deontic resolutions. This is particularly evident in the cases of the 
‘must-see/do’ and the ‘visit if you are… interested in art/history’ narratives. And, as 
discussed previously, the other narratives do similarly incorporate a deontic logic 
in their resolutions. Thus, this also empirically reveals how reviews are endowed 
with morals. In the sixth chapter, I will further delve into morals, building on these 
findings from narratives in reviews of Kiasma and the National Museum. 

This research shows how reviews are more than the cumulative display of 
isolated and disconnected discourses. These narratives show typical ways of 
expressing ideas that cut across individual perspectives. There is clearly a social 
dimension that leads to similar ways of articulating discourses. In this regard, 
Buckley-Zistel and Williams (2020) have reflected on the homogeneity of some of 
the ideas they found in reviews. The discursive context established by TripAdvisor 
certainly influences how new reviews are written (Alexander et al., 2008a), and 
Buckley-Zistel and Williams (2020) speculate that in the process of writing a text 
tourists may end up drawing on previous texts, thus embedding their reviews in 
multiple layers of pre-existing texts. In particular, a wish to align oneself with others 
with the same reported experience may be involved (Buckley-Zistel & Williams, 
2020). Furthermore, some of the narratives found across reviews might correspond 
to socially acceptable ways of addressing particular sites, as Buckley-Zistel and 
Williams (2020) discuss in their study on memorial sites. Similarly, I consider it 
reasonable to reflect on whether the narratives I have identified might have become 
socially acceptable ways of addressing museums in the digital realm.  

Robinson (1981) has suggested that personal narratives need not be limited to 
unusual experiences, and my study shows that some narratives do not necessarily 
reveal unusualness. Narratives such as ‘everything is wrong’ and ‘amazing’ often 
portray the experiences as unusual in some regard, and the narratives are then built 
up from there. The same commonly happens in the narrative ‘disappointing’, since 
it relates to expectations that were not met, and so there is some unusualness 
present. However, the other three narratives described the experience as not 
necessarily unusual, demonstrating that sharing personal experiences is not limited 
to unusual happenings.  

All in all, the narratives one can find on TripAdvisor establish an ‘interpretative 
context’ (using the expression of Reckwitz, 2020a, 6) that is available to everyone 
that accesses the website. OCR websites thus offer a discursive space that creates a 
context from which others can interpret and start developing, or strengthen, their 
own knowledge and expectations towards the museum visits.  

It has been suggested that OCR websites enable new kinds of social interactions 
(Beauvisage et al., 2013; Mellet et al., 2014; Baka, 2015; Mkono & Tribe, 2017), and 
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my research empirically shows this. First, TripAdvisor enables direct contact among 
readers and reviewers, by offering the opportunity to send direct messages. Readers 
can also post questions publicly. Then, as discussed above, one can also see how 
individual perspectives clearly build on others’ discourses, and how tourists 
recognize that they use the reviews to obtain knowledge, revealing additionally that 
their expectations are already impacted before the actual visits to tourist 
attractions. A mutual influence can thus be seen, unfolding over time. Hence, my 
study empirically contributes to revealing how concrete social interactions unfold 
on OCR websites. The social dimension is also noticeable through the commonly 
used words and expressions identified and discussed earlier. Notably, a social 
dimension emerges across reviews, showing how particular ideas coalesce and 
evolve conjointly. Narratives thus become part of the discourses available to the 
museums’ visitors, accessible permanently and virtually from anywhere. Even 
though their resolutions express common and generic points, they nonetheless 
become part of the construction of museums as singularities, since they offer on-
going discourses that showcase their multiple dimensions and provide attention 
and visibility (Reckwitz 2020a; 2020b) to those museums. 
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5 Positions taken by reviewers 

People engage in positioning in their discursive activities to locate themselves 
within social relationships, and as a way to make sense of the world (Harré & van 
Langenhove, 2009; Harré, 2012; Andreouli, 2010). Positioning oneself involves 
three interrelated aspects: positions, speech-acts, and narratives (Harré & van 
Langenhove, 2009). This chapter is organized into four sections, and explores how 
museum visitors take positions through the reviews they share. It addresses the 
second research question of this thesis: which positions do tourists take in their 
online reviews?  

Singularities are characterized by the fact that they impact participants 
affectively (Reckwitz, 2020a). The goal of the first section is to explore how 
reviewers are affected in their visits to museums, since I depart from the 
assumption that being affected can be relevant in the context of sharing narratives, 
and through these, of taking positions. 

In the first section, I will show that reviewers do become affected and, in 
particular, that they desire to be affected. I have found that, in their reviews, the 
authors show that they were affected, particularly on an emotional level. These 
emotions can be discerned in the way that reviewers portray their experiences. As I 
will detail, they are affected, in particular, by experiencing different emotional 
responses when visiting the museums.  

Harré and van Langenhove (1999b) argued that positioning can be regarded as 
the discursive construction of personal stories that make a person's actions 
intelligible as social actors. After taking up a position as one’s own, a person will see 
the world from the vantage point of that position and in terms of what is relevant 
within it. As noted above, a person’s position is embedded in the narrative shared 
in their reviews.  

Taking a position is often done in an unintended way as social life unfolds (van 
Langenhove & Harré, 1999). In particular, since positioning results from the three 
mutually dependent elements mentioned before – speech acts, narratives, and 
positions – positioning can occur not only when driven by the deliberate act of 
taking a position, but also through a speech act (for a review, see Vásquez, 2012) 
and, in particular, by the sharing of a narrative (van Langenhove & Harré, 1999). 
Thus, taking a position often happens without intentionality whenever one is 
engaged in discursive activities (van Langenhove & Harré, 1999). The second 
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section aims to identify and characterize the positions that emerge in the reviews of 
the two museums under analysis. 

I will show that positions unfold in the narratives, and I will identify six such 
positions. Furthermore, I will show that these positions are relational: taking a 
position implies positioning others in relation to us (Harré & van Langenhove, 
2009; Harré, 2012). 

The purpose of the third section is to explore how reviewers regard visits: to 
what extent do visitors consider their visits as particular moments that provide 
experiences bound to that specificity? If visits are regarded as experiences that 
unfold in specific conditions, then the positions taken may be viewed as 
momentary, even if unwittingly. 

In the third section, my findings show that reviewers recognize that museum 
visits are particular experiences characterized by changing conditions, unfolding at 
specific moments.  

In the fourth and last section, I will present a discussion building on the previous 
literature. As mentioned earlier, of particular interest to this study is understanding 
how discourses in reviews can be regarded as positions taken by their authors 
within the setting of tourism regarded as a market of singularities (Karpik, 2010; 
Reckwitz; 2020a; 2020b). 

5.1 Being affected 
In the reviews, tourists show that a visit to the museums affected them. Being 
affected emerged in the empirical material as a key aspect of what visitors express 
in their discourses. It could potentially set the underlying context for writing a 
review.  

The first way of being affected is by surprise, and I have found it in reviews 
across both museums. Surprise may come from an experience with the exhibitions, 
as the following review illustrates. The author starts the review by providing 
orientation about her/his position towards modern art: “I don’t love modern art” 
(review 5.1.1, line 3). Then, in line 4, the author uses the expression “blown away” 
to characterize the experience of regarding modern art at Kiasma. This tension 
between low or no expectations set by not enjoying modern art and the surprise of 
actually enjoying this kind of art at the museum results in an evident feeling of 
surprise.  
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Review 5.1.1 (May 2016, K230) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-26 
 

I Had A Blast! 
 
I don't love modern art. My husband loves modern art. This 
day, however, I was blown away by my modern art 
experience at Kiasma.  
((lines cut off)) 

In the following review, the author acknowledges how s/he has enjoyed the visit to 
the National Museum, mentioning the variety of art (review 5.1.2 line 3), and also 
their surprise at finding an area dedicated to heavy metal music (lines 4-5).  
 

Review 5.1.2 (November 2018, N72) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-8 

Absolutely loved it. 
 
I really loved the variety of Art, one can find in the National 
Museum of Finland. I never expected to see an area of a 
museum dedicated to Heavy Metal. 
((lines cut off)) 

 
Surprise can be regarded as an emotion, and other emotional ways of being affected 
are noticeable in the reviews. The review just mentioned (review 5.1.2) presents 
‘love’ right in the title, revealing another way of being emotionally affected. In the 
following review, after assessing the art exhibited in Kiasma as “amazing” in the 
title, the author starts the review by stating in the first sentence that s/he fell in love 
with the museum (review 5.1.3, line 3). This intense way of portraying her/his 
experience reveals how s/he was affected. 
 

Review 5.1.3 (May 2016, K228) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Amazing art 
 
I felt in love with this museum!! So kind staff (they asked to 
leave my backpack in wardrobe and gave me a small cotton 
purse for my stuff. The ticket is a small sing which u need 
to put on ur clothes. So many interesting performances, few 
people, interesting design. I liked the place, it definitely 
worths to visit!! 
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In addition to love, the emotion of amazement is another noticeable way of being 
affected that was portrayed in museum reviews. Some reviewers acknowledge that 
they were amazed by recognizing that they were impressed.  

In the following review, the author assumes that s/he and the persons that were 
with her/him during their visit to Kiasma were impressed with the quality of the 
exhibitions (review 5.1.4, lines 3-4), and in particular describes the art displayed as 
“visually impressive” (line 5), emphasizing the overall response of having been 
amazed. 
 

Review 5.1.4 (July 2016, K205) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
 

Great gallery, centrally located 
 
At the time we visited, we were very impressed with the 
quality of the modern art. It wasn't a huge show but 
substantial in what it had and was visually impressive. 
Would visit again. 
 

The same emotional response is evident in the following review, right in the title: 
the National Museum is described as “very impressive” (review 5.1.5, line 1). The 
explanation for this is revealed right at the beginning of the review, when the author 
describes the museum as “huge” (line 3), with lots to offer, even for children. The 
feeling of having been impressed is then clearly repeated when addressing, in 
particular, a temporary exhibition (lines 9-10).  
 

Review 5.1.5 (April 2015, N326) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

Very impressive! 
 
This huge museum has lots to offer, also for children. There 
are 4 floors (including the basement that offer a great 
display of bones, jewelry, paintings, clothing, etc. etc. Every 
different part of the museum represents a different time 
period. My advice is to stick to the map/booklet that they 
give you when you buy a ticket. Otherwise the exhibitions 
can be confusing. I was also very impressed by the 
temporary exhibition about religions of the world. If this 
exhibition is still there when you visit, then you shouldn't 
skip it. I have been to a lot of museums in Helsinki and I 
have to say that this is one of my favourites (possibly even 
my favourite). It's about a 10-15 minute walk from the train 
station. 
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A fourth way of being affected that can be found in the reviews is being affected 
through admiration, particularly in aesthetics terms. Reviewers recognize that 
beauty impacts their experience: in the following review (review 5.1.6, line 3) the 
author qualifies the building as beautiful. This evaluation is made within other 
assessments - the exhibitions are described as “great” - but beauty assumes a 
preponderance, as it is mentioned at the start of the review. 
 

Review 5.1.6 (June 2016, K219) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
 

Lovers of art. Come and see this. 
 
Beautiful building and great expositions. It's not the 
cheapest but you can easily spend two-three hours in the 
museum. 
 

In another review, the author acknowledges her/his admiration of the visit to the 
National Museum, based on how its beauty was appreciated in different aspects: 
the domed ceiling, the rooms, exhibitions, and the pieces on display. All of these are 
beautiful (review 5.1.7, lines 12-14). Their beauty strikes the author, and then s/he 
expresses how it affected her/him.  

 
Review 5.1.7 (November 2016, N215) 

1 
2-10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15-16 

Need to go back!  
((lines cut off)) 
From what I saw of the museum I was really impressed. 
The beautiful dome ceiling showing what I think is scenes 
from the Kalevala is incredible! Some really beautiful 
rooms and exhibitions and some beautiful pieces. 
((lines cut off))  

 
A fifth way of being affected is based on a feeling of ecstasy produced by the 
museums. This way of being affected is intense, and can be apprehended when 
reviewers claim that the museums and their exhibitions are the best, or one of their 
best experiences. This highlights how Kiasma and the National Museum affect 
those visiting, to the point that they start considering these museums as their 
favourites. There is such an intense reaction that the related emotion can be 
described as ecstasy. In the following review, the author states that some of the 
exhibitions at Kiasma are the best s/he has seen in years (review 5.1.8, lines 8-9), 
thus revealing how affected s/he was.  
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Review 5.1.8 (November 2017, K98) 

1 
2-6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

great building, some amazing art 
((lines cut off)) // 
I realize this type of art is not everyone's cup of tea, but 
some of the installations we saw are probably the best 
contemporary art I've seen in years (Korakrit 
Arunanondchai, anyone?) - that alone was worth the trip! 

 
In the following empirical instance, the reviewer bluntly writes in the title that the 
National Museum has the “Best Medieval Exhibit Ever”, and starts the review by 
self-characterizing her/himself as an experienced visitor of museums worldwide 
(review 5.1.9, lines 3-5). After this orientation section in the beginning, the reviewer 
repeats the assessment already shared in the title, explaining that the museum is 
the best s/he has ever seen (lines 5-7). Again, we have such an intense way of being 
affected here that ecstasy describes it appropriately. 
 

Review 5.1.9 (May 2016, N265) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8-13 

Best Medieval Exhibit Ever 
 
I have been to a number of museums throughout Europe 
and in the United States that have exhibits devoted to 
medieval art. I must say that this museum in Helsinki is the 
best I have ever seen, almost to the point that I didn't think 
the artifacts were real! // 
((lines cut off)) 

 
Stating that a museum is the best, or one of the best, entails making a comparison 
- even if implicit - with other museums. It implies that other museums are not so 
good. Or, in other words, that they are less impactful than Kiasma and the National 
Museum. This kind of statement contributes to a view of the museums as unique. 
Uniqueness and rarity are attributes of singularities. 

Finally, these different ways of being affected can be seen within the context of 
a longing to be affected. The empirical instances provided until now show different 
ways of being affected in an essentially positive light. In a way, the reviewers 
recognize having been impressed. However, some reviews show that their authors 
are affected by not being impressed. Being affected is a term that encapsulates a 
somehow neutral logic, broad enough to encompass positive and negative stances.  

The following empirical instance shows contempt from the reviewer, in an 
example where there is a recognized lack of being impressed. The reviewer (review 
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5.1.10, lines 4-5) acknowledges that s/he was not impressed with what was 
displayed, stating the deception of not having much to see in Kiasma, in the title.  
 

Review 5.1.10 (January 2018, K93) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Not much to see 
 
They had 2 floors closed. There was an exhibit that was 
available for voting but no one gave us a ballot. I was not 
impressed with any of the entries. 

 
Similarly, the following reviewer states, right away in the title, and repeating it in 
the review itself, that the National Museum is not impressive. Again, this way of 
sharing the feeling of experiencing the museum reveals being affected negatively by 
not having been impressed (review 5.1.11, line 7). 
 

Review 5.1.11 (November 2015, N214) 

1 
2-6 
7 
8 
9 

Not-so-impressive Museum 
 ((lines cut off)) // 
 This isn't an impressive museum, nowhere to sit down 
while you're walking around and the lighting is quite dim 
and the layout isn't very exciting.  

 
In the above review, we again have contempt as an emotional response expressed 
in the review. These different ways of being affected prompt, or help to prompt, the 
sharing of the experience, since they assume a clear central role in how the visitors 
describe their experience. In the next section, I will address which positions are 
discernible in reviews of Kiasma and the National Museum in Helsinki. 

5.2 Taking up positions in narratives 
In this section I will explore which positions museum visitors take. Positions are a 
metaphor that provides a lens through which one can regard social interactions. 
People take on positions in their discourses to make sense of the world and locate 
themselves in relation to others (Harré & van Langenhove, 2009; Harré, 2012; 
Andreouli, 2010). Each position is defined by a set of characteristics that are similar, 
in their essence, for both museums. Specific positions are not bound to particular 
narratives, meaning a given position may be discerned in distinct narratives.  

It is important to note that all of these positions can be regarded as starting from 
the vantage point of someone having been in a museum. Thus, those taking 
positions start from the point of this distinctiveness, which sets them apart from 
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many others that have yet to visit the museums. By visiting Kiasma and the National 
Museum they have already taken a position that is different from those that have 
yet to visit those attractions. 
 
‘Telegraphist’ 
The first position identified - ‘telegraphist’ - is characterized by the way the visitor 
decides to share her/his experience: some remarks are stated about the museums 
in a very brief manner. When taking this position, the author usually shares two or 
three sentences where s/he offers some snippets of information. There seems to be 
no concern to provide detailed or well-framed explanations; rather, a desire is 
evident to just state something. Due to the brief nature of the reviews, there is an 
implicit disregard for elaborating on the perspectives shared. In the following 
review (review 5.2.1) the narrative is ‘disappointing’, and the author expresses, in a 
very brief way, some remarks about the experience of visiting Kiasma.  
 

Review 5.2.1 (March 2016, K248) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

very bad experience 
 
we visit this museom of moder art but was 
empty nothigh interessing to see only photo 
and no art we was very dissapointed 

 
 
Describes very briefly 
the museum, without 
detailing what is 
stated.  

 
In the next review (review 5.2.2), another empirical instance reveals a position of 
‘telegraphist’. The narrative is ‘visit if you are interested… in history”, and in 
addition to the title one can only find a single ambiguous sentence. If others do not 
get the point, that does not seem to be relevant for the individual taking this 
position, which is paradoxical since reviews are written for others. Sometimes they 
are even clearly addressed, as is the case of this review about the National Museum.  
 

Review 5.2.2 (August 2017, N170) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

for history lovers 
  
A castle like building specially designed 
illustrate Finnish history from medieval 
time (with a very large collection of church 
items) to Swedish and Russian era. 

 
 
Describes very briefly 
the museum, without 
detailing what is 
stated.  
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Hence, those taking this position state some remarks seemingly out of the will to 
share something. The tone is informal, usually descriptive and characterized by 
what is expressed as often ambiguous due to lack of framing and detail.  
 
‘Hypercritic’ 
The second position identified is the one of ‘hypercritic’. The position is 
characterized by an inclination to judge very severely, and even to be captious. Thus, 
and although in generic terms a critic can surely make different assessments, 
possibly both positive and negative, the term ‘hypercritic’ is employed to describe a 
position of being an over-rigid critic that tends to criticize significantly in negative 
terms. 

Hence, the ‘hypercritic’ assumes a position where s/he essentially raises 
negative points. Some positive comments can also be made, but then are toned 
down in the overall framing of the review. The following review of Kiasma is an 
empirical instance showcasing this position. In the review, a narrative of ‘everything 
is wrong’ is presented. 

The title starts with strong language that makes clear what the overall opinion 
of the reviewer is. Then, after an initial orientation where the author presents 
her/himself as an appreciator of art (review 5.2.3, line 4), s/he starts pointing out 
several concrete reasons for their distaste: lines 5-7; 9-13 and 15-19. In particular, a 
facetious comment can be observed in lines 19-20 when the author stresses that the 
artists tried to portray an abstract concept and failed, which fits coherently into this 
position of high criticism.  
 

Review 5.2.3 (March 2016, K243) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Pitiful excuse for a contemporary art 
museum! 
 
As an art lover, I appreciate all forms of 
art. However, it was very dissatisfying to 
pay 12 euro to see 3 exhibits that were less 
than to be desired. //  
 
There is no permanent collection which 
reduces the enjoyment of the museum 
because if one particular exhibit is not your 
cup of tea, you can at least enjoy the 
collection offered. // 
 
The problem was that the halls were 
empty. There were only two halls that were 

Strong language 
 
 

Points out several 
concrete reasons for 
the distaste. 

 
 
Points out several 
concrete reasons for 
the distaste. 
 

 
 
Points out several 
concrete reasons for 
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17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

filled with an art installation, but the rest 
were practically empty with one statue per 
room, or two square blocks seemingly 
trying to portray some abstract concept. // 
 
Unfortunately this did not get a positive 
review from me - the architecture of the 
building alone isn't enough to justify 12 
euros down the drain. 

the distaste. 
 
Makes facetious 
comments. 

 
Expresses attitude of 
being demanding. 
 

 

 
The author ends the review by being demanding (lines 22-25), which is an attitude 
that commonly underlies this position. Another review, in this case about the 
National Museum, is similarly illustrative of this position of ‘hypercritic’. The 
author expresses a severe judgment. The narrative in this review (5.2.4) is one of 
‘disappointing’, and as in the previous example one can read several concrete 
reasons for their distaste: lines 12-15; 17-21; 24-28; 30-37 and 39-41. In particular, 
one can also observe a posture of being demanding (lines 43-48 and 50-52), as well 
as a facetious comment (lines 36-37). 

 
Review 5.2.4 (January 2018, N131) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Disappointing 
 
I felt like I learnt very few from this 
museum. // 
 
After being positively amazed by the 
design and technology of the Prehistory 
section, I realized this section didnt really 
gave me a idea of who and from where the 
Finns are. //  
 
Im OK with exhibiting few artifacts, i 
found it better than too much, but the 
informations about what they are telling us 
is missing. 
 
Then you go from Prehistory to middle 
ages. Well, the XVIe century. Plenty of 
religious wooden statues but... Ok. The 

 
 

Showcases distaste in 
a clear way. 
 
Points out several 
concrete reasons for 
the distaste.  
 
 
 
Points out several 
concrete reasons for 
the distaste. 

 
 
Points out several 
concrete reasons for 
the distaste. 
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21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
 

only I learnt is that very few things 
remains for middle age in Finland... // 
 
In the middle of this section, from time to 
time, a small exhibition about castles and 
borders of Finland. But not linked to the 
others exhibites ! It is your job to creat the 
big picture of Finland History. 
 
Then modern history, I discovered Finland 
is now in Russia (but How Did it happen) 
that people were not happy (no futher 
explanation why) that some wars happen 
(a video of 45 secondes about the 
Continuation and the Winter war...) and 
Finland is independant nd people can 
enjoy sauna and coffee… // 
 
Despite some very interesting ideas in this 
museum, it lacks to gave a comprehensive 
view of the history of Finland. 
 
How Did it happen for example that the 
rooms talking about the Wars against 
soviet union are at the end of the visit ? I 
Was interested about the subject but when 
i finally found the exhibite by accident, the 
museum was closing. 
 
A important work should be done here to 
better explain the history and culture of 
Finland and to make it clear to the visitor. 

 
 
 
Points out several 
concrete reasons for 
the distaste. 
 

 
 

Points out several 
concrete reasons for 
the distaste. 
 

 
 
Makes facetious 
comments. 

 
Points out several 
concrete reasons for 
the distaste. 

 
Expresses attitude of 
being demanding. 
 
 

 
 

 
Expresses attitude of 
being demanding. 

In this position, the tone employed is noticeably harsh. The ‘hypercritic’, as 
mentioned, is quite demanding and clearly shows a lively negative criticism. The 
position of ‘hypercritic’ is of superiority over others. In particular, it is a position of 
superiority to the ones responsible for exhibitions, including the management of 
the museums, its curators, and the artists.  
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‘Expert’ 
In a third position - ‘expert’ - the individual writing the review assume a position of 
seemingly knowing a lot and being keen to explain what they believe they know. 
This position is characterized by presenting oneself as possessing knowledge and 
intellectual abilities. 

The following empirical instance (review 5.2.5) is illustrative of this position. In 
this review about Kiasma, there is a narrative of ‘amazing’, and the author offers 
very specific comments that s/he brings to the review to offer her/his reflexive 
remarks.  

In several instances, the reviewer self-claims competencies to interpret and 
reflect upon the museum exhibition: lines 12-17; 19-24 and 27-32. There is also an 
abundant use of elaborate language.  
 

Review 5.2.5 (September 2017, K111) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

Modern art at its exhilarating best 
 
The Ars17 exhibition was tremendous, 
located in the wonderfully modern 
Kiasma.  
 
The multitude of great installations, 
themes and exhibits were a salient 
commentary on the digital world and its 
impact on all of our lives.  
 
In Ribbons Ed Atkins presents in stark 
images a portrayal of life for the millennial 
generation. Andrey Bogush takes a web 
image and projects it onto a conventional 
material, symbolising the potential for 
manipulating digital images. // 
 
A fetching sculptural conglomeration 
depicts elements of the human skeleton, 
bone by bone. In her work the Swedish 
born Nina Canell focuses on underground 
electrical cables as being almost an 
extension of the human nervous system. // 
 
 
Julia Varela has a striking installation of 

 
 
Use of adjectives.  
 
 
 
Elaborate language. 
Demonstrates 
reflexivity. 

 
 
Demonstrates 
reflexivity.  
Self-claims 
competence for 
interpreting 
exhibitions. 

 
Elaborate language. 
Demonstrates 
reflexivity.  
Self-claims 
competence for 
interpreting 
exhibitions. 
 
Elaborate language.  
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28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

crumpled plasma TV screens that are 
lifeless except for faintly ephemeral 
images. It shows how screens can be 
hijacked by for example terrorists to push 
their dystopian propaganda. // 
 
Many more intriguing works were to be 
engaged with. It was a thoughtful couple of 
hours we spent here. 

Demonstrates 
reflexivity.  
Self-claims 
competence for 
interpreting 
exhibitions. 
 

 
A position of ‘expert’ is a position of superiority over others. This superiority is 
evidenced in the reflexive comments offered. With these comments, there is a self-
claim of competence or mastery in the assessed subjects. Those taking this position 
point out issues about which they then elaborate, to display their competence. Thus, 
there is a demonstration of one's own claimed intellectual abilities.  

The following review (review 5.2.6) of the National Museum further illustrates 
this position. The narrative from which the position of ‘expert’ emerges is 
‘disappointing’. Again, we have a clear display of self-claimed competence by being 
reflexive and providing interpretations of exhibitions: lines 3-10, 12-19, 21-23, 47-
54 and 56-61.  

 
Review 5.2.6 (November 2019, N16) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Has big gaps in the story of Finland 
 
The section on prehistory (i.e. from 9000 
BCE to 1000 CE) seems to be better than 
the gallery on the more recent periods. 
Archaeological finds are clearly presented 
in a consistent way. It is quite remarkable 
that they have dug up so much when the 
population of the territory was never more 
than 25,000 people, often much less. 
 
What the exhibits show however is that the 
bronze age and iron age came very late to 
Finland. Inhabitants of the land struggled 
to survive in the harsh climate with only 
basic technology when civilisations and 
empires were flourishing in other parts of 

 
 

Demonstrates  
reflexivity.  
Self-claims competence 
for interpreting 
exhibitions. 

 
 
 

 
Demonstrates 
reflexivity.  
Self-claims competence 
for interpreting 
exhibitions. 
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19 
20 
21 
22 

223 
224-46 

47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62-70 

the world. // 
 
Then there seems to be a huge gap 
between 1000 and 1800 CE. Did I miss an 
entire gallery? I don’t think so. 
((lines cut off) 
There are enigmatic references to the 
Finnish Civil War, the Treaty of Tartu, the 
Winter war, the loss of Petsamo, but these 
are not explained to connected to any 
overall story. In other words, you are left 
with no idea what the Finnish Civil War, 
the Treaty of Tartu, the Winter war, or 
Petsamo were about. 
 
One senses that there is a concern about 
political sensitivity, especially since 
Sweden and Russia are still Finland's 
neighbours but such self-censorship is 
usually a serious hindrance to good 
curation. 
((lines cut off)) 

 
 
Self-claims competence 
for interpreting 
exhibitions. 

 
Demonstrates 
reflexivity.  
Self-claims competence 
for interpreting 
exhibitions. 
 

 
 

 
Demonstrates 
reflexivity.  
Self-claims competence 
for interpreting 
exhibitions. 
 

 
In this position, the tone used is elaborate: there is a use of intricate language, and 
there is also often the use of adjectives to enrich descriptions. In terms of format, 
reviews written with the position of ‘expert’ are usually long, like the empirical 
instance above, since it takes space to express what the author claims to have 
mastered. As stated, a position of ‘expert’ is also a position of superiority: it almost 
implies regarding oneself as the only one, or one of the few, that can grasp in-depth 
the issues brought to the review.  
 
‘Friend’ 
A fourth position - ‘friend’ - is based on sharing one's reactions during the visit 
within a posture of being helpful to others. As discussed earlier, reviews can be 
generically regarded as a sharing of experiences. Thus, this is a position that 
encapsulates a common approach to reviews. What characterizes this position is 
exactly its typical nature. Those taking this position straightforwardly offer their 
own experiences, with a notable consideration for others regarding the informality 
with which the sharing is made. Importantly, they bring others into the reviews: 
addressing them, offering advice, and embracing what they might want or need. 
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What also characterizes this position, in particular, is that the authors often offer 
their reactions and feelings and acknowledge the personal nature of their review.  

The position of ‘friend’ is common among reviews of both museums, and the 
following empirical instance (review 5.2.7) pertains to Kiasma. In lines 10-11, 25-
28, in particular, it becomes evident how the author departs from her/his responses 
to share the perspectives one can read in the review.  
 

Review 5.2.7 (March 2017, N196) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
 
 

very good, albeit old school, history 
museum 
 
I'm a historian, and I loved this museum, 
which will teach you a lot about Finnish 
history if you work through the rooms 
methodically and read all of the signage 
(which is available in English). // 
 
The "Visit Helsinki" exhibit of travel 
posters was great, too.// 
 
 If you're not looking for an intensive 
history experience, you may enjoy the 
special exhibits and the 4th floor Vintti 
Workshop more. Vintti is aimed at both 
kids and adults: it has things like a replica 
Russian throne to sit on, a horse and cart 
to saddle, an old-fashioned typewriter to 
try out, jigsaw puzzles of old maps of 
Finland, and quizzes that ask you to, for 
example, match historical photographs of 
Helsinki to their locations. 
 
I found the museum shop and cafe a little 
thin: there are so many interesting shops 
and excellent cafes in Helsinki that you 
would probably do better to go elsewhere. 

 
 

 
Reveals own responses.  
Addresses the reader and 
considers the reader 
 
 
 
Reveals own responses.  
 
 
Addresses the reader and 
considers the reader 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Addresses the reader and 
considers the reader 

 
 
Reveals own responses.  
Addresses the reader and 
considers the reader 
Provides practical advice 
based on own 
experience, for readers 
to consider. 
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In this review - and in the following of the National Museum (review 5.2.8) - there 
is an acknowledgment that what is being shared are personal experiences. At the 
same time, and as mentioned, the readers are always brought into the review. In the 
following review, one can find the narrative ‘recommended’. Again, the sharing of 
personal responses is evident: lines 4-8, 14-23, and 25-33.  
 

Review 5.2.8 (August 2017, N172) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

Great museum - but 20th century 
exhibits being renovated (Aug 2017) 
 
This was my second visit to the museum - 
last time I went was in 2013, and the 
museum has since started to undergo a 
complete renovation/modernising the 
exhibitions. // 
 
The pre-history exhibit (downstairs) has 
been renewed, and it is now fantastic - be 
sure not to miss it! // 
 
However, the 20th century exhibit is 
currently being renovated, and was 
therefore closed for visitors. This is a 
shame as last time I found it to be the most 
interesting part of the museum. Instead, 
they had a photo exhibition about the 
history of Finland during that century, 
which was very interesting also, but of 
course not as detailed as the real 
exhibition. 
 
We arrived just in time for the free 
English-speaking guided tour, which was 
absolutely fantastic and I would definitely 
recommend trying to take part in that if 
you can. The tour didn't cover the entire 
museum - only the exhibitions regarding 
Finland under Swedish and Russian rule 
(so not independent Finland, or pre-
history). 
 

 
 
 

Reveals own 
responses.  
 
 
 
 
Addresses the reader 
and considers the 
reader. 

 
Reveals own 
responses.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reveals own 
responses.  
Addresses the reader 
and considers the 
reader 
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35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Overall, I would definitely recommend this 
museum as it provides a great overall look 
at Finland's history - and it will be even 
better when the renovations are 
completed. 

Provides practical 
advice based on own 
experience, for 
readers to consider. 

 
All in all, the position of ‘friend’ shares how visitors feel and offers advice. The tone 
is informal and accessible. The position is of empathy: others are considered, as 
mentioned, and there is a concern to share personal experiences as a way of being 
helpful to others.  
 
‘Guide’ 
A fifth position identified - ‘guide’ - describes what can be found. A primary 
characteristic of this position is the underlying neutral and informative tone in the 
reviews. 

Visitors in this position usually provide helpful information, such as opening 
hours and practical suggestions. The following review (review 5.2.9) is the narrative 
‘visit if you are interested… in art’. The description of what can be found in Kiasma 
is prominent (lines 3-9, 11-12, and 14-15), and also noticeable is the display of 
information (lines 21), as well as suggestions (lines 18-19 and 23-24).  
 

Review 5.2.9 (September 2018, K65) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
 

Definitely for the arty ... 
 
For those who love the Arts, the Museum 
of Contemporary Art shows special 
exhibitions and displays. The Kiasma 
Theatre's programme includes dance and 
drama mixed with performances of music, 
film , movies and everything associated 
with the arts. // 
 
There is a small cafe to have coffee & 
cakes. 
 
The Free guided tours covers all 
exhibitions happening on the day you visit. 
// 
 

 
 
Describes what can be 
found. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Describes what can be 
found. 

 
Describes what can be 
found. 
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18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Check to see what Saturday is free for 
language required on their website. 
 
The museum is closed on a Monday. // 
 
Its best to check whats happening on their 
website before heading off. 

Provides suggestions. 
 
 
Provides information. 

 
Provides suggestions. 

 
It also happens that some tourists who take this position also qualify what they are 
describing, namely using adjectives. The following review (review 5.2.10) presents 
the narrative ‘recommended’ about the National Museum, and is illustrative of the 
type. One can observe this qualification of positive aspects by the use of 
“impressive” (line 9), as well as ‘interesting’ (line 16). Again, we have in this review 
a prominent presentation of descriptions of what can be found in the museum: lines 
1-2, 4-13 and 15-19, and of information (lines 19-20). 
 

Review 5.2.10 (May 2017, N144) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
 

Finland's Cultural Heritage 
Collection. 
 
Visitors who enjoy getting to know the 
country they are exploring will enjoy the 
National Museum of Finland in Helsinki, 
which depicts Finnish life from prehistoric 
times to the present. Housed in an 
impressive Romantic style building, the 
museum's permanent exhibition is divided 
into five sections, including the 'Treasure 
Trove', a display of coins, medals and 
weaponry. 
 
The archaeological section features some 
rare Stone Age finds. Also interesting are 
the folk costumes, textiles and furniture 
displays that make up Finland's cultural 
heritage collection. The museum also has a 
café and shop. 

Describes what can be 
found. 

 
Describes what can be 
found. 
 
  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Describes what can be 
found. 

 
 
Provides information. 

The tone in the position of ‘guide’ is essentially neutral. In this position, there is a 
concern for describing what is important to be aware of when visiting the museum, 
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offering practical information. This position also entails empathy for others, as does 
the one of ‘friend’. So, it is a position that shows deference.  
 
‘Enthusiast’ 
In the sixth and last position - ‘enthusiast’ - there is an elated perspective on 
everything related to the experience of visiting the two museums. In this position, 
the museums are regarded as exceptional, and a superlative tone is commonly 
expressed in strong statements. There is a clear emphasis on what is considered to 
be outstanding. 

In the following review of Kiasma (review 5.2.11), one can find a strong 
statement in the title describing the museum. Then, there are several points of 
emphasis on concrete aspects of the experience of visiting: lines 5-6, 8-10, and 12-
13. This review presents a narrative ‘visit if you are interested in… art’.  
 

Review 5.2.11 (September 2017, K105) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

A building of architectural 
excellence housing some of the best 
modern and abstract art 
 
A worthy visit for the art and architectural 
lover.// 
 
The building itself is an architectural 
marvel. There is nothing conventional 
about it on the inside. // 
 
I really love the integration of art and 
architecture in its design and function.  
 
The artwork is very contemporary and 
consist of visual and sometimes tactile 
varieties. If you have a Helsinki card, it is a 
free entry. 

Strong statements on 
the description of the 
museum. 
 
Emphasizes aspects of 
the experience in an 
elated way. 
Emphasizes aspects of 
the experience in an 
elated way. 
 
Emphasizes aspects of 
the experience in an 
elated way. 
 
 
 

 
The lively tone characterizes this position - and chiefly sets it apart from others. The 
use of adjectives and strong positive assessments is also evident.  

The following review (review 5.2.12, a narrative ‘must do/see’) of the National 
Museum illustrates this position. Again, we have strong statements about the 
museum (lines 3-5) and several points of emphasis: lines 8-12, 14-19, 21-25 and 27-
31. 
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Review 5.2.12 (October 2015, N286) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

A must in Helsinki!! 
 
If I could submit speechless as this review 
I would!! This is one of the most awe 
inspiring indoor attraction I have ever 
seen. // 
 
The museum documents if extreme detail 
the history of Finland. It would be 
impossible to detail it here. Of my 
particular favorites, I was amazed at the 
early church artifacts. // 
 
Within each exhibit there is great detail. 
Thanks to pamphlets in most rooms it is 
surprisingly easy to follow. The pamphlets 
describe each piece you are looking at 
making the museum exhibits very user 
friendly.  
// 
Another great feature of this museum is 
the children's section. There is a specific 
area designed for children to experience 
some of the museum on a level that 
interest them.  
// 
Be prepared to spent a great deal of time. I 
spent three and a half hours and did not 
see all of it. It was truly over whelming in a 
good way! One of the musts to do in 
Helsinki! 

 
 

Strong statements on 
the description of the 
museum. 
 
 
Emphasizes aspects of 
the experience in an 
elated way. 
 
 
 
Emphasizes aspects of 
the experience in an 
elated way. 
 
 
 
 
Emphasizes aspects of 
the experience in an 
elated way. 
 
 
 
Emphasizes aspects of 
the experience in an 
elated way. 

 
This position has an underlying sense of being overjoyed, and all of the aspects 
assessed are emphasized as outstanding. In this position, others are considered 
when the author details what s/he enjoyed. The level of detail makes reading the 
reviews helpful for others, and the lively language helps engage the readers. 
Furthermore, in most reviews written within this position, there is an explicit 
acknowledgment of others, and they are incentivized to visit, even if implicitly. It is 
reasonable to assume that this position entails empathy for others, since those 
taking the position embrace a description that others would find interesting to read. 
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As just mentioned, there is often an evident stimulus for others to visit. 
 
Overview of positions 
The table below (table 5) characterizes each of the six identified positions. Positions 
entail a particular logic, which I detail in the second column of the table. In this 
column, I also offer an illustrative sentence intended to encapsulate the typical logic 
of the position, as expressed by reviewers. In the third column, I detail the main 
characteristics of each position, building on what is presented in this section.  

Some of the positions have characteristics that can be regarded as similar. 
However, the positions should be considered by the set of characteristics and the 
underlying logic stated in the second column. It is the multidimensionality of a set 
that constitutes the characterization of each position. Additionally, characteristics 
are not mutually exclusive: in the position of ‘friend’ it is expected that personal 
advice is offered, and a similar attitude can be found in the ‘guide’ position, where 
suggestions are provided. Again, the whole set of characteristics defines a position, 
not particular characteristics.  

The first position in the table - ‘telegraphist’ - ends up having a different 
approach to the text of the review, all within the logic of simply sharing something, 
with disregard for offering comprehensive explanations. Thus, as mentioned, this 
position is essentially characterized by how the experience is shared. There seems 
to be little or no concern about others' full understanding of what is being shared. 
Now, addressing the last position in the table - the ‘enthusiast’ - this is a position 
where there are highlights of aspects that affected those taking this position, which 
is characterized by a noticeably elated posture. 

Some similarities can be discerned in the other four positions, so it is essential 
to highlight a few relevant perspectives that make these positions distinct. In the 
cases of the ‘hypercritic’ and the ‘expert’, the ‘hypercritic’ focuses his review on what 
there is in the museum that can be subject to his strong criticism, while the ‘expert’ 
bases his reviews on what he claims to know and can elaborate on, picking up 
aspects of the museum to showcase his reflections and elaborated interpretations. 
This is an important aspect that contributes to distinguishing between these 
positions. 

The other two positions - ‘friend’ and ‘guide’ - also share some similarities, but 
I consider that they have their own specificities, entailing distinct logics. As 
mentioned above, the ‘friend’ is a position where personal reactions are prominent, 
so it is based on highlighting aspects related to personal preferences. In turn, the 
‘guide’ assumes a different approach and focuses the reviews on what can be found 
in museums, not tying what is mentioned to personal preferences in an explicit and 
direct manner.  
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Table 5 Characterization of positions identified in this study. 

 

 Position Defining logic of 
the position 

Main characteristics 

‘Telegraphist’ 
  
  

Position of just 
stating some 
remarks: “I have just 
something I wish to 
say. 

- States some essentially descriptive snippets of 
information in just 2 or 3 short sentences.  
- What is expressed in reviews is often ambiguous due to 
lack of framing and detail.   
- Tone is characterized by use of informal language.  

‘Hypercritic’ Position of harsh 
criticism: “What 
there is that is 
negative.” 

- Showcases harsh criticism in a clear way. 
- Strongly negative in all assessments made, although 
positive comments can be made which are then toned 
down. 
- Often makes facetious comments. 
- Expresses an attitude of being demanding. 
- Tone is severe. 

‘Expert’ Position of providing 
reflections and 
showcasing self-
claimed knowledge: 
“I know a lot, let me 
show what I know.” 

- Shares their own reflections and claims superior 
competencies to assess.   
- Uses elaborate language, and there is often a significant 
use of adjectives to enrich descriptions. 
- Self-claims own mastery on the subjects being assessed. 
- Shows-off reflexivity. 
- Tone is elaborate. 

‘Friend’ Position of sharing 
one’s own reactions 
for others to 
consider: “This is 
how I felt and take 
my advice.” 

- Reveals their own responses and feelings. 
- Acknowledges that s/he is sharing personal experiences. 
- Considers and addresses the reader. 
- Often provides practical advice based on their own 
experience, for readers to consider. 
- Tone is informal and accessible. 

‘Guide’ Position of 
describing what is 
important to know, 
with practical 
information: “This is 
a description of 
useful information.”  

- Describes what can be found. 
- Provides information. 
- May provide concrete suggestions. 
- May also provide judgments. 
- Tone is essentially neutral, and there might be 
punctuated use of adjectives. 

‘Enthusiast’ Position of being 
elated with the 
museum visit 
experience: 
“Everything is not 
only great but 
exceptional.” 

- Reviews reveal a clear emphasis on what is outstanding. 
- Uses a significant number of adjectives to qualify the 
comments made. 
- Expresses overjoy. 
- Tone is lively and superlative. 
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To conclude, it is also important to acknowledge that the positions one can find on 
TripAdvisor do not necessarily always perfectly align with all of the characteristics 
listed in the table. A ‘hypercritic’ or an ‘expert’, using the same example as before, 
can offer advice or suggestions, or even provide information in a neutral tone, just 
like the ‘guide’. I believe it is reasonable to consider that visitors are not trying to fit 
themselves into a specific position, but are instead assuming a position out of the 
way they approach the writing of the reviews and the overall posture that they 
express in those discourses, as well as from the narrative that they end up sharing. 
In the case of Kiasma and the National Museum, positioning seems to emerge as 
being driven by the reviews and the narratives these articulate. One can speculate 
to what extent there is a total absence of intentionality in taking positions, or some 
degree of deliberate positioning. However, the varying degrees of deliberateness 
and morals seen here are certainly a key aspect in this regard, as I will address in 
the next chapter. 

5.3 Embracing the particularities of the visits 
In the empirical instances above, it is notable how some reviews show that visits are 
regarded as being bound to the particularities of the moment when they occurred. 
In the review above (review 5.2.1, lines 3-4), the visitor described the museum as 
empty during the specific visit s/he is portraying. In another review above, the 
visitor shared that s/he benefited from a free tour inside the museum by having 
arrived just when it started (review 5.2.8, lines 25-29). Finally, we also see above 
some advice for checking what exhibitions are currently on display (review 5.2.9 
lines 23-24), which reveals that these exhibitions change regularly. All in all, these 
empirical instances show that visits are recognized as particular experiences, for 
several reasons. First, reviewers recognize that each museum visit is a new 
experience, given the indeterminacy of what is displayed. In the following review, 
the author acknowledges that one never knows what to expect each time one visits 
Kiasma (review 5.3.1, lines 5-7): 
 

Review 5.3.1 (May 2018, K85) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8-13 

Art that makes you think 
 
Kiasma has free admission on the first Friday of every 
month, so everybody has a chance to visit. I’ve visited 
Kiasma many times before, but you never know what to 
expect when entering, which makes the whole experience 
more fun. 
((lines cut off)) 
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In the same line of thought, the following review’s author recognizes that there is 
always something new to experience when s/he pays a visit to the National 
Museum, usually every year (review 5.3.2, lines 3-4). In the title, a reference is made 
to the statue of a bear (a Finnish symbol) that stands outside the museum with a 
not-so-pleased snout, contrasting the frowning posture of the animal with the 
positive experience provided by the museum. This reference is probably not self-
evident to many of the visitors.  
 

Review 5.3.2 (June 2016, N251) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-12 

Great museum, displeased bears 
 
I look forward to visiting this museum every year or so, and 
seeing what new they have to offer. For a reasonable price 
they provide a great activity for a day in Helsinki. // 
 ((lines cut off)) 

 
Furthermore, reviewers recognize that they had visited the museums at a specific 
time and that the experience would differ in other moments. In the following 
review, there is an explicit acknowledgment that a visit happened at a moment when 
certain floors were closed (review 5.3.3, lines 3-4).  
 

Review 5.3.3 (February 2018, K94) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Worth a visit for the modern art fan 
 
Always some interesting exhibition going on. At time of 
visit only two floors were open. Free entrance first Friday 
each month. 

 
Visitors to museums even feel the need to provide information about the moment 
that the visit took place, in order to make clear that their review is tied to a specific 
time. This is evident in the following review of the National Museum, when it is 
mentioned that the visit occurred that summer (review 5.3.4, lines 4-5).  
 

Review 5.3.4 (August 2019, N38) 

1 
2 
3 
4 

Exceptional 
 
It's great the museum has nowadays exceptionally high 
level exihibitions. This summer I saw Nick Brandt's 
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5 
6 

photografy from Africa. Africa and the environmental 
catastrofy there leaves you speachless. 

Finally, the particularities of some visits are also revealed when reviewers share that 
they make repeated visits. More than one visit might be needed to satisfy the visitor, 
in order to experience the richness of the exhibitions, which in turn reveals how 
they are regarded as unique. Visitors seem to take the chance to experience 
something that is recognized as being only momentarily available, as we can see in 
the following review (review 5.3.5, lines 3-4): 
 

Review 5.3.5 (April 2019, K40) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Great but 3rd floor was closed 
 
Love the works of Iiu Susiraja, so been here twice to see her 
exhibition, which is really great. The fluffy stuff upstairs is 
fun as well. 

 
The same underlying logic of experiencing the richness of what the museums have 
to offer is revealed in the following review of the National Museum, where the 
author states their intention to repeat the visit to learn more (review 5.3.6, lines 8-
10): 

 
Review 5.3.6 (September 2016, N223) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
 

A great place to learn more about Finland and 
people who live there 
 
I was born in Finland but lived most of my life in Australia 
so this 
museum is a great place for me to get to know more about 
the place I was born. 
The displays are set up well and have good descriptions and 
there was so much to see and read that I'll definitely have to 
go back and learn more. It will be a pleasure to do so. 

All in all, reviewers acknowledge that some visits are characterized by being 
particular experiences. Museums are portrayed as places where changes are 
regularly made and where, more specifically, the exhibitions keep changing. 
Furthermore, sometimes there is so much to be experienced in particular shows, or 
even in the overall set of what is displayed in museums, that visitors acknowledge 
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the desire to make new visits. Consequently, visits to the museums are ultimately 
portrayed as unique moments. Every time a visitor enters the museum, a new 
experience is ready to unfold. Thus, what museums have to offer is not simply an 
experience, but rather a unique performance. Regularly changing exhibitions then 
becomes a way of providing an ever-evolving performance offered to visitors over 
time.  

Implicit here is the perspective that visitors also change. They change over time, 
in their interests, their desire to make repeat visits, and what they apprehend and 
experience each time they visit.  

5.4 Discussion 
In this chapter, I have shown how reviewers were affected when visiting museums. 
In particular, and as elaborated above, tourists reveal that they were affected by 
expressing different emotions: surprise, amazement, aesthetic admiration, love, 
ecstasy, and contempt. Furthermore, some visitors reveal that they were affected by 
not being impressed, which demonstrates how this seems to be essential. 

Souto’s (2018) study of two memory museums focused on the Holocaust 
suggested that the museums strived to achieve the emotional investment of visitors. 
While Kiasma and the National Museum are not memory museums, and certainly 
do not hold the emotional charge one can assume is present in museums that are 
focused on such parts of history, it is interesting to reflect on how the emotional 
realm can also be discernible in how visitors are affected when visiting the two 
museums in Helsinki. What Souto (2018) suggests is taking place in the specific 
setting of memory museums is also relevant to consider in other settings. Other 
studies, in different and distinct contexts, also highlight the emotional response of 
tourists to their experiences as visitors (e.g. Ramírez-Gutiérrez et al., 2018; 
Buckley-Zistel & Williams, 2020; Yu et al., 2021; Hodsdon, 2022; Baleiro, 2023). 
In particular, Lee et al. (2022) analysed TripAdvisor reviews based on six basic 
emotions: anger, disgust, fear, joy, sadness, and surprise. The authors (2022) argue 
that little is known about how tourists disclose their emotional attitudes towards a 
particular destination and its attractions in their travel reviews. They also advocate 
more studies on emotional expressions that go beyond the established categories, 
which are usually underpinned by existing classifications.  

My study has shown how visitors to Kiasma and the National Museum are 
affected emotionally, exemplifying how tourist self-expression is discursively 
constructed. In my study, the emotional responses usually relate to being positively 
affected. The exception is when tourists reveal contempt. Nonetheless, one can 
interpret this contempt as a desire to be impressed that was not accomplished. That 
some tourists were affected through the emotions I have identified reveals how 
special or unique these museums can seem to visitors. As mentioned before, 
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Reckwitz (2020a) emphasizes that singularities are characterized by holding the 
potential to affect audiences, and regardless of the emotional response elicited in 
the visit and recounted in particular reviews, the feeling of having been affected 
reveals how impactful museums as singularities can become.  

Earlier studies have revealed that tourists are indeed affected by their museum 
visits. The different terms found in previous studies show this, such as ‘amazing’ 
(Evangelista & Ferrari, 2018; Shao et al., 2019; Yu et al., 2021; Hodsdon, 2022), 
‘impressive’ (Simeon et al., 2017; Alabau-Montoya & Ruiz-Molina, 2020; Hodsdon, 
2022), ‘extraordinary’ (Simeon et al., 2017; Hodsdon, 2022), ‘wonderful’, ‘excellent’ 
(Yu et al., 2021; Hodsdon, 2022), ‘stunning’, ‘marvellous’, ‘superb’ (Hodson, 2022) 
and even ‘special’, ‘surprising’, and ‘revelation’ (Evangelista and Ferrari (2018), 
among others. ‘Awe’ (Gursoy et al., 2022) and ‘wonder’ (Simeon et al., 2017) 
illustrate particularly well the tourists’ enthusiastic impressions of  the sites. 

These terms resonate with discourses that started to circulate in the nineteenth 
century related to the emergence of 'scenic tourism', within a romantic outlook that 
posited that one could feel emotional about the natural world and scenery. This was 
a moment when sublime and spectacular natural features became regarded as 
tourist destinations, such as Niagara Falls (Walton, 2009). Nature of all sorts came 
to be widely regarded as scenery, views, and a source of pleasurable sensations for 
tourists. The search for impassioned experiences related to nature was gradually 
transposed to the tourist’s appreciation of other attractions, such as artworks and 
monuments (Urry, 2002). It is important to note that travel was expected to play 
an essential role in the perceptual and cognitive education of the upper classes, and 
this ‘romantic gaze’ related to the more elitist and solitary appreciation of 
magnificent scenery. This type of appreciation requires considerable cultural 
capital (Urry, 2002). 

Butler (2015) argues that our patterns of leisure time enjoyment have mostly 
stayed the same since those times. Whether to appreciate wonders of nature, the 
fields of great battles, or works of art or architecture, humankind has journeyed far 
to gaze and marvel at attractions. Nowadays, this feeling of wonder and awe extends 
well beyond nature. The current reviews reinforce the mass-market tourist 
discourses of amazement and enthusiasm that have long been present in the 
tourism field.  

Beauty, in particular, also emerged in the reviews as a striking aspect of the 
experience of visiting museums. My study empirically shows that tourists are 
affected aesthetically (Pine & Gilmore, 1998), often impacted by the beauty of the 
museum in overall terms or by the buildings and interior spaces, which is similar to 
the findings of earlier research (see, e.g. Zanibellato et al., 2017; Ducros & Euzéby, 
2020; Abaalzamat et al., 2021; Riva & Agostino, 2022). As Reckwitz (2020a) 
emphasizes, aesthetic perceptions are vital in mobilizing attention to singularities 
and affecting audiences.  

In contrast, but supporting the perspective that tourists seek exceptional 
experiences, Hong (2020) found that the Gyeongbokgung Palace, in South Korea, 
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was characterized in TripAdvisor reviews as less impressive than other palaces. 
Some tourists even compared it to the Forbidden City in Beijing, in particular, to 
explain how the Palace in Seoul could be more impressive. This comparison shows 
how tourists desire to be affected.  

My study advances the findings of this earlier research by detailing the different 
ways in which tourists are affected in the emotional realm. Furthermore, my 
analysis empirically shows how tourists embrace the specificities of their museum 
visits, relating their emotional responses to particular moments, thus illustrating 
that museums’ experiences are ever-changing over time. Once again, we have here 
the perspective that each visit can potentially be unique, which certainly contributes 
to regarding museums as singularities due to their quality of being original 
experiences. Ongoing visits to cultural attractions lead to a continuous posting of 
reviews. Although many of the reviewers recognize that their specific experiences 
are tied to particular moments, in overall terms there is a continuing posting of 
reviews that, with their diversity of perspectives, reinforce the multidimensionality 
of museums as singularities.  

Reckwitz (2020a) argues that in late modernity social actors are frequently 
surrounded by abundant spaces, events, and services, including tourist attractions 
such as museums. This is now society’s normal state of affairs (Reckwitz, 2020a). 
Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (1998) argued that in the past museums were often regarded 
through their relationship with the objects exhibited. However, museums today are 
defined, more than ever, by their relationship with visitors. This shift in orientation 
from the museums’ artifacts to their visitors might be regarded within the logic of 
providing experiences (Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, 1998). My research empirically 
demonstrates that tourists look for singular experiences and, in particular, for 
experiences that affect them within the context of the abundance of opportunities 
characteristic of late modernity.  

As Yu and Margolin's (2022) study of reviews on the OCR website Yelp has 
shown, starting to display the hygiene scores of restaurants led to greater attention 
to hygiene in the reviews. In my study, “being affected” is not a specific assessment 
displayed by TripAdvisor, but - as shown above - it is nevertheless prominently 
showcased in some of the reviews. It is reasonable to consider that having reviews 
that address being affected can also lead to heightened attention to how visitors 
regard their own experiences in terms of impact. If that is the case, we have self-
reinforcing discourses on being affected. As discussed earlier, OCR websites 
establish a discursive context that – it seems reasonable to conclude – influences 
those contributing new reviews.  

In this chapter, I have shown that tourists take positions when sharing stories 
about their experiences at Kiasma and the National Museum. These positions 
emerge in a triadic relationship with reviews and narratives. As described above, I 
have identified six such positions: (1) ‘telegraphist’, (2) ‘hypercritic’, (3) ‘expert’, (4) 
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‘friend’, (5) ‘guide’, and (6) ‘enthusiast’. As mentioned earlier, each position entails 
a particular logic and a set of defining characteristics, and also implies relations 
with others. 

The individuals taking the position of ‘telegraphist’ assume the position of 
briefly stating some remarks. On the other hand, while a ‘hypercritic’ assumes a 
position characterized by harsh criticism, the position of an ‘expert’ is built on a 
desire to provide reflections and showcase self-claimed knowledge. Furthermore, 
the ‘friend’ and ‘guide’ positions share similarities, but present distinct logics: the 
individuals taking a position of ‘friend’ base their reviews on their own responses 
when they visited the museums, and those assuming a ‘guide’ essentially focus on 
providing facts and practical information, with an essentially neutral tone. 
Providing practical information to others about their visits in reviews is something 
that previous studies have recognized as a common practice (e.g. Zanibellato et al., 
2017; Alexander et al., 2018a; Ramírez-Gutiérrez et al., 2018; Hodsdon, 2022; 
Baleiro, 2023) that has an underlying attitude of being helpful to future visitors. 
The position of ‘guide’ can be seen as encapsulating this attitude, where visitors act 
on the desire to offer helpful information.  

Finally, the position of ‘enthusiast’ is essentially based on sharing - in an elated 
manner - what is outstanding in the museums and their exhibitions. This position 
of ‘enthusiast’ can be seen as potentially relating to a museum visitor’s profile of ‘art 
lover’ when in the setting of art museums (Hanquinet, 2013). Within this profile, 
people regularly visit art museums and cultural places. I speculate that this profile 
might offer a fertile ground for a discursive position that entails admiration for 
specific art museums and exhibitions.  

In overall terms, these six positions entail different standpoints regarding the 
experiences of visiting museums. By taking a position in a review, one is basing 
his/her contribution on a particular view of the world and, specifically, on a stance 
taken in relation to others. While a ‘telegraphist’ might frequently have an 
ambiguous contribution, it is common that the reviews written within this position 
take angles that help to highlight specific aspects of the museums, and that 
consequently hold the potential to contribute to regarding the museums in very 
particular and thus distinctive ways.  

Similarly, an ‘expert’ clearly contributes to showcasing the particularities of 
museums – thus strengthening a view of museums as unique – especially through 
the level of detail usually employed and the depth of the opinions expressed. The 
same usually happens with a ‘hypercritic’ position, since the detailed views portray 
the museums and the experiences of visiting them in specific ways. However, these 
views are often quite critical – for example, museums are sometimes characterized 
as being just like any other museum – and thus, they do not portray the 
exceptionality or attractiveness of museums. Hence, they contribute to a 
paradoxical tension: by raising negative issues, they contribute to clearly showing 
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the challenges of comparability among tourist attractions. The sometimes harsh 
criticism taken within a position of ‘hypercritic’ contrasts sharply with the opinions 
usually taken from other positions, such as ‘friend’ or ‘guide’. And this tension can 
be regarded as contributing to a view of museums as incommensurable.  

From a position of ‘friend’ or ‘guide’, there is usually a sharing of personal 
responses and specific information, as discussed above. Within these positions, 
reviewers contribute to online judgment devices with particular points that again 
highlight the multidimensionality of museums. Finally, a position of ‘enthusiast’ 
clearly contributes to a view of museums as singularities, since it entails a stance 
that emphasizes what is outstanding and thus strengthens a view of the museums 
as unique and original. Overall, the six positions identified in this study contribute 
in different ways to a view of museums as singularities in TripAdvisor's judgment 
device.  

As mentioned above, positions imply assuming relations to others and claiming 
differences from others. Vásquez (2011) has early recognized that tourists engage in 
self-positioning in reviews, and start from the generic assumption that they can 
discern what is appropriate in their evaluations of hotels, implicitly setting 
themselves apart from others who might not possess this ability. The position of 
‘expert’ clearly shows this attitude. When one displays her/his claimed knowledge 
of a museum’s exhibitions and the ability to make elaborate reflections on the 
content, others are positioned as not possessing the same level of competence. The 
‘expert’ claims - even if unintentionally - a position of superiority over others. 
Within a similar outlook, Jamerson (2017, 1212) employed the term “positional 
authority” to refer to the vantage point of reviewers who assume their superiority.  

In the same way, when a ‘hypercritic’ points out what is wrong, s/he is 
positioning her/himself as having a better perspective than those who manage the 
museums, or even the artists who display their works. Thus, some reviewers 
explicitly direct their opinions towards these audiences, questioning their work, but 
often without claiming any specific competence to do so beyond their own 
experience. This also shows that those who are ‘hypercritics’ are aware that the 
readers of reviews extend beyond common tourists, by revealing their intentionality 
to reach particular audiences. Furthermore, and in more general terms, those 
taking this position imply that others who may appreciate what they consider to be 
questionable are not as well-informed and capable as they are of being critical and 
demanding. 

In the specific case of the reviews of Kiasma, ‘hypercritics’ seem to reproduce 
comments that one can find about other art museums. Waller and Waller (2019) 
have sought to identify the key themes of negative comments on Facebook review 
sites about the leading art museums in the United States and Australia. In their 
study, the twenty cultural institutions chosen from the United States included the 
major art museums in the country and ten major art museums from Australia. The 
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results show 15 key themes. Comments about the collections were ranked as the 
second most prominent theme. Waller and Waller (2019, 328-330) explain that the 
art collection’s quality and suitability were often criticized. Examples of such 
criticism can be illustrated with the following expressions taken from the comments 
collected: ““Nothing here worthy of the name “Art”, “Too much frivolous “crap””, 
and “I felt my intelligence was insulted”. 

A particular kind of comment revealed by Waller and Waller (2019, 330) – 
“Walked out, sorry that’s not art” – relates to what Pitts and Price (2021) have found 
in a study of art sites in the United Kingdom. The authors (2021) explored the 
frustrations that can accompany the contemporary arts in different fields, such as 
music, theatre, and art galleries. They found that in these latter examples the public 
was particularly prone to the quick emotional response of walking in and deciding 
not to stay. Thus, general audiences seem to have particular responses to 
contemporary art shared across cultures. Pitts and Price (2021) discuss that the 
dislike or distrust of contemporary arts was sometimes based on experience, which 
had been inconsistent, according to their interviewees. This perspective shows that 
particular responses to contemporary art are revealed worldwide.  

The apparent homogeneity and massification of negative responses seen in the 
study of Waller and Waller (2019) resonate with broader discourses that 
characterize contemporary art as boring, pretentious, or a waste of time. This type 
of comment ends up counteracting a view of museums as singularities, since they 
express standardized views that ignore the particularities of specific museums and 
exhibitions. The kind of comments taken with a position of ‘hypercritic’ regarding 
Kiasma are dismissive of the relevance of and interest in contemporary art and the 
museums that exhibit it. Furthermore, the comments found within this position 
seem to reproduce common perspectives circulating across different regions 
(Waller & Waller; 2019; Pitts & Price, 2021), which is a view that merits more 
attention in future research.  

Interestingly, the number of reviews where tourists took a ‘hypercritic’ position 
regarding Kiasma was double the number pertaining to the National Museum. At 
the same time, those taking the position of ‘enthusiast’ in reviews about Kiasma 
were more than double that of the National Museum. This may illustrate that the 
positions taken – especially that of ‘hypercritic’ and ‘enthusiast’ – correlate with the 
type of museum. Although my study only unveils this possible view, it is also a 
perspective that can be further investigated in future studies.   

Standing in contrast with the results of Alexander et al.’s (2018a) study, my 
findings show how reviewers go beyond simply sharing embodied experiences. In 
particular, my research supports the perspective that some visitors also address 
what is being displayed, as was suggested in a few earlier studies (Zanibellato et al., 
2017; Orea-Giner & Vacas-Guerrero, 2020; Baleiro, 2023). My findings detail how 
tourists engage with the exhibitions in their reviews and address the choices made 
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by the museums’ managers (Ramírez-Gutiérrez et al., 2018; Baleiro, 2023). 
Furthermore, a focus on knowledge reveals a concern for the educational dimension 
(Pine & Gilmore, 1998) of the experience of visiting a museum.  

Alexander et al. (2018a) suggest that tourists on TripAdvisor do not draw on 
discourses of high or popular culture, and argue that cultural distinction is not 
particularly relevant in the context of their study. The authors state that elements 
of symbolic mastery, such as discussions of aesthetic criteria, knowledge of artists 
and art, and reflections that showcase cultural learning, are scarce. Furthermore, 
Alexander et al. (2018a) state that in their study a very small minority of reviewers 
claimed symbolic mastery of cultural capital.  

My study contributes to advancing these perspectives by clearly showing that 
some tourists self-claim mastery, address in detail what is being exhibited, and 
show reflexivity. These reviewers claim knowledge to assess the museums and their 
exhibitions, and often use elaborate language to do so. Tourists who discursively 
embrace a position of ‘expert’ show their (claimed) high cultural capital (Bourdieu, 
1984). Cultural capital can be envisaged in two specific forms: educational and 
linguistic (Inglis & Thorpe, 2019). The first relates to the knowledge a person has 
about cultural matters, and is partly embodied in his/her educational 
qualifications. The latter involves the varying levels of social validation given to 
different speaking or writing forms, which are class-based forms (Inglis & Thorpe, 
2019).  

Regarding linguistic capital, it is essential to highlight the command of the 
English language in reviews. There are certainly different levels of competence and 
sophistication in English among the reviewers, which is evident in how they express 
their ideas. Hence, some tourists have more linguistic capital than others. I consider 
it reasonable to assume that a considerable level of educational and linguistic 
capital is necessary to take the position of ‘expert’, since it entails expressing one’s 
self in an elaborate and reflexive manner that allows one to showcase mastery (or 
at least claim it). Conversely, lower levels of linguistic capital might be associated 
with taking the position of ‘telegraphist’. These reflections offer paths for future 
research on tourist positions in reviews.  

The positions of ‘friend’ and ‘guide’ similarly assume that some reviewers have 
more knowledge than others. Their positions are taken from the perspective that 
others may benefit from their greater knowledge: in the case of ‘friend’ mostly based 
on experiences, and the case of ‘guide’ essentially in terms of information, as 
discussed earlier. A position of ‘enthusiast’, much as that of ‘friend’, entails sharing 
one’s own responses to visiting the museums. Still, it is distinguishable by the sole 
focus on positive aspects and the superlative tone employed. It is similarly a 
position that regards others as possibly benefiting from sharing the experience and 
the reasons for the enjoyment felt by those taking this position. Finally, even the 
position of ‘telegraphist’ implies relating to others. A ‘telegraphist’ has visited the 
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museum and has the ability to write a review. S/he has more knowledge than those 
who have not visited the museums.  

In the figure below (figure 2), positions are presented together with the 
narratives identified in this thesis and the speech acts that are the reviews. Thus, 
we have a full view of their positioning upon the coalescence of these elements.  

 

 

Figure 2 Positioning: positions, narratives, and speech acts. 

 
As Hirvonen (2013) has explained, positioning theory addresses the dynamic 
nature of social behaviour within a perspective of language and discourses, 
embracing temporality and locality in social interactions. As detailed in this 
chapter, the positions I am proposing are manifested in reviews. Thus, the positions 
are bound to specific discursive acts and how their authors use language to create a 
view of their experiences in art museums. Importantly, reviews provide narratives 
that make the points visitors want to express intelligible. By writing reviews, they 
often create a positioning through a relation between a position emerging with the 
review and the narrative. As Hirvonen (2013) has suggested, this positioning on 
TripAdvisor is time-bound and local. It is a momentary and local accomplishment 
pertaining to a specific coalescence of the previously mentioned triadic elements.  

In this triadic coalescence, reviewers construct a view of the museum, 
positioning themselves among others and in relation to others. A position is not 
necessarily the trigger for the emergence of this positioning. Rather, it seems 
reasonable to assume that the reviewer's act of writing and sharing their 
experiences through a narrative often triggers taking a position. As van Langenhove 
and Harré (1999) have theorized, taking a position is not necessarily a deliberate 
act, and can happen when one shares a narrative or produces a discourse.  
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In a study about TripAdvisor, Mkono and Tribe (2017) have identified the roles 
that tourists take in their interactions, and have characterized these roles as 
behavioural orientations, indicating the intentions and mindset sought by users. 
Although the authors recognize that such roles are fluid and mutable, they 
nonetheless state that tourists choose roles as they wish, revealing their orientations 
and intentions. Furthermore, the authors (2017) set out to identify the different 
modes of experience and behaviour that users assume in their interactions by 
analysing reviews and posts in forums, which is a more narrow research focus than 
mine. As put forward in this thesis, position is distinct from roles in interactions, 
allowing an encompassing view of how tourists express themselves discursively in 
reviews.  

A visitor may take a specific position in a particular museum, and later take 
another position when writing a review about another museum or tourist attraction. 
Falk’s (2006) study on museum-specific identities has suggested that a visitor 
might assume a particular identity in one moment and later on assume another in 
a different context. This perspective resonates with what I have found regarding the 
positions entailed in the discursive acts of tourists.  

Reckwitz (2020a, 34-35) has argued that socially constructing a singularity 
happens through the “practice of observation, evaluation, and appropriation. 
Singularity, in other words, is enacted.” My thesis empirically contributes to this 
perspective. Reviews encapsulate observation and evaluation, and writing reviews 
can be regarded, as Reckwitz (2020a) puts it, as a process of appropriation in the 
sense that tourists bring to their narratives an appropriation of what they consider 
relevant in their museum visits. Hence, tourists do take an active attitude with 
regards to the museums they visit in the reviews they share. Their experiences, and 
the subsequent narratives in their reviews, build on what the museums offer and 
are discursively appropriated. Singularities do not exist as a set of qualities or 
features but are ongoing accomplishments: they are performances enacted by many 
social actors (Reckwitz, 2020a; 2020b). My study showcases the discursive 
contribution of tourists to these performances.  
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6 Morals in reviews  

As Aspers (2018, 137) has argued, judgment devices “are means of separating what 
is good in markets from what is not good.” OCR websites help consumers by offering 
oriented knowledge through reviews. To Karpik (2010, 24), the search for a “good” 
or the “right” singular product/service is the activating principle of the market of 
singularities. This defining characteristic relates to morals, which is the focus of this 
chapter. The goal is to delve into the moral dimension of tourists’ discourses in 
online reviews of Kiasma and the National Museum, in Helsinki. The chapter 
addresses the third research question of this thesis: how do tourists express moral 
views in online reviews?  

Caton (2012, 1906) argues that morality pertains to the “human imaginative and 
discursive capacity for considering how things should be” instead of simply 
considering how things are. The first section of this chapter aims to delve into this 
perspective and analyse how reviewers discursively express how things ought to be 
(Mostafanezhad & Hannam, 2014) in the context of their evaluations of museums. 

The results show that searching for an ideal experience is embedded in the 
reviewers’ expectations. There are high expectations related to the search for how 
ideally a good or right experience should be. I will reveal how visitors show their 
demands in reviews. I will thus empirically detail how visitors discursively address 
how museums ought to be, contributing to the understanding of the pursuit of 
normative perspectives in the setting of tourism (Mostafanezhad & Hannam, 2014).  

“Rights” and “duties” are shorthand terms for clusters of moral presuppositions 
in which people believe, and to which they are momentarily bound in what they say 
and do (Harré et al., 2009). These presuppositions are normative in the sense that 
they are related to morals. Positioning, in particular, can be envisaged as a process 
by which rights and duties are ascribed, appropriated, and resisted (Harré, 2012). 
Since taking a position involves the rights and duties of a person to perform certain 
acts (Hirvonen, 2013), in the following two sections I will focus the analysis on these 
issues. The second section (6.2) aims to delve into how reviewers claim rights in 
reviews. In the following section (6.3) the goal is to understand how moral duties 
are embraced in reviews.  

I will reveal how different rights and duties are implicitly present in reviews and 
address the underlying moral dimension of sharing experiences. 
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Finally, in the last section, I will elaborate on a discussion relating the findings 
to the research literature and teasing out the new perspectives offered by my 
research. In overall terms, in this chapter I will address the underlying moral 
dimension in the narratives and positions one can find in online reviews and relate 
these to tourism as a market of singularities (Karpik, 2010; Reckwitz, 2020a; 
2020b).  

6.1 In search of how museums should be 
Visitors’ expectations are noticeably high in many of the reviews of Kiasma and the 
National Museum. These expectations can be seen as relating to the idealization of 
how a museum should be. First of all, a museum should be distinct from others. As 
the following reviewer explains, Kiasma’s exhibitions are like those in many other 
contemporary museums (review 6.1.1, lines 4-7), none of which should be like this. 
 

Review 6.1.1 (August 2016, K193) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Another expensive Contemporary Art Museum 
with a freaky collection… 
 
There are so many contemporary art museums around 
museums with the same snobbish and pretentious authors, 
with those strange and expensive so called pieces of art that 
nobody understands…The building is superb, made we 
don't know exactly to host what, and that's all...Expensive 
museum that you can do it in 45 minutes. 

 
In the same line of thought, another reviewer explains that the exhibitions of the 
National Museum are indistinguishable from others (review 6.1.2, lines 7-10), and 
additionally seem not to have created any impact on the author; they did not make 
her/him care about the nation’s history.  
 

Review 6.1.2 (September 2014, N347)  

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Somewhat disapointing 
 
On Fridays after 4pm, entry is free. I spent 90 minutes 
wandering around before my bus to the airport and 
managed to cover the entire building, which was surprising. 
The signs I read were in unusually good English and 
informative but rather dull. The collection was 
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8 
9 
10 
11 

indistinguishable from most any other history museum I've 
been to, but unlike the better ones didn't make me care 
about the nation's history. It was perfectly alright for a free 
museum but I couldn't recommend paying. 
 

Hence, being different - and ultimately distinct - is essential for visitors. This 
perspective on difference is articulated as a principle, as seen in the previous two 
reviews, but can also be seen in other aspects, such as the claim that a museum 
should not be dull. In the following review of Kiasma, the author considered that 
the museums’ exhibits were dull, and so s/he was disappointed, as is expressed 
clearly (review 6.1.3, lines 4-5): 
 

Review 6.1.3 (September 2018, K118) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Disappointing exhibits 
 
We visited the museum on August and loved the building. 
Most of the exhibits were rather dull, so we were 
disappointed. 
 

In another review, the author expresses disappointment with the exhibitions, 
declaring that the National Museum was the first museum to make culture and 
history dull (review 6.1.4, lines 8-10). Once again, we have here, in quite evident 
fashion, a demand by visitors to not experience dull museums. 
 

Review 6.1.4 (November 2013, N375) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12-15 

Informative, But Lacks Charm 
 
I stopped in to check out the museum on a cold afternoon 
while walking back to the city centre from the Sibelius 
Monument. After depositing my outer garments in a locker, 
I was dismayed that it was physically cold in the building. 
Lots of encased exhibition pieces with accompanying 
information, but this is the first museum I've ever been to 
that managed to make history and culture… well, rather 
dull. I hope it was perhaps just the choice of exhibitions at 
that time. // 
((lines cut off)) 
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In a related vein to the perspective that a museum should not be dull, there is also 
the demand that a museum should be entertaining. This quality is clearly 
acknowledged in the following review (review 6.1.5, lines 5-6): 
 

Review 6.1.5 (December 2018, K48)  

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Impressive exhibitions 
 
It was a choice to spend a gloomy Sunday and was a very 
right choice. We sped there a couple of hours enjoying 
several exhibitions and it was not only interesting but in 
some way entertaining. I’m not a big fun if museums but 
this one I remember for sure. 

 
In a similar way, the following reviewer states that being able to keep her/himself 
entertained in the National Museum is a feature worth mentioning (review 6.1.6, 
lines 6-7): 
 

Review 6.1.6 (August 2017, N176) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10-16 

Loved it. Fascinating 
 
A very digestible collection of exhibits to describe and 
explain the history of Finland. Having known very little of 
the topic before entering, I can now say I have a relatively 
good grasp. A variety of displays, some interactive, keeps 
you entertained on all floors. In many places there are 
audio guides, but it's mainly captions to read for each 
display.  
((lines cut off)) 

 
The idea of entertainment relates to the perspective of having an experience when 
visiting a museum. As the following reviewer highlights, Kiasma offers an 
experience instead of simply showcasing art (review 6.1.7, lines 4-5): 
 

Review 6.1.7 (June 2017, K134) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

A must in Helsinki 
 
Always interesting exhibitions, in this modern and light 
building with great open space and ramps - givibg you an 
experience in additon to the art. Lies i the axis of white, 
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6 
7 
8 

modern culture houses - with Aaltos Finlandia a bit further 
away - this is what makes Helsinki different. And worth 
visiting. 

 
Similarly, in a review of the National Museum, the author explains that s/he was 
able to have an experience instead of simply gaining more knowledge (review 6.1.8, 
lines 6-7):  

 
Review 6.1.8 (September 2017, N154) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8-11 

Beautiful interpretation of history 
 
The new exhibition on Finnish prehistory really impressed 
me. The interpretation--including film, sound, touch, and 
yes, smell--created an evocative context for artifacts from 
the deep past. I left feeling that I not only had more 
knowledge but that I had experienced something. // 
 ((lines cut off)) 

 
Ideally, as some reviewers articulate, museums should be outstanding in some way. 
That is the expectation of the ideal experience of visiting a museum. The expression 
“wow” is used in the following review of Kiasma to characterize the experience of 
visiting it, and, again, the impact of describing the experience as “wow” seems to 
represent a high threshold of expected experience, which in this case was reached 
(review 6.1.9, line 1): 
 

Review 6.1.9 (July 2016, K199) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
 

Wow! 
 
My son and I loved, loved, loved this museum! 5 floors with 
great exhibits. My son was eager to go to the Helsinki 
Museum of Natural History, but ended up liking Kiasma 
better. We had a hard time leaving this museum, as it was a 
pleasure for the senses. 

The “wow” factor, as the reviewer puts it, is essential (review 6.1.10, lines 11-12). So, 
somehow, a ‘normal’ experience is not ideal; what one should be offered is an 
outstanding experience. The expectation is that the experience of visiting should be 
beyond great.  
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Review 6.1.10 (September 2015, N293) 

1 
2 
3-8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13-18 

A Great Collection that could be Greater 
 
((lines cut off) // 
However I have one beef. Finland is a known for its design 
and artistry little of this is reflected in the way the material 
is curated. It is clean and competent but not riveting. The 
"wow" factor is missing. // 
((lines cut off)) 

 
Additionally, the experience should not only be outstanding but also be endowed 
with the quality of enduring over time, thus becoming memorable (review 6.1.11, 
lines 4-6). In the following review, the reviewer makes this demand explicit, 
building upon a comparison to other museums.  
 

Review 6.1.11 (January 2019, K47) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Upgrades in progress 
 
Two floors were under upgrades for new exhibits, so the 
amount of art there was limited. What was there was very 
interesting,, but not as memorable as other model art 
museums we have recently been to 

  
In the following case, the concept of being memorable is also evident in the 
description of one of the special exhibits (review 6.1.12, lines 5-6): 
 

Review 6.1.12 (November 2017, N142) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Gives you an overview of Finlands history and 
place in time and space 
 
We spent a good couple hours here. Learnt something new 
and all in all do not regret time spent here. The special 
exhibit on the spirits of the arctic was quite memorable. 

 
Finally, it can be inferred that there seems to be a desire for a museum to be more 
than a museum. This idea is particularly well illustrated in the following review: 
Kiasma is portrayed as more than an art gallery (review 6.1.13, line 1). This 
perspective seems to set a threshold for what a museum experience should be.  
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Review 6.1.13 (July 2015, K287) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 

More than just an art gallery!! 
 
When you tell someone to check out an art gallery there 
tends 
to be a sigh... not ART!! But even if you do not 'like' art 
this place will blow your socks off!  
It's modern art on steroids!  
I spent at least 3 hours wandering through the various 
layers of this place, watching interesting multimedia art 
pieces and having a gawk at the unique sculpture art. 
Take my advice and just go! 

 
Therefore, being a good museum might not be enough, as the following review 
articulates regarding the National Museum (review 6.1.14, line 1): 
 

Review 6.1.14 (September 2015, N296) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Good, should be excellent 
 
Finland has such a great story to tell, I could only wish that 
it is told in more depth in thisl museum. Countries of 
similar size, e.g., Denmark and Scotland are excellent 
examples of what could be; Finland's history is no less 
compelling and we would all benefit from knowing more 
about it. Still, the National Museum is well worth the time 
to peruse. 
 

Some visitors expect exceptionality, as the reviews above express. This expectation 
relates to the idealization of how museums should be. A good experience in a 
museum is an outstanding one, and nothing less than that. Visitors thus claim the 
right to this exceptional experience, among other rights. I will address these moral 
rights in the following section.  

6.2 Claiming rights 
The implicit right to write reviews 
A first and foremost right that underlies the narratives and positions taken in the 
reviews is the right to write and publish a review. It is a right gained by visiting the 
museums: going to the museum and being there seemingly grants those visiting the 
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right to write a review. Thus, a visit is a trigger to embracing this right, which is 
claimed implicitly, being noticeable by the way the authors express themselves.  

Tourists start from the assumption that they have the right to write and publish 
a review. While this might appear self-evident to many, it is relevant to highlight 
that free expression does not exist in some countries and regions worldwide. 
Writing freely and addressing whatever one wishes publicly is – one can reasonably 
assume – regarded as a taken-for-granted right for many of those writing reviews.  

Notably, those sharing their opinions do so on a website where there is a system 
of non-accountability in place. On the one hand, as discussed before, tourists can 
remain anonymous by writing under pseudonyms. Little personal information is 
required to post a review; an email address is all that is needed. On the other hand, 
as also discussed earlier, there are no editing efforts from TripAdvisor in the 
publishing of reviews, and there are no visible processes in place to assure the 
reliability of reviews, or even frames/criteria established regarding how evaluations 
should be made or validated. All of these aspects endow the discursive space of 
TripAdvisor with non-accountability. Thus, tourists seem to have an absolute right 
to state whatever they wish.  

Reviews can be regarded within these perspectives. Thus, the positions taken 
start from the assumption that there is an inherent right to write freely and with no 
accountability.  
 
The right to state something 
A specific implicit right present in reviews is that to state something. Individuals 
taking a ‘telegraphist’ position are especially relevant in claiming this right. As 
discussed, this position is based on stating some brief remarks about the museums. 
In the following instance, the author shares some perspectives in three sentences, 
without much clarity; one can wonder what “animated” exhibits are (review 6.2.1, 
line 3). In any case, the author invokes the right to say something, even if most of 
the text in the review is not immediately understandable to others. 
 

Review 6.2.1 (August 2018, K73) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Wonderful 
  
The best gallery for video exhibits and the best animated 
exhibits ! But the exhibit was Grayson perry art just superb 
!!!! A must see ... 

 
Even with ambiguity, the right to state something has a clearly positive outcome in 
this review. The same does not happen in the following review, where the National 
Museum is described in basic terms, and is characterized as offering a lot to discover 
(review 6.2.2, line 4). Clarity is again absent in this review. In particular, the title is 
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unclear: is the reviewer being sarcastic? Or, if that is not the case, why is folk law 
emphasized in the title? Ambiguity endows the review, and the author seemingly 
uses the right to state something without really considering the understanding of 
others. 
 

Review 6.2.2 (July 2018, N89) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

wonderfully if u like to know more about Finnish 
folk law 
 
basic on 2 floors (basement pre-history, 2nd floor modern 
history) plenty to take in and discover kept the kids quite 
for once ;) 

 
All in all, the position of ‘telegraphist’ is one where there is an assumed a right to 
state something – indeed, anything – about the museums.  
 
The right to point out what is wrong 
Another discernible right that is assumed by some of those writing reviews is the 
right to point out what is wrong. This right is prominently invoked by those taking 
the position of ‘hypercritic’. The following review (review 6.2.3) of Kiasma shows 
how the reviewer shares her/his dissatisfaction with the visit. The narrative is a 
‘disappointing’ one: 
 

Review 6.2.3 (July 2016, K206) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Lovely building, low number of exhibits, 
disappointing 
 
A challenging couple of hours at Kiasma, the 
"contemporary art" location of the Finnish National 
Gallery. An extraordinary building of great beauty, but 
IMHO the rather sparse selection of exhibits are a pile of 
junk or worse. One whole floor is dedicated to a Korean 
artist who makes things out of discarded plastic, and two 
whole floors are dedicated to half a dozen massive exhibits 
by the Brazilian artist Ernesto Neto. That leaves just one 
floor for an exhibition of just a few pieces from the Gallery's 
permanent collection. The photographs are the best bits - 
everything else is downhill from there. Call me a philistine 
if you wish - but I feel robbed of my 12 Euro entry fee. 
Possibly the most disappointing art gallery I have ever 
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17 
18 
19 
20 

visited. Best bit was the gift shop, which had a few nice 
books. Not a bad place for amusing people-watching, most 
other visitors appeared at best confused if not actually 
dazed. Been there, done that. 

 
In the following review the position taken is also that of ‘hypercritic’. In this case 
there is a narrative of ‘everything is wrong’ that pertains to the National Museum. 
Again, in the review the focus is clearly on how wrong things are. 
 

Review 6.2.4 (August 2018, N91) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20-27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32-67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 

Inarticulate and disjointed, fails to tell a story 
 
In short: This is an inarticulate and incoherent museum 
which fails to tell Finland’s story. 
 
As one enters the building two things set the tone for the 
museum: 
 
1) There is a broken pane of glass panel on the main door 
with a plaque that says this was caused by a bullet during 
the civil war. No further information or context is provided. 
In fact, there is very little about the civil war in the 
museum. 
 
2). In the main foyer, the ceiling is richly painted with 
mythological scenes. The information panel that describes 
it is to found up the stairs on the second level. However, for 
those not familiar with the story, the information makes 
little to no sense.// 
(lines cut off)) 
Unfortunately the entire museum, though rich in national 
treasures and artefacts, is disjointed and difficult to follow 
for foreigners not schooled in Nordic history, with bits and 
pieces without proper context or sequence throughout. 
((lines cut off)) 
Incredibly, we paid €15 per person for this and wasted 4 
hours of our wonderful holiday in Helsinki. Even with the 
Helsinki card and free entry, I would strongly advise 
against this. We were very disappointed. Finland 
undoubtedly has a very interesting national story to tell, 
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73 
74 
75 
 

and this museum totally fails to communicate it. 
The Ateneum and Design museums are both much better 
than this museum in my opinion. 

In lines 17 to 19 and 28 to 31 above it is particularly evident how the author 
acknowledges her/his inability to understand and follow what is displayed in the 
museum. The criticism in the review is thus based on the opinion of somebody who 
seems not to know much about what is being exhibited in the National Museum. 
Nonetheless, that lack of knowledge does not prevent the sharing of a harsh 
criticism that seems to have as its underlying logic the right to point out what is 
regarded as wrong, even if it is the case that what might be lacking, first and 
foremost, is knowledge from the reviewer.  

In overall terms, in this latter review and in the one that preceded it – of Kiasma 
– there is an implicit showcasing of a moral right to raise issues that are regarded 
as wrong. At the basis of the claim to this right are the personal opinions of the 
reviewers. They seem to feel they have the absolute subjective right to say whatever 
occurs to them, including harsh criticism of the museums.  

The moral aspect that underlies this pointing out of what is wrong implies the 
idea that things should be different. The reviews also warn those reading them 
about what they should consider and demand regarding these museums. There is 
an implied moral idea of not accepting what is offered.  
 
The right to present oneself as knowledgeable and reflect accordingly 
Another right that is discernible in the reviews is based on the presentation of 
oneself as knowledgeable. The position that lays the most prominent claim to this 
right is that of ‘expert’. The following review (review 6.2.5) illustrates this claim 
within an ‘everything is wrong’ narrative. 
 

Review 6.2.5 (September 2015, K256) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 

Ordinary and second-rated exhibitions. 
 
I love modern art, but this museum left me disappointed. It 
has a set of pretty ordinary works, pretending to have an 
idea in itself, but these ideas are flat, second-handed and 
not clearly stated.  
I would love to see profound thoughts and exciting ideas. 
As I see it, they have simulacrа of art and its development, 
like student exercises and not big ideas, something 
pretending to be thoughts (like cheap wisdoms) and not 
real thoughts. I know that this imitations go well for mass 
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12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

market, but art museums should go deeper to promote 
culture and stimulate it and not to imitate mass culture. If 
tourists take pictures of what you have it still doesn't mean 
this is art, tourists take pictures of anything, you know. It 
looks like real culture development is hindered, only mass 
market and main-stream things are promoted because they 
are what a mediocrity wants and understands. 
Sorry, but I hope more interesting and thought provoking 
artists will be brought to the museum. 

 
Similarly, the following review (review 6.2.6) illustrates how the individual writing 
the review offers his own reflections about how things ought to be, based on her/his 
moral claim of possessing superior competencies that enable such an assessment.   
 

Review 6.2.6 (April 2016, N260) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
17 
18 
19-28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

History of the land and its people, under one roof 
 
A very interesting museum; under the mantel of telling the 
history of Finland, it showcases some of the oldest art to be 
found in Helsinki. When I visited all rooms dedicated to 
pre-historic Finland were closed due to renovation. The 
first few rooms, with wood carvings taken from 
(demolished ?) churches all over the country illustrate the 
uneasy coexistence of the original myths with the ‘new’ 
christian dogma brought by the conquering Swedes in the 
early part of the last millennium. The lighting is very 
subdued, almost too soft; could not tell if it is done to 
preserve whatever little pigmentation is left on the old 
artwork, or to reproduce the conditions under which these 
pieces were viewed by their contemporaries. Most of the 
pieces float off the floor, giving the galleries an erie sense of 
mystery. 
((lines cut off) 
Modern history (say, the last century) is not discussed, 
maybe to avoid provoking the bear sleeping just across the 
eastern border into another aggression. 
Ethnology is well represented, with a log-and-mud hut 
moved and re-erected (can only look in from the door) to 
illustrate the meager lifestyle of the peasant/herders from 
early 1900’s. The few musical instruments document the 
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36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
 

cross-pollination of cultures: the kantele on display is a 
very close cousin to the Swedish nikkellharpa. 
Helsinki is a young town in a young country. Its main 
attraction is the hospitality and friendliness of its people, 
not the monuments, which are few and far between (and 
most of them recently erected). It is a town where (I 
suspect) it is better to live than to visit, thanks in part to the 
organized flow of life and the excellent and far-reaching 
public transit system. I rated the attractions on a relative 
scale; on an worldwide scale, nothing would rank above 3 
stars.i am glad I visited, but would not put this city nor any 
of its attractions on anyone’s bucket list. 

These two reviews are instances where the right to present oneself as 
knowledgeable, within a position of ‘expert’, is noticeable. The moral basis is one of 
superiority. However, the knowledge is self-claimed: there are no verifiable 
competencies made through some appraisal or certification, peer recognition, or 
other system. Ultimately, reviews that have this underlying right are based on, 
again, personal opinions. Although there is a claim of knowledge, the views 
assumed in a position of ‘expert’ are certainly as subjective as the others, since 
TripAdvisor's discursive space, as stated, is one of non-accountability. Thus, even 
in a position of ‘expert’ that claims knowledge, the reviews are discursively 
constructed with subjective opinions and without accountability. 

Overall, this right is based on a clear idea of morality. Those invoking the right 
present a moral stance of possessing knowledge and a superior ability to reflect on 
what can be experienced in the museums.  

6.3 Embracing duties  
The duty to share personal responses and advice 
The first duty assumed by those writing reviews is the duty to share personal 
responses and advice. This duty is taken up prominently by those that assume the 
position of ‘friend’. As with rights, duties are also claimed implicitly. 

The following review (review 6.3.1) of Kiasma illustrates how the author offers 
her/his responses regarding the museum. Underlying this sharing is a concern 
about others: the personal insights are provided to be helpful to others.  
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Review 6.3.1 (August 2018, K69) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13-20 

Must do. Even if you hate art 
 
I'm the first to admit I don't get modern art. And normally I 
think I could have done whatever the artist had done. 
This museum is really different. It has many floors and 
different themes. And alot of the set is based on social 
experiment and social out look. Thus it makes it more 
relatable and less abstract. 
 
The egg and box video and that whole taking head display 
was brilliant. I loved it. Really in your face about society 
and like being on an acid trip all at the same time . 
((lines cut off)) 

 
Thus, there is an underlying morality in this review: with the shared perspectives 
and advice, one can certainly make better decisions. So, the idea of achieving a 
better experience can be discerned in this approach to the duty of sharing. The 
following review (review 6.3.2) of the National Museum is also illustrative about 
how this duty to share reveals a clear concern for others. 
 

Review 6.3.2 (November 2018, N74) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

From Start to Finnish- Finland's History!!! 
 
Then Kansallismuseo or the National Museum of Finland is 
a wonderful place to visit to learn about how Finland came 
to be. The culmination of how Finalnd became Finland is a 
fascinating, and it's here where you can learn about the 
country. 
 
You have to pay an entrance fee to enter, but if you have the 
Helsinki Card, you can get in without paying a dime. Also, 
there are lockers to put your stuff in, so you don't have to 
carry it around. I must warn you that the lockers are new, 
so you will have a challenge trying to lock your locker. 
 
The museum is the state-of-the-art. The entire museum is 
very engaging. This engagement will keep you there for 
while as you go through the different periods of Finland 
rising from the the bottom of a sea to what it is now. The 
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19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

museum design is wonderful that you will spend hours 
trying to read everything. 
 
If you visit Helsinki, this museum is for you if you would 
like to learn about Finland or... if you are a museum nut. 
Either way, this museum is worth a visit 

 
The duty to describe and inform 
A second implicit duty was identified in how some reviewers use the information 
they possess to provide information about Kiasma and the National Museum. Thus, 
this is a duty that emerges out of the reviewer’s knowledge. A ‘guide’ position stands 
out prominently as a position from which this moral duty of providing descriptions 
for others to consider can be discerned. The information shared explains the 
museums and exhibitions, as illustrated in the following review of Kiasma. In this 
review (review 6.3.3), the information pertains to the exhibitions and the museum. 
The underlying duty seems to be to offer a description to help others. Again, the 
moral duty of being helpful to others can be discerned in this review. 
 

Review 6.3.3 (June 2016, K225)  

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Must see for anyone interested in modern art and 
architecture. 
 
Kiasma is a an elegant, curvaceous, quirky contemporary 
building. A symbol of the city's modernisation. It is very 
popular with the people of Helsinki. The current exhibition 
of works by Choi Jeong Hwa is very enjoyable and can be 
strongly recommended. The quirky exhibits including an 
inflated plastic winged pig and an inflated flower 
chandelier can be enjoyed by adults and children alike. 
There is an attractive cafe with light meals, cakes and 
drinks. In good weather it is possible to eat outside on a 
terrace next to a statue of Finland's national hero Gustav 
Mannerheim. 

 
In the following instance (review 6.3.4), the narrative is ‘recommended’ and the 
author offers a detailed overview of the exhibitions in the National Museum.  
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Review 6.3.4 (October 2015, N276) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
14 
15-18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24-31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

National Museum 
 
can see? The exposition is divided into 6 parts. Each 
collection is diverse, extensive, well served and decorated. 
 
The first part (the Treasure) is a collection of ancient coins, 
jewelry, medals, weapons. Silver and gold, copper and 
bronze. For 10,000 years the history of Finnish earth 
treasure has accumulated a lot, all of them in the collection. 
Here, on the ground floor, and offers a seminar room with 
200 seats. The Museum offers very interesting lectures and 
lessons for students, workshops for students, seminars for 
historians. 
((lines cut off)) 
The third part (the Kingdom) - a rich collection of objects 
and documents that reveal the history of States on the 
territory of modern Finland, from the early middle ages to 
the early 20th century. From Viking times, through the 
times of Swedish to Russian times, independence. 
((lines cut off) 
The sixth part of (the Workshop) - will be interesting to 
children and adults alike will be helpful to try to study the 
history and culture of Finland in this room, where is the 
interactive exhibition where all the exhibits can be touched 
with their hands, solve puzzles clever machines, etc. 

 
The two reviews make clear that there is a claim to showcase the museums and to 
offer a description of them. Those taking a ‘guide’ position seem to take seriously 
this duty to share descriptions that can be useful to others.  
 
The duty to share with others how great the experience was 
Finally, a third discernible manner in which a duty is claimed through narratives 
revolves around the duty to share with others, particularly how great the museum 
experience was. There is a clearly positive - overall - assessment in the narratives 
where this duty is expressed, and the duty is assumed prominently in the position 
of ‘enthusiast’. The following narrative is ‘must-see/do’; we can see how an 
extremely positive assessment underlies the review. In this review, one can 
appreciate how the author portrayed her/his experience with others in very positive 
terms, out of a duty to share how great her/his visit was. Implicit in the title is a 
comparison to other museums (review 6.3.5, line 1): 



 

153 

 

Review 6.3.5 (December 2015, K343) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

This is not you're average museum. A Must see! 
 
This museum is an art piece in itself. It's organic in the 
sense that the flow of movement between exhibitions is 
natural. I started on the 5th floor and came down through 
different exhibits. On the ground floor there a very nice 
Cafeteria, and also the wardrobe and toilets. The ticket for 
the full exhibitions was 12€, which was a complete bargain. 
It took me roughly 90 minutes to see them all, and I took 
countless pictures.  
The curators of this Museu created stunning atmospheres 
with the exhibition combination I've saw.  
A Must see!! 

 
Similarly, the position of ‘enthusiast’ is discernible in the following review of the 
National Museum. The author portrays the museum as the best in town (review 
6.3.6, line 4) and claims in the title that visitors should start by visiting this museum 
when in Helsinki (line 1): 

 
Review 6.3.6 (August 2017, N164)  

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
 

This should be your first stop when visiting 
Helsinki 
 
IMO, This was the best museum in town. One display 
provided a pictorial history of Finland. Captions were 
provided in English. You need to spend 4 to 6 hours here to 
develop a base understanding of Finish History. 

All in all, these reviews illustrate the duty of sharing a positive experience with 
others. Those writing have a moral duty to share their outstanding experiences so 
that others can also embark on a similar journey; thus, those reading the reviews 
are incentivized to visit the museums. 
 
Overview of moral claims: right and duties 
The table below (table 6) showcases the positions identified in my study in the first 
two columns, and the corresponding moral claims: rights and duties. The third 
column displays how, from a visitor’s perspective, one can regard the main elements 
that form the basis of the moral claims.  
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As can be observed, the three specific rights identified revolve around the 
reviews’ authors and the museums. They are rights claimed essentially in these 
dynamics between the authors and the museums, and can be illustrated in a 
sentence such as: “I address this and that about the museum because I have the 
moral right to do so.” Thus, rights are invoked in the first three positions in the 
table: ‘telegraphist’, ‘hypercritic’, and ‘expert’. 

In the following three duties, the perspectives of others are prominently 
embraced, and that is thus one of the characteristics that sets rights and duties 
apart. Assuming a duty entails embracing others: duties are performed before 
others. Among the three positions with duties, that of ‘guide’ stands out as different, 
since here the self is not prominent, and the reviews focus on providing descriptions 
and other information to others. The other two positions that embrace duties - 
‘friend’ and ‘enthusiast’ - unfold within the dynamics between the reviewer, the 
museums, and others that are brought into the discursive construction of claims.  
 

Table 6 Positions and moral claims identified in this study 

 

 Position Moral claims: right and duties. Central elements in moral claims  

‘Telegraphist’ The right to state something. “I and the museum.”  

‘Hypercritic’ The right to point out what is wrong “I and the museum.” 

‘Expert’ The right to present oneself as 
knowledgeable and reflect accordingly 

“I and the museum.” 

‘Friend’ The duty to share personal reactions 
and advice 

“I, the museum, and others.” 

‘Guide’ The duty to describe and inform “The museum and others.” 

‘Enthusiast’ The duty to share with others how great 
the experience was 

“I, the museum, and others.” 
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The table showcases how specific claims are related to specific positions, and how 
rights and duties have an essential difference; while rights are claimed with a self-
centred approach, duties are claimed with a clear consideration of others.  
 

6.4 Discussion  
I started this chapter by exploring a perspective both noticeable in reviews and 
central to the exercise of morality: the idea of how things should be. As detailed in 
the first section, tourists write about how Kiasma and the National Museum should 
ideally be. Reviews reveal high expectations and showcase visitors’ demands that 
museums be distinct in character, not dull and unentertaining, and able to provide 
provide outstanding and memorable experiences. As Buckley-Zistel and William 
(2020) argue, TripAdvisor helps to construct and regulate the tourists’ gaze. I would 
add that it seems also, in particular, to contribute to setting high expectations. And 
these expectations contribute to a view of museums as singularities.  

Additionally, reviews contribute to disseminating normative ideas. The 
particular dominant format on TripAdvisor reviews – narrative – establishes an 
ideological framework that induces audiences to see the world through a specific 
viewpoint (Labov, 1997). Thus, even if unintentionally, narratives entail moral 
stances. In particular, values and beliefs are present in the evaluative dimension of 
narratives (Robinson, 1981), and as we have seen in Chapter 4 these are especially 
evident in the resolution of narratives. Baka (2015) has emphasized that values can 
be regarded as conceptions of the good, proper, or desirable. In reviews, one can see 
how visitors reveal their demands for what they believe is desired in museum 
experiences. 

As discussed above, reviewers invoke the deontic right to tell other tourists what 
actions they should take in the future. Incentivizing others to visit or to avoid 
visiting a tourist attraction might be regarded as falling within the moral 
perspective about what is proper and desirable, when referring to the actions of 
tourists in this case.  

Furthermore, a moral dimension is present when tourists position themselves 
through their reviews and narratives, since every position has a ‘moral quality’ 
(Harré et al., 2009, 10). As Harré (2012) has emphasized, positioning entails, in 
particular, rights and duties, as visitors engage in discursive social practices. This is 
the case with TripAdvisor, as shown in this chapter, where I have addressed how 
rights and duties are claimed in reviews. Not everyone involved in a social episode 
has the same access to rights and duties to perform discursive activities (Hirvonen, 
2013).  
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As addressed in Chapter 6, tourists make implicit claims of moral rights in their 
reviews. The first fundamental right is that to write and publish a review. Tourists 
seemingly assume this moral right in a taken-for-granted fashion. Posting a review 
is straightforward for those with the technical means and language skills.  

Although OCR websites might be regarded as only emulating democracy 
(Beauvisage et al., 2013; Onorati & Giardullo, 2020), their use is as democratic as 
possible. In regions where democracy and freedom of expression are not supported, 
it is an illusion to consider that there are unconstrained rights to write and publish 
and read reviews from others. It is reasonable to consider that equality in the 
production and access to information will only hold in settings where the broader 
societal contexts enable freedom of speech and assure the absence of consequences 
for discursive acts that express personal opinions.  

Also, as mentioned earlier, it becomes evident when reading the reviews that 
tourists feel that they are unaccountable for what they write - and consequently 
assume that they have the right to write whatever they want. The underlying logic 
here is that there are no consequences to themselves. So, there seems to be an 
absolute subjective right to say whatever occurs to them. This right has an 
underlying moral basis. 

However, what one writes and shares publicly does potentially hold 
consequences. These consequences can be envisaged at different levels: the success 
of the tourist attraction in attracting visitors, and consequently in terms of its 
business model, financing, and long-term sustainability; the ways in which the 
artists, authors, managers, and staff are regarded and subject to demands; and the 
setting and fulfilment of visitors’ expectations, among other possible examples. All 
these are prone to being impacted by what non-accountable reviewers decide to 
write.  

Beyond this general right to write reviews, established by having been in a 
museum, that I have identified in this chapter, there are three types of rights in 
particular that are claimed: (1) the right to state something, (2) the right to point 
out what is wrong, and (3) the right to present oneself as knowledgeable and reflect 
accordingly. These particular rights are claimed by taking positions in narratives. 
Thus, a ‘telegraphist’ claims the first right mentioned, while a ‘hypercritic’ claims 
the second. Finally, an ‘expert’ claims the right to present her/himself as 
knowledgeable. Each position entails a particular moral stance. In terms of 
motivations, an expert might be seeking for peer-recognition or status, for example. 
Previous studies have shown that a pursuit of reputation may be one reason to 
publish reviews (e.g., Carrillo & Gaimon, 2004; Liang et al., 2008; Bakshi et al., 
2021). On the other hand, a ‘hypercritic’ can surely be motivated by more specific 
reasons, such as venting feelings connected to negative experiences (Yoo & Gretzel, 
2008). Future research might explore these paths to understanding the motivations 
that underlie the taking of positions 
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It is essential to mention that the right to write and publish reviews, as well as 
to point out what is wrong and to offer reflections on the museums and their 
exhibitions, are produced by different tourists that can be envisaged as being 
located in entirely different positions in the epistemic spectrum. While it seems 
reasonable to assume that some tourists possess the competency to evaluate the 
museums, it seems equally reasonable to consider that other tourists might be on 
the opposite end of the spectrum: having little of the knowledge needed to present 
well-sustained perspectives. Thus, while some might have the relevant knowledge 
to claim to be an ‘expert’ or ‘hypercritic’, others might start from a position of 
relative ignorance and yet still write a review within these and other positions. 
Whatever the location of the reviews’ authors in the epistemic spectrum, judgment 
devices such as TripAdvisor give all authors equal standing, since there is no 
assessment of the relative level of expertise of the reviewers. 

Furthermore, the readers of reviews are also on equal standing, regardless of 
their background or knowledge: one can easily assume that they are located, 
similarly to the reviewers, along different parts of the epistemic spectrum. Such 
levelling of the competencies and knowledge of both those who write and read 
reviews creates a permanent challenge, where different realities come together and 
where non-accountable personal opinions – not knowledge – reign freely. 

Stylianou-Lambert (2009) argues that individuals can construct a sense of being 
distinguished from others by visiting museums. My study further contributes to this 
view, focusing on discourse activities on TripAdvisor. There, tourists draw an 
implicit moral boundary between themselves and others, in the sense that they 
assert the right to write reviews and express their opinions, which distinguishes 
them from others.  

Additionally, by using this right, reviewers become part of a community, as 
Karpik (2010) has suggested in the context of individuals who follow the Michelin 
restaurant reviews. On TripAdvisor, this sense of belonging can be established by 
reading reviews of tourist attractions and, more prominently, by writing reviews 
about one's experiences. When asserting their right to write reviews, tourists will 
locate themselves within the judgment device, becoming part of the community that 
uses it (Hearn, 2010).  

As addressed in this chapter, in addition to rights, one can also find moral duties 
in reviews. In his study, Falk (2006) has put forward several identities for museum 
visitors, and suggested that one - “experience seeker” - was the most common for a 
tourist to assume. These type of tourists are in pursuit of collecting experiences, so 
that they could say “been there, done that”. One can see this posture as a duty of 
tourists when visiting museums: they must visit some museums in particular 
destinations. The duty is, however, self-focused. My study reveals other duties taken 
in relation to others, when reviewers assume various positions in their narratives.  
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In its most basic form, the first duty identified in this thesis can be regarded as 
underlying the discursive actions of visitors who write on TripAdvisor. In generic 
terms, there is a duty of writing to benefit others. If an individual was not 
considering others when sharing their own experiences, then they certainly would 
not engage in discursive activities such as writing public reviews. In addition to this 
basic form of duty, I have identified three specific duties: (1) the duty to share 
personal responses and advice (taken with the position of ‘friend’); (2) the duty to 
describe useful information (assumed in a position of ‘guide’), and (3) the duty to 
share how great the museum/experience was (within a position of ‘enthusiast’).  

Given the inherent quality uncertainty of experiencing a visit to a museum, 
providing one’s own opinions to others becomes a duty for some museum visitors. 
The positions of ‘friend’, ‘guide’, and ‘enthusiast’, where being helpful to others and 
helping them make good decisions – and thus overcome uncertainty – is at the 
forefront, all showcase a prominent consideration for others.  

Previous studies that address the various motivations to write reviews suggest 
that altruism is a key aspect. Altruism is the practice of obtaining self-satisfaction 
by helping others without expecting rewards in return (Bronner & De Hoog, 2011; 
Cheung & Lee, 2012; Bakshi et al., 2021). From a perspective of altruism, the 
purpose of writing a review can be to help other tourists make good decisions 
(Bronner & De Hoog, 2011), or more specifically to alert others to the risk of a 
product or service (Munar & Jacobsen, 2014). My study contributes to these 
perspectives by detailing how specific moral duties endow the context of individuals 
contributing to TripAdvisor. We thus obtain a fine-grained view of these duties, as 
expressed discursively in the reviews.  

My thesis offers, in particular,  a rare empirical view on positioning based on 
duties. As Harré (2012) has suggested, research is needed on contexts where there 
are prominent duty-based positionings, as he claims that duty-based moral orders 
are rare. Contributing to the debate on this matter, my research details how OCR 
websites do have a moral dimension based on duties. In particular, my study unveils 
how “supererogatory duties” - according to Harré (2012, 198) duties that emerge 
based on a conviction that something should be done – can be seen to provide the 
basis for writing reviews and showcase the morals involved in tourists’ discursive 
activities. 

It is important to emphasize that moral claims of rights and duties emerge in 
reviews within the transient positions taken by their authors, as discussed earlier. 
Buckley-Zistel and Williams (2020) state that TripAdvisor offers specific 
worldviews endowed with moral claims. The authors (2020) addressed two dark 
tourist sites related to genocides, and revealed that there seem to be moral orders 
that emerge across these sites. My findings advance this view in an empirical setting 
less emotionally charged than the kind of sites addressed by Buckley-Zistel and 
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Williams (2020). I show how a normative dimension is discursively engrained in 
the positions and narratives that emerge in TripAdvisor's social interactions. 

Furthermore, given the online nature of OCR websites, they reach transnational 
audiences, and the normative perspectives that are expressed in the reviews end up 
emerging and being displayed online across borders, giving rise to moral 
perspectives that transcend the local context of tourist attractions (Buckley-Zistel 
& Williams, 2020).  

In particular, one can assume – and this is an avenue of research for future 
studies – that what a museum should ideally be and the perspectives that underlie 
related demands coalesce discursively in and beyond reviews, cutting across 
different tourist attractions. What tourists demand from Kiasma is surely not 
unrelated to how contemporary art is seen – in Finland and beyond its borders – 
and the discourses about museums that showcase this kind of art (Waller & Waller, 
2019). The same can be said regarding national museums that address a nation’s 
past. Thus, the different normative perspectives circulating about art, culture, and 
museums in different societies are weaved into transnational narratives on reviews.  

Inglis (2022) suggested a paradoxical nature between the local and the global 
for the wine market, which can also be regarded as a market of singularities. It 
makes sense to transpose that view to tourism. On the one hand, there is an evident 
localization of tourist attractions in the sense of their being located in specific places 
and enmeshed in all that comprises that local cultural dimension. On the other 
hand, there is globalization in the homogenizing demands and expectations of 
tourists. On OCR websites, this tension is made evident: the particularities of the 
museums related to their local dimension are brought into reviews together with 
globalizing factors, as expressed in reviews that share similar ideas, narratives, and 
positions - as well as morals - and that emerge across borders and are thus endowed 
with a transnational nature, as Buckley-Zistel and Williams (2020) argue.  

As I have shown, specific moral claims emerge across reviews of distinct tourist 
attractions and become visible in online discourses. OCR websites can thus be seen 
as moral spaces where normative views are discursively constructed, disseminated, 
and continuously re-constructed across borders, potentially impacting how 
museum visitors come to develop their own gaze, expectations, and demands of 
what a museum should be, and what their own associated rights and duties are. 

Finally, and to conclude this discussion, it is essential to highlight that those who 
contribute to online consumer review websites, assessing goods and services, can 
be regarded as potentially finding themselves to be singularized. Reviewers present 
themselves with a unique name and an image that distinguishes them from others. 
Importantly, as mentioned earlier, TripAdvisor displays the number of reviews 
made and the count of how many people have “thanked” that author next to the 
author’s name. The number of reviews cited can make the author of those reviews 
quite distinct from others, and the number of “thanks” can heighten that 
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distinction. Thus, a set of elements contributes to making reviewers distinct on the 
platform, which is why I argue that they can be seen as becoming singularized 
within that context. Although one can compare the number of reviews and how 
many thanks individuals have received from other users, the reviews themselves are 
freely written texts, as we have seen, and are thus unique. Reviewers thus also 
become incommensurable through the multidimensionality of their reviews: they 
become singularized. 



 

161 

 

7 Conclusions 

In this thesis, I have addressed how Kiasma and the National Museum, in Helsinki, 
are portrayed by tourists on the website TripAdvisor. In my research, tourists are 
regarded as reflexive social actors who share their personal experiences and engage 
in an unfolding conversation between those involved in tourism practice (Mkono & 
Tribe, 2017). I employed a netnographic approach within a qualitative methodology 
to reviews gathered over six years, and explored them in-depth. 

The analysis followed an inductive logic, where I sought to identify concrete 
narratives, positions, and moral stances in the reviews according to the goals set for 
the research. I have meticulously analyzed each of the 849 reviews collected, 
immersing myself in tourists' self-expression. This research offers a detailed view 
of how tourists express themselves in and across reviews. It provides a fine-grained 
view of discourses on this Online Consumer Review website, and how they can be 
regarded within a view of tourism as a market of singularities.  

On TripAdvisor, tourists share their experiences about visiting Kiasma and the 
National Museum. They do so by writing reviews that usually assume a narrative 
format (Labov & Waletzky, 1967; Vásquez, 2012). Despite the discursive context 
provided by the website being characterized by a lack of established guidelines and 
criteria for assessment, common narratives emerge across the reviews of the two 
museums. Narratives present a sequence of events and an outcome, called a 
resolution (Labov & Waletzky’s, 1967). In this study, I have shown that these 
narrative resolutions encapsulate a concrete evaluative point that their authors 
make. Different narratives are displayed permanently online, becoming part of an 
ongoing public discourse about the museums.  

In chapter 4, I have identified six typical narratives discernible on TripAdvisor: 
(1) ‘recommended’, (2) ‘disappointing’, (3) ‘must see/do’, (4) ‘visit if you are… 
interested in art/history’, (5) ‘everything is wrong’, and (6) ‘amazing’. My study thus 
shows the concrete narratives that visitors use to portray their experiences, and 
details how they are manifested in reviews. The identification of these six typical 
narratives, which emerged in similar patterns across both museums, advances the 
current understanding of how tourists employ the narrative format. Furthermore, 
my study shows how this format accommodates a generic point articulated in the 
narrative’s resolution, with various specific events recounted by tourists in the 
complicating action of the narrative. Thus, the use of narratives seems especially 
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well-suited to intelligibly integrating a tension between a generic outcome and 
specific events that happened to particular tourists.  

I have shown that TripAdvisor content displays an asynchronous ongoing 
interaction that unfolds over time. Different social actors interact through the 
reviews, recognizing a mutual influence. Although publishing a review is an 
individual discursive act, it is embedded in social practices that include reading the 
reviews of others, responding to them, and building on ideas across reviews (Mellet 
et al., 2014; Baka, 2015). Furthermore, the occurrence of common narratives in 
both museums’ reviews shows a typicality that cuts across the specificities of 
particular museums, which in turn reveals that there are narratives that unfold as 
social constructions, with the contributions of different tourists, over time.  

The six narratives identified here can be used in future studies to provide a 
foundation from whence researchers can look for concrete accounts in new studies. 
Researchers can use them as references to look for similarities and differences in 
narratives within different empirical contexts, potentially facilitating the 
identification of concrete narratives. In particular, the narratives identified may be 
useful in exploring to what extent archetypal accounts do, or do not, hold true across 
reviews. In overall terms, these narratives contribute to unveiling particular ways 
of expressing assessments in reviews, which will certainly help future researchers 
uncover how the authors of reviews come to share their experiences.  

This thesis also reveals that tourists take positions when sharing their narratives 
online. Positions, narratives, and reviews coalesce together to give rise to tourists’ 
positioning in overall terms. A tourist’s position might be deliberate or not, but in 
any case it establishes a viewpoint from whence the museum - and the world - is 
regarded (Harré & van Langenhove, 2009; Harré, 2012). Hence, tourists assume 
positions that endow their discursive contributions to TripAdvisor. Positions are 
momentary accomplishments embedded in discursive activities.  

In Chapter 5, I have identified six such positions: (1) ‘telegraphist’, (2) 
‘hypercritic’, (3) ‘expert’, (4) ‘friend’, (5) ‘guide’, and (6) ‘enthusiast’. These 
positions create distinct ways of regarding the reviewers’ experiences. As shown, 
reviewers reveal that they acknowledge the specific nature of their museum visits 
and their experiences.  

Taking a position entails assuming a stance and setting oneself discursively 
apart from others (Harré & van Langenhove, 2009; Harré, 2012). This concrete 
view of actual positions that tourists took in reviews, and what is entailed in taking 
such positions, was absent from the literature. Thus, this study offers new 
understanding of these issues and provides a grounding for future research. In 
particular, it offers an initial framework of positions that other researchers can 
utilize to further explore reviews in new studies. The relational aspect of positions 
is particularly open to further investigation, since it holds the potential to develop 
new understandings of the social dimension of reviews.  
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Furthermore, this study shows how museum visitors address the exhibitions, 
engage with them, and offer detailed reflections through their reviews. The 
identified position of ‘expert,’ in particular, shows how some tourists self-claim 
mastery. Tourists who discursively embrace the position of ‘expert’ claim a high 
cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1984). 

My study provides new perspectives on how tourists express themselves 
discursively in reviews, opening up fine-grained views on how different positions 
entail varying degrees of engagement in sharing personal experiences. 

As addressed in Chapter 6, tourists also reveal that they often search for an 
idealized experience in their museum visits, expressing claims of how museums 
ought to be. I have found that reviewers showcase a demand that museums should 
be distinct, not dull, but rather entertaining. Visitors also express their expectation 
that museums should provide outstanding and memorable experiences.  

Importantly, when tourists position themselves through their reviews and 
narratives, a moral dimension is in place: the view of the world through their 
positioning becomes inherently coloured by morals (Labov, 1997). A first and 
generic right that underlies the positions taken in reviews is granted to those 
visiting the museums: the right to write and publish a review. Thus, when writing a 
review, tourists take this right. 

As discussed, OCR websites offer a discursive space of non-accountability. 
Under the cover of anonymity and due to the lack of editing systems, tourists can 
write what they wish. For many, this right to write opinions might be seen as a 
taken-for-granted right. However, in places where freedom of speech does not exist, 
the democratic promise engrained in these sites of giving voice and power to 
consumers falls short of being true.  

Importantly, this unaccountability strips away any self-responsibility about 
what is written. Tourists embrace an absolute subjective right to state whatever they 
wish without concern for the consequences. Furthermore, different knowledge 
levels and competencies to evaluate tourist attractions are merged into the right to 
express opinions. The logic of OCR websites implies levelling all opinions, mixing 
knowledge with ignorance, and possibly even with hidden motivations, eventually 
including highly charged personal, ideological, or even petty ones, without any of 
the usual ethical concerns, as the basis for what is being stated about tourism 
attractions.  

In addition to the general right to write reviews, I have identified specific claims 
of rights and duties that are invoked within particular positions. I have detailed that 
a position of ‘telegraphist’ is based on the right to state something, and that in a 
position of ‘hypercritic’ the visitor claims the right to point out what is wrong. In 
turn, in a position of ‘expert’ the right to present oneself as knowledgeable and to 
offer elaborate reflections is asserted. As mentioned above, there are also duties 
involved.  
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Similar to the generic right to write a review that any visitor can claim, a generic 
duty can be envisaged as underlying the discursive actions of visitors that write on 
TripAdvisor. This is a duty to share one’s experiences for the sake of others. If there 
were no concern for others, there would certainly be no place for the discursive 
action of sharing something publicly. In particular, a deontic logic is in place in 
narratives. These narratives present outcomes with an underlying call for others to 
act, either to visit museums or avoiding doing so. Narratives bridge the experience 
of previous tourists with deontic suggestions for others to take in the 
present/future. 

In addition to this basic form of duty, I have identified three other specific duties. 
There is a duty to share personal reactions and advice taken with the position of 
‘friend’. There is also a duty to describe and inform, assumed in the position of 
‘guide’. Finally, there is the duty to share how great the experience was, taken within 
the position of ‘enthusiast’.  

As I have shown, TripAdvisor can thus be seen as a moral space where normative 
views are discursively constructed and disseminated across borders (Buckley-Zistel 
&Williams, 2020), potentially impacting how museum visitors come to develop 
their own understandings of what a museum should be and what their associated 
rights and duties are. These rights and duties underlie the discursive activities of 
those writing reviews, and morals are involved both in these activities and in the 
ensuing social dynamics. These perspectives open up paths for future research, 
since current studies on the role of morals in Online Consumer Review websites are 
scarce. In particular, previous studies have not identified concrete moral claims. My 
study thus contributes to the research literature by offering a detailed view that can 
be further developed in new research. The rights and duties suggested in this 
research could be incorporated into other analyses and used as a reference for 
similar research. More generally, the moral dimension of reviews holds great 
potential to be further explored in new research. 

As discussed earlier, it is reasonable to assume that tourists, by being affected 
by their experiences, find themselves in a relevant context to engage in discursive 
activities. As shown in Chapter 5, reviews reveal that tourists have been affected by 
their museum visits. These impacts are a key aspect of how they regard the 
experience of visiting the museums and - importantly - how they portray that 
experience to others in their reviews. 

Furthermore, museums are places where tourists desire to be affected, as some 
recognize in their reviews. Here we have an aspect of how museums are envisaged 
as singularities: unique places that have the potential to affect visitors, and where 
visitors even expect to be affected. This is thus an important aspect that allows us 
to understand how tourists regard museums as singularities. There are also other 
important indicators of this perspective. The above-mentioned demands for 
distinct, entertaining, outstanding, and memorable experiences, that are not dull, 
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reveal the high expectations that tourists showcase, and make evident a quest for 
exceptionality, another feature of singularities (Karpik, 2010). In addition, the 
desire to be affected further reinforces the perspective that tourists pursue what is 
different and exciting, aspects that characterizes singularities.  

Another central characteristic of singularities is their multidimensionality 
(Karpik, 2010). In the reviews analysed in this thesis, it is evident how museums 
are discursively addressed through many dimensions. These dimensions include 
the exhibitions in the museums and how they are displayed, the buildings and the 
flow inside them, and many other aspects such as the views to the outside while 
inside the buildings, restaurants/cafeterias, shops, the staff’s attitudes, facilities 
such as bathrooms and lockers, cleanliness, activities for families and children, 
entry prices, opening hours, tours and guides, location, level of noise, temperature, 
lighting, the availability of wi-fi, and so on.  

Thus, a multitude of dimensions are brought into the reviews, all of which end 
up contributing to the characterization of museums. Museums are 
multidimensional, and this multidimensionality is not only simply embraced by 
reviewers, but is rather actively constructed in their discourses, becoming 
reaffirmed and reinforced over time as new reviews are added. In particular, the 
dimensions mentioned become levelled, because no specific dimension is more 
dominant than the others. By being discursively addressed and similarly shared, 
different dimensions are presented as equally relevant, a fundamental aspect of 
multidimensionality. Museums become discursively characterized by being 
associated with descriptions that are not bounded by any evident distinctions of 
relative relevance. By  being associated with such sets of descriptive dimensions, 
museums come to be under discursive construction in reviews. Singularities are 
incommensurable, since they do not lend themselves to be compared (Karpik, 2010; 
Reckwitz, 2020a). Reviews of singularities are also incommensurable. They are not 
comparable, since they come to be in such diverse ways that it is impossible to make 
direct comparisons. Additionally, reviews are produced by tourists with varying 
degrees of expertise/knowledge that are placed on equal standing. 

Incommensurability relates to multidimensionality: there are so many possible 
dimensions of evaluation that this becomes a defining feature of museums, as 
regarded from reviews. In such a context, museums become just as 
incommensurable as any other singularity. Thus, judgment devices, such as OCR 
websites, become essential in asserting what experience might be better, among 
many options, in tourism (Karpik, 2010). What is paradoxical is that judgment 
devices are not simply a way to overcome the difficulties of making choices and to 
acquire knowledge to inform those choices, but are, at the same time, actively 
contributing to making museums incommensurable by displaying their multiple 
dimensions, by presenting the demands of the reviewers for exceptionality, and by 
showcasing their high expectations and how visitors are impacted affectively. All of 
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these factors come together in reviews, and are then reinforced over time as new 
reviews are displayed.  

One can thus grasp how a museum’s status as a singularity is not a fixed 
characteristic that endows all such tourist attractions. Instead, my empirical 
material suggests that the social construction of a museum as a singularity results 
from the discursive actions of different actors. Through discourses, a museum 
comes to be regarded as a singularity. Hence, OCR websites have a central role as a 
social space, permanently and widely available, that contributes to how museums 
are constructed as singularities. 

Importantly, TripAdvisor is a space that is in a state of perpetual, ongoing 
renewal: reviews written in the past become entangled with those being added over 
time. One can wonder about the consequences should Kiasma and the National 
Museum somehow not be present on OCR websites. Would they be regarded by 
many tourists as meriting attention, a visit, or even interest? Would they be 
considered as singularities? It seems reasonable to assume that in today’s 
connected and global world, where digital channels have assumed a vital role in our 
lives, that these websites have become spaces that contribute significantly to the 
social dynamics that define museums as singularities (Beauvisage et al., 2013). 

We have seen how the management body of museums pays attention to reviews 
by having their representatives reply to them. Although these replies are small in 
number in my empirical context, it is nonetheless significant that there is this 
evident attention and consideration from museums’ representatives to the reviews. 
To cope with the demands of tourists, as expressed in the reviews, museums face 
the challenge of continuously offering experiences that are up to their expectations, 
or face the threat of suffering negative assessments on OCR websites. Museums are 
thus always in the process of being scrutinized by anonymous visitors who have the 
power to display their experiences publicly. These visitors clearly express their 
unaccountable opinions on many aspects that go well beyond the exhibitions, 
addressing many subjects. Thus, museums are pushed to consider these dimensions 
because of what is discursively expressed in reviews. 

TripAdvisor, as a judgment device, provides an orientation to what tourists 
observe, experience, and feel, further impacting the gaze of new visitors with the 
views created on the website through ongoing reviews (Baka, 2015). Hence, 
museums as tourist attractions are continuously in the process of being 
singularized. They are singularized discursively in the reviews, and in the actions 
that the museum’s management takes - one might reasonably assume - to pursue 
favourable evaluations of the different aspects that are continuously being assessed. 
They are also singularized when social actors read the reviews, since they are being 
offered specific views of the world, coloured by moral stances, about what museums 
should be and what comprises tourists’ rights and duties.  
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Visitors demand to be entertained and to have memorable experiences, as we 
have seen. Being good is not enough, as one tourist expressed in a review. Museums 
thus change their exhibitions regularly, find new ways to display their collections, 
offer innovative technologies to promote visitors’ engagement, provide guides and 
tours, and host unexpected exhibitions (an exhibition dedicated to heavy metal in 
the National Museum is one of the examples mentioned in the reviews), launch 
international competitions for the architecture of their buildings, renew their 
facilities regularly, offer periods of free entry, create special opening hours, and 
communicate all of these in an engaging way and through multiple languages in 
their websites, brochures, and different social media. Museums thus become 
performances: ensembles of many dimensions managed by professionals, assessed 
publicly by tourists, and endlessly renewed in an ongoing pursuit of uniqueness and 
exceptionality. These performances continuously unfold before visitors and 
through their reviews. 

OCR websites are social spaces that fuel visibility and contribute to generating 
and sustaining the attention of tourists in late modernity. Through reviews that 
often assume a narrative format, high expectations and demands are disseminated, 
and tourists take positions that encapsulate different viewpoints and moral stances. 
Hence, TripAdvisor has a central role in the social construction of museums as 
singularities, by showcasing their multi-dimensionality. At the same time that its 
content is helping tourists make travel-related decisions and reduce uncertainty, it 
is also reinforcing the incommensurability of tourist attractions through the 
multiple and competing perspectives one can find in its reviews. Ultimately, 
TripAdvisor continuously feeds tourists’ quest for uniqueness and contributes to 
the social dynamics of tourism as a market of singularities. 
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