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Abstract 

 

There are three different types of restaurant reviews: professional critics, experienced 

consumers and inexperienced consumer reviews. The research expands on the Swalesian 

genre model by applying it to the restaurant reviews. Thereby, this study increases the 

understanding of the groups of restaurant reviews, especially the experienced consumer group 

because that group is barely researched. Restaurant reviews are a form of word-of-mouth. 

Thus, they have an impact on the sales and the popularity of restaurants, which makes it a 

relevant research field. The genre analysis focuses on the differences in the use of move types, 

move structure and strategies between the three groups of restaurant reviews. In total, 126 

reviews were analyzed (26 professional reviews, 50 experienced consumer reviews, and 50 

inexperienced consumer reviews). A codebook was developed based to investigate the 

reviews, which is proven to be reliable. The analysis used both quantitative and qualitative 

methods to gain a detailed understanding of the genre differences. The results show that 

professional restaurant reviews are more descriptive, while both groups of consumer reviews 

are more evaluative. None of the three groups have a distinguishable move structure. 

However, professional reviews provide more arguments and details to realize the moves. The 

results indicate a clear difference between professional and consumer restaurant reviews. At 

the same time, the analysis shows no genre differences between experienced and 

inexperienced consumer reviews.  

 Keywords: Genre theory, restaurant reviews, professional critics, consumer reviews 
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1. Introduction and theory 

 “Today we dined at Fizzy which was previously known as ‘t Soerel. Surprising cuisine, 

young skilled waiters and, of course, delicious dishes served with excellent wines. We 

sincerely felt welcome.” This is an example of an online consumer review written about a 

restaurant. It was posted on TripAdvisor, a popular review platform where anyone can post 

about a restaurant, hotel, or tourist attraction. From this review, it becomes clear that the 

writer really liked the dining experience. There are various types of restaurant reviews. For 

example, Pieter Nijdam (2018), a culinary expert for the Dutch newspaper De Telegraaf, 

wrote a review about the same restaurant. This review is longer, more detailed and covers 

more parts of the dining experience. He starts his review with a description of the location, the 

history of the restaurant and the experience of the chef. Then, he describes the interior, the 

wine menu and his conversation with the waitress. Next, he tells about the food he ordered. 

He ends with a summary about the ambiance, service, menu and the wine.  

This illustrates that there are different types of restaurant reviews. First, every 

customer can post a restaurant review on websites, such as Yelp, OpenTable.ie, or 

TripAdvisor. With a few clicks, people rate and write their opinion about a restaurant they 

like or dislike. These online reviews impact the decision making process of potential 

customers (Lu, Ba, Huang, & Feng, 2013), both positively and negatively. Within this group 

of customer reviews are consumers who regularly write restaurant reviews. These consumers 

are often passionate about food or about the activity of reviewing itself. They post their 

reviews on review platforms or on their personal blog. The last group of reviews consists of 

the professional food critics, who get paid to write reviews (Parikh, Behnke, Almanza, 

Nelson, & Vorvoreanu, 2017).  

This research will compare these groups of restaurant reviews in terms of genre, which 

makes this research theoretically relevant in three ways. The first reason is the fact that genre 

analysis of online reviews is a new use of the genre theory. Taboada (2011) is the first to 
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apply genre theory to analyze online reviews. Where her research is more focused on 

discovering the different stages of an online review, De Jong and Burgers (2013) focus on 

finding the differences between types of reviews. They are the first to develop and test a 

codebook based on the moves and strategies that appear in online reviews. They tested their 

codebook on movie reviews and they argue that it would also form a basis for other types of 

reviews. Yet, this codebook has not been applied to restaurant reviews, while those are a big 

part of the review industry (Z. Zhang, Ye, Law, & Li, 2010). 

Furthermore, this research will expand on the differences between professional and 

consumer reviews. De Jong and Burgers (2013) argue that professional reviews and consumer 

reviews fall into different genres. While they conclude this based on film reviews, it would be 

interesting to see if the study can be replicated for restaurant reviews, because different 

products have different reviewers and audiences. This means there might also be a different 

genre distinction.  

Thirdly, this research aims to fill a particular gap in the current literature about the 

differences within the consumer review group. Beaudouin and Pasquier (2017) suggest 

looking at the different evaluation processes within the diverse group of user-generated 

reviews because they find that consumer reviews come in all shapes and sizes. This means 

that we cannot consider consumer reviews as one coherent group. Besides this research, there 

is barely any evidence that experienced consumer reviews are inherently different from 

inexperienced consumer reviews. Moreover, there is hardly any information about this group 

of experienced reviewers. Therefore, it is worthwhile to look at possible sub-categories. 

 Next to the academic relevance described above, this research is also relevant in a 

practical sense. Professional and consumer reviews have different impacts on the popularity 

of a restaurant. Zhang and colleagues (2010) conclude that a large number of consumer 

reviews increases the popularity of a restaurant, while professional reviews posted on 
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newspaper websites have a negative effect regardless of the rating. This requires different 

response strategies from the restaurant managers (Chen & Xie, 2008). In their eyes, 

professional culinary critics have more legitimacy than consumer reviewers (Beuscart, Mellet, 

& Trespeuch, 2016). Yet, they do recognize the importance of online consumer reviews, by 

checking their online ratings, responding to comments, and showcasing their certificate of 

excellence in their restaurants. So, professional restaurant reviews are viewed differently than 

consumer reviews, which might be explained by genre differences. 

King, Racherla, and Bush (2014) mention that there is uncertainty about how 

companies can foster higher quality reviews in an anonymous online platform. It is still 

unclear how higher quality reviews can be distinguished. Companies are now experimenting 

with helpfulness ratings. Lim and van der Heijden (2015) argue that the experience of the 

reviewer influences credibility. In this case, one’s experience might be an antecedent of 

higher quality reviews. Investigating the quality of a review is beyond the scope of this 

research, but a distinction between experienced and inexperienced reviews based on genre can 

be a first step in answering the question of King et al. (2014). 

Simultaneously, professional critics have to adjust to the fact that everyone is a critic 

now (Kobez, 2018). Professional reviewers are changing their practices and ethics to stay 

relevant in the field with a large number of consumer reviews. This indicates that the 

boundaries between the types of reviews are blurring. These imprecise boundaries make it 

hard for people to frame their expectations of these reviews. Finn and Kushmerick (2006) 

note that online text genres allow people to distinguish between documents about the same 

topic, in this case, restaurant reviews. This distinction can guide customers to the right place 

to find information and it can help restaurant owners to find the right response strategies to 

these types of reviews. Thereby, framing restaurant reviews according to the genre theory 

may help professional critics to distinguish themselves within the restaurant review industry.  
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1.1 Genre theory and research questions 

This paper aims to use genre theory to compare the reviews written by professional critics, 

experienced consumers and inexperienced consumers. This leads to the following research 

question: To what extent do restaurant reviews written by professional critics, experienced 

consumers, and inexperienced consumers constitute different text genres? Genre is a concept 

that has been used in multiple different ways without a clear conceptualization (Steen, 2011). 

For this research genre is understood “as a class of communicative events, the members of 

which share some set of communicative purposes. (...) This rationale shapes the schematic 

structure of the discourse and influences and constrains choice of content and style.” (Swales, 

1990, p. 58). This definition highlights that the communicative purposes guide the structure, 

content, and style of the texts within that genre. Furthermore, Swales (1990) proposes a genre 

model that looks at the communicative purpose, the move structure, and rhetorical strategies, 

which will guide this research. 

 The communicative purpose is a difficult concept to define, as Swales (1990) does not 

provide this definition. Even though, he stresses the importance of communicative purpose for 

classifying texts. Askehave (2017) addresses this issue but does not formulate a clear 

definition. She describes communicative purposes as the intention the maker of the text has. 

Therefore, it is important to look at the context of a text and the discourse community 

(Askehave & Ellerup Nielsen, 2005). At the same time, she acknowledges that the 

communicative purpose cannot determine a genre by itself. Purposes are not always clearly 

stated, or they are broadly defined, and texts can have multiple purposes (Askehave, 2017). 

For example, reviewers rarely state the reason why they review a particular restaurant, it 

might not even be clear to themselves. Because communicative purposes are difficult to 

identify, the genre analysis of this research focuses on moves and strategies.  
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 A move is understood as a part of the text that fulfills a certain function (de Jong & 

Burgers, 2013). In turn, a move structure is a fixed set of communicative stages that organize 

a text (Askehave & Ellerup Nielsen, 2005). The same authors recognize that moves are not as 

fixed as this definition suggests. They understand the structure as a specific number of moves 

in a specific order. This relates closely to the definition of stages, which are the elements of a 

particular genre in a specific, predetermined order (Taboada, 2011). Taboada (2011) identifies 

two different stages in online reviews: descriptive and evaluative stages. However, identifying 

moves is more difficult because there is no consensus on the criteria (Askehave & Ellerup 

Nielsen, 2005).  

 For the purpose of this research, the move types of De Jong and Burgers (2013) are 

used. They distinguish between descriptive and evaluative moves based on the research of 

Taboada (2011). A difference in the use of move types and a difference in the move structure 

point towards a difference in text genre, because moves are an important part of the genre 

model. So, the first sub-question is formulated to addresses the differences in move usage: 

How do restaurant reviews written by professional critics, experienced consumers, and 

inexperienced consumers differ in move types and move structure? 

 The final concept related to the genre model is rhetorical strategies. Strategies relate to 

the content and style of the texts (Swales, 1990). Strategies are the way moves are realized (de 

Jong & Burgers, 2013). This does not mean that each particular move has a specific strategy 

(Askehave & Ellerup Nielsen, 2005). Each move can be realized in multiple different ways. 

Yet, as Askehave and Ellerup Nielsen (2005) mention, within a genre, similar strategies are 

often used. So, it is interesting to look at common ways of realizing certain moves within or 

between genres. Thus, the second sub-question is: How do restaurant reviews written by 

professional critics, experienced consumers, and inexperienced consumers differ in the use of 

strategies?    



A GENRE ANALYSIS OF RESTAURANT REVIEWS 9 

 

 

1.2 Online restaurant reviews and electronic Word-of-Mouth (eWOM)  

Genre theory will be applied to online reviews, which is a part of the research field of Word-

of-Mouth (WOM). An understanding of WOM and of online reviews will provide the general 

background information about restaurant reviews. WOM refers to a form of communication 

where a person tells another person about a brand, product or service (Arndt, 1967). The 

communication must be independent from an organization, otherwise, it is considered a form 

of advertisement (Buttle, 1998). Yet, WOM is often encouraged by organizations because 

they see it as free marketing (Chen & Xie, 2008). It is important to note that only positive 

WOM is considered as a free form of advertisement for the company.  

 The older definitions of WOM often focus on oral and person-to-person 

communication. Nowadays, anyone can share their opinions about an organization or product 

on the Internet, which is often referred to as electronic Word-of-Mouth (eWOM). Henning-

Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh and Gremler (2004) define eWOM as “any positive or negative 

statement made by potential, actual, or former customers about a product or company, which 

is made available to a multitude of people and institutions via the Internet” (p. 39). Most 

researchers look at eWOM through online consumer reviews on opinion-platforms or 

shopping websites, such as Amazon (Cheung & Thadani, 2012). Based on the definition of 

eWOM made by Henning-Thurau et al. (2004), in this article, a review is defined as any 

positive or negative evaluative statement made by (former) customers about a product or 

service, which is shared with a multitude of people.  

Reviews can be published online and offline, for example in newspapers. Because 

reviews and WOM are closely related, differences between online and offline reviews can be 

drawn from the differences between traditional WOM and eWOM. King et al. (2014) identify 

six characteristics that differentiate eWOM from traditional WOM. To begin with, the volume 
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and reach of online reviews are exceptionally large. Second, online conversations about 

products and services are taking place across different websites and communities. In addition, 

the messages will stay accessible for a long period of time. Moreover, the Internet is an 

anonymous place, which makes it harder to identify credible reviewers. Fifth, positive and 

negative reviews are more salient because of the scores and ratings. Lastly, there is 

community engagement instead of person-to-person communication. To comprehend the 

differences between professional restaurant reviews and (in)experienced consumer restaurant 

reviews, the next sections will explain the three types of restaurant reviews.  

 

1.3 Professional restaurant reviews  

The first group of restaurant reviews is professional culinary experts. These are people who 

get paid to write reviews, for example, restaurant reviews published in newspapers (Parikh et 

al., 2017). Professional reviewers are trained in journalism and experienced the restaurant 

industry through working in a restaurant or going to culinary school (Titz, Lanza-Abbott, & 

Cruz, 2004). That is to say, the dining experience must be exceptional to receive a very 

positive evaluation because the reviewer has seen it all. Next to the newspapers, professional 

food critics evaluate restaurants for gastronomic guides, such as the Michelin guide (Mellet, 

Beauvisage, Beuscart, & Trespeuch, 2014). Professional critics are perceived as more 

legitimate by restaurant owners because of their expertise and status in the field (Beuscart et 

al., 2016). 

Professional critics are a small group of reviewers compared to the consumer group 

(Parikh et al., 2017). Strictly speaking, this means that professional restaurant reviews are the 

minority. This implies that critics must be selective about which restaurant they evaluate. For 

newspapers, they mostly visit non-chain restaurants that just opened or that became popular or 

restaurants that introduced new menu items (Titz et al., 2004). Mellet and colleagues (2014) 
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highlight this by looking at the number of restaurants listed and rated in gastronomy guides. 

For example, the Michelin guide 2012 listed four thousand restaurants in France, while 

consumers reviewed more than eighteen thousand French restaurants (Mellet et al., 2014). 

This illustrates the selectivity of this particular guide and of the group of professional culinary 

experts. 

As a profession, food critics operate through an ethical and procedural framework 

(Kobez, 2018). Titz et al. (2004) describe that a critic visits the restaurant two or three times 

before writing the review and they try different dishes to avoid very negative reviews. These 

conventions changed as a result of the increased popularity of online consumer reviews 

(Kobez, 2018). Newspapers try to stay relevant in an online environment, which means that 

they try to conform to the conventions of online reviews. Through the interviews conducted 

by Kobez (2018), some changes became clear. For example, critics feel like they have to 

operate faster to keep up with the demand for restaurant reviews. Thus, they review the 

restaurant after just one visit. In addition, the reviews have to be shorter and less nuanced 

because the publishers (e.g. newspapers) want more accessible reviews formatted more like 

consumer reviews. This way the consumer reviews influence how professional critics review 

restaurants. 

1.3.1 Content and style of professional restaurant reviews. The lack of nuance and 

fear of being too negative can be seen in how professional critics write reviews. Based on 

research about movie reviews, it becomes clear that professional critics are more descriptive 

and give more practical information than consumer reviews (de Jong & Burgers, 2013). Jiang 

and Diesner (2016) discover that professional reviews are longer, use longer and more diverse 

words, have a clearer structure and contain fewer emotional words.  

The professional restaurant critics have developed personalized criteria to evaluate 

restaurants (Hsu, Roberts, & Swaminathan, 2012). In essence, their opinion as a critic 
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influences what is perceived as good and bad instead of standardized rules of quality. This 

means that professional reviews are unpredictable because the evaluation depends on the 

critic’s tastes and priorities (Hsu et al., 2012). On the other hand, professional reviews are 

more uniform than consumer reviews (Jiang & Diesner, 2016). Titz et al. (2004) identify eight 

categories that the food critic evaluates. These categories include the quality and quantity of 

food, quality of service, and ambiance/atmosphere.  

Titz et al. (2004) also note that most categories (with the exception of the quality of 

food and service) are only mentioned when they exceed or do not satisfy the expectations. 

When comparing the content of professional restaurant reviews with online consumer 

reviews, Parikh et al. (2017) discovered that professional critics write more about the quality 

of food. This is in line with Chossat and Gergaud (2003) who found that professional critics 

focus on food quality. They also found that wines and setting do not matter when the food 

does not reach their standard. In other words, food quality is the most important part of the 

review process of professional restaurant critics. 

  

1.4 Online consumer restaurant reviews 

The biggest group of restaurant reviewers are the consumers who post their reviews on social 

media or user-generated platforms, like Yelp. These consumers do not have to have a 

journalistic background nor experience in the restaurant industry. Anyone can be a critic 

online. Mellet et al. (2014) describe the emergence of consumer reviews as part of the 

democratization of the restaurant industry, which is a shift from a few elite restaurant 

reviewers to a cultural activity that anyone can participate in (Vásquez & Chik, 2015). Brown 

(2012) points out that reviewing is an unpaid activity which requires time and effort, which 

makes it, as he puts it, surprising that user-generated websites collect so many reviews. 
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Because money is not the reason why consumers write restaurant reviews, it is 

necessary to look at why this group participates in the restaurant industry. Hennig-Thurau and 

colleagues (2004) identify four motives that influence the number of reviews a consumer 

posts, namely concern for other consumers, positive self-enhancement, social benefits, and 

economic incentives. These four motivations can be linked to intrinsic and extrinsic motives. 

Economic incentives and positive self-enhancement are a form of a reward (Hennig-Thurau et 

al., 2004), thus they belong to, what Brown (2012) calls, extrinsic motives. Concern for other 

consumers and social benefits stem from the idea of adding value to the community (Hennig-

Thurau et al., 2004), which relates to intrinsic motives defined as the enjoyment of when 

others are reading your review (Brown, 2012).  

In more recent research, Cheung and Lee (2012) propose two factors that increase 

consumers’ intentions to write restaurant reviews. Namely, a sense of belonging and the 

enjoyment of helping others. Again, the latter is an intrinsic motive and the first extrinsic. 

Parikh and colleagues (2014) identify two motivations to contribute on Yelp: to share 

experiences and to help other consumers. The same authors classify four themes based on 

qualitative research: to help businesses and fellow diners, writing a review as an enjoyable 

activity, to be part of a community, and lastly, to report a dining experience (Parikh, Behnke, 

Nelson, Vorvoreanu, & Almanza, 2015). These themes and motivations are altruistic reasons 

for writing restaurant reviews (Parikh et al., 2015, 2014). In short, most consumers write 

reviews for each other (Taboada, 2011). 

1.4.1 Content and style of online consumer reviews.  Consumer reviews are often 

posted without a grammar check or a second read-through (Taboada, 2011). This makes the 

structure of these reviews less predictable (Jiang & Diesner, 2016). However, regarding the 

content of online consumer reviews, there are common themes. For instance, they talk mostly 

about the food followed by service (Pantelidis, 2010; Parikh et al., 2017). Other factors 
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include atmosphere or ambiance, price, menu, and design or decor (Pantelidis, 2010). In 

addition, Parikh et al. (2017) compare Yelp reviews to professional reviews and reviews of 

the website Zagat (where bloggers post peer-reviewed restaurant reviews). They find that 

consumer reviews focus more on the waiter and less on the chef and decor.   

 Just like content, there are similar stylistic elements within the large group of 

consumer reviews. De Jong and Burgers (2013) see that consumer reviews contain many 

evaluative moves compared to descriptive moves. Likewise, Jiang and Diesner (2016) find 

that consumer reviews are more opinionated than professional reviews. This means that 

consumers use more evaluative words in their reviews (Taboada, 2011).  

 

1.5 Online experienced consumer reviews 

While most consumer reviews are posted by people who barely write reviews, there is a group 

of people who post more than ten reviews per year (Beaudouin & Pasquier, 2017). In this 

paper, this group is referred to as experienced consumer reviews. In the context of restaurant 

reviews, these people can be called ‘foodies’. Vásquez and Chik (2015) describe a foodie as 

someone who is passionate about food and shares this with their peers or online. In this case, 

online can mean on user-generated platforms, social media or a personal blog. Being an 

experienced reviewer leads to some advantages. For example, Yelp offers an Elite status for 

regular reviewers and encourages these Elites to interact with each other (Brown, 2012). This 

status mostly relates to reputation, but there is also a sense of community.  

Similar to inexperienced consumer reviews, they do not write restaurant reviews for 

money, but for altruistic reasons. Brown (2012) state that experienced consumer reviewers are 

motivated by showcasing their taste and knowledge of food. In the same way, Vásquez and 

Chik (2015) notice that by writing a review about a Michelin star restaurant, consumers see 

themselves as part of the culinary elites.  
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 This group of reviews is under-researched, even though they are part of the restaurant 

review field. Beaudouin and Pasquier (2017) look at the differences between novice 

(inexperienced) reviews and regulars (experienced) reviews. They discover that experience 

leads to longer reviews. At the same time, the reviews written by experienced reviewers 

conform more to the professional standard as experience grows. This means that the reviews 

contain richer and more technical vocabulary, in addition to a more impersonal style of 

writing. Besides the study by Beaudouin and Pasquier (2017), there is not enough information 

about this experienced consumer reviews, especially in the restaurant context. 

 In sum, there are three types of restaurant reviews that will be researched in this paper: 

professional critics, experienced consumer reviews, and inexperienced consumer reviews. 

Both groups of consumers reviewers do not write for money, whereas professional critics 

make their living with writing reviews. The main difference between consumer and 

professional reviews is that professional reviews are longer and more descriptive than 

consumer restaurant reviews. To investigate the genre differences between the three groups, 

this research is guided by two sub-questions. The first sub-question investigates the 

differences in move use and move structure. The second sub-question focuses on the content 

of the reviews by analyzing the strategies. The next section explains the methodology used to 

answer these questions. 
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2.  Methodology 

To answer the research question, I conducted a genre analysis based on the move and 

structure model (Swales, 1990). This genre analysis applied both quantitative and qualitative 

methods to give insight into the differences between the three groups of restaurant reviews 

(Creswell, 1999). Within the mixed method paradigm, I used a fully mixed sequential 

dominant status design, which means that the research combines quantitative and qualitative 

methods in a sequential order where one method is more dominant than the other (Leech & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2009). In this research, the quantitative analysis was more dominant than the 

qualitative method because the quantitative analysis pointed towards genre differences 

between the groups. Then, a qualitative analysis extended these findings by providing more 

detail about the moves and strategies used in the reviews (Creswell, 1999). Because 

qualitative analysis uncovers patterns, it was used to find differences in move structure (Y. 

Zhang & Wildemuth, 2016).  

 

2.1 Data collection and corpus 

For this research, 126 online restaurant reviews were selected. The group of professional 

reviews contained 26 reviews from different American newspapers. For the other two 

consumer categories, 50 reviews were selected for each group. All reviews were posted in 

2018 to ensure that the corpus reflected the current restaurant review landscape. The reviews 

are written in English and they are about American restaurants. The focus on the United 

States reduced the amount of available data, while it still provided enough professional critics 

to analyze. In total fifteen different professional restaurant critics were found and from each 

critic, I selected at most two reviews.  

The other reviews were selected from the review website Yelp.com. To identify 

experienced consumer reviews, I only selected those reviewers who were part of the Yelp 
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Elites in 2018. This means that Yelp considered their reviews and their review frequency as 

excellent. On average, the reviewers in this group had written 97.68 reviews. The minimum 

amount of reviews was 43 and the maximum was 365. The last group consisted of 

inexperienced consumer reviewers who had written on average 4.28 reviews. The minimum 

amount of reviews was 1 and the maximum was 10. For the consumer reviews from 

Yelp.com, I only selected positive reviews (four- or five-star rating) to exclude differences 

based on sentiment. Professional restaurant reviews are in general more neutral (Titz et al., 

2004). By limiting the corpus to neutral and positive reviews, the reviews were easier to 

compare to each other. 

 

2.2 The development of the codebook 

To make the move and strategy analysis as reliable as possible, a detailed codebook was 

developed. The first step of the development of the codebook was defining the unit of 

analysis. For this research, the units of analysis are main clauses with their corresponding sub-

clause because this unit definition was explicit enough for a quantitative content analysis (Y. 

Zhang & Wildemuth, 2016), but still allowed some flexibility for dividing a sentence into 

multiple moves. The codebook used in this research was inspired by the codebook from De 

Jong and Burgers (2013), who conducted a genre analysis of film reviews. While most of their 

moves and strategies were specialized for movies, the moves are easy to adapt to restaurant 

reviews. For the moves, there is a distinction between descriptive and evaluative moves based 

on Taboada’s (2011) review stages. A main clause was considered descriptive only when it is 

completely neutral. Any form of assessment or opinion made a sentence evaluative, for 

example when the clause contained an evaluative adjective, such as ‘delicious’ (de Jong & 

Burgers, 2013). 
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 In total, there are five different moves adopted from De Jong and Burgers (2013). 

Three moves are descriptive and the other two are evaluative. The move, ‘giving practical 

information about the restaurant’, can be achieved through mentioning contact information, 

giving information about the restaurant or about the critic. The other descriptive move, 

‘describing the restaurant’, consists of describing the food, drinks, service, atmosphere, menu, 

price, other customers, and professionalism. The last descriptive move, ‘placing the restaurant 

in context’, can be accomplished by making comparisons and by specifying the context of the 

visit. ‘Assessing the restaurant’ is one of the two evaluative moves, which has the same 

strategies as the second move except for giving an overall assessment of the restaurant. The 

other evaluative move, ‘recommending the restaurant’, is divided into two strategies: making 

a recommendation for the reader and mentioning the future plans of the reviewer. 

 The strategies that de Jong and Burgers (2013) defined, were too specific for movie 

reviews. While some strategies could be altered to apply to restaurant reviews, other strategies 

were identified by existing literature on the content of restaurant reviews (Pantelidis, 2010; 

Parikh et al., 2017; Titz et al., 2004). A few strategies were added after a small pilot test, 

where eight restaurant reviews were analyzed. After this pilot test, the codebook was 

completed. A complete overview of the moves and strategies and their sources is provided in 

Appendix A.  

2.2.1 Validity and reliability of the codebook.  To test the reliability of the codebook, an 

intercoder reliability analysis was conducted. For this analysis, I selected 10% of the data 

from each subgroup (Wimmer & Dominick, 2003, p. 157). The fourteen reviews were 

independently analyzed by two coders. Then, the two analyses were compared after checking 

whether the units of analysis were the same. The two coders differed slightly in dividing the 

unit of analyses (304 units compared to 293 units). Most differences occurred because the 

rules about splitting a sentence into its main clauses were too ambiguous. As a result, one 
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coder divided some sentences into two main clauses, while the other left it as one unit. 

Another cause for the disagreement is the fact that one coder combined consecutive sentences 

when were coded as the same move and strategy. After establishing more concrete rules 

regarding the unit of analysis, the units were aligned correctly. In this process, none of the 

original codes were changed.  

The Cohen’s Kappa analysis showed that the codebook had substantial reliability 

according to the guidelines of Landis and Koch (1977). The choice between descriptive or 

evaluative moves was reliable (K=.721). There was substantial agreement regarding the 

moves (K=.735). Lastly, for the strategies, the codebook is also reliable (K=.686). I also 

looked at where the two coders disagreed with each other, after which some moves and 

strategies were adjusted or better explained in the codebook. Regarding the validity of the 

research, I adopted some techniques from Whittemore, Chase, and Mandle (2001). These 

techniques include the use of a computer program and transparency in research design, data 

collection decisions and the data analysis process,  

 

2.3 Data analysis 

For the coding process, the computer program Atlas.ti was used. The analysis started with 

assigning one of the five moves to each unit of analysis, namely main clauses. Then, for each 

unit, the strategy was determined. The next step was to calculate, per review, how many times 

a move and strategy was used. To control for the differences in length between the reviews, I 

calculated the number of times a move was used relative to the total number of moves in the 

review. With these percentages, a one-way between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

was conducted to identify differences between the three groups of reviews. SPSS 25 was used 

to perform the statistical analysis. 

 For the strategies, I calculated the distribution of the strategies per move because then 

I can compare the differences between the groups regarding how they realize each move. 
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However, the results of the latter analysis are to be interpreted cautiously because no 

statistical tests were conducted due to the scope of the research. These quantitative data are 

presented first in the result section organized by move type. Then, the results of the qualitative 

analysis are presented. This analysis started with comparing the three groups in terms of 

strategies. The second part of the qualitative analysis focused on the move structure.  
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3. Results 

3.1 Quantitative analysis of the move usage 

The first step of the analysis focused on the comparison of the use of the two types of moves, 

namely descriptive and evaluative. Because the reviews have different lengths, the percentage 

of the evaluative moves (relative to the total number of moves) was calculated. This 

percentage was used as the dependent variable in the one-way between-groups analysis of 

variance (ANOVA). The independent variable was the type of reviews: professional, 

experienced consumer and the inexperienced consumer. The assumption of the homogeneity 

of variance was violated, and thus, the Brown-Forsythe test was used. The Brown-Forsythe 

test showed that the differences between the three groups are significant (F(2,122) = 71.28, 

p<.001). The results indicated that restaurant reviews written by professional reviewers use 

relatively fewer evaluative moves (M=30.99, SD=11.68) than experienced consumers 

(M=66.49, SD=17.35), while inexperienced consumers use the most evaluative moves 

(M=76.11, SD=18.79). The post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey test showed that the mean 

scores of the three groups differ significantly from each other.  

Then the five different moves were compared across the types of reviews. Again, the 

number of times a move was used, is expressed as the percentages relative to the total number 

of moves. For each of the five moves, a one-way between-group ANOVA was conducted to 

compare the move usage across the three different groups. Table 1 shows descriptive data 

about the usage of the five moves. 

3.1.1 Giving practical information. The data about this move violated the 

assumption of homogeneity of variances, thus the results of the Brown-Forsythe test were 

interpreted. These results showed a significant effect of review group on the use of this move 

(F(2,35) = 49.91, p<.001). The post-hoc test revealed that there is a significant difference 

between professional reviews (M=21.43, SD=13.02) and the other two groups. However, the 

differences between the inexperienced consumer reviews (M=2.11, SD=4.88) and the 
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experienced consumer reviews (M=1.43, SD=4.29) were not significant. This means that the 

professional reviewers gave more practical information than experienced and inexperienced 

consumer reviewers. Regarding the strategies used to realize this move, there was one clear 

difference. The professionals were the only group that gave practical information about the 

restaurant. Experienced and inexperienced consumers did not provide this information in their 

reviews. 

3.1.2 Describing the restaurant. Regarding the second descriptive move, the one-

way between-group ANOVA showed that the differences between the three groups were 

significant (F(2,123) = 30.99, p<.001). The post-hoc test showed that the mean scores of the 

professional review group (M=36.24, SD=11.71) were significantly higher than the other two 

groups. A significant difference was also found between the experienced consumer group 

(M=20.19, SD=13.13) and the inexperienced consumer group (M=11.34, SD=11.34). In other 

words, all three groups differed in their use of the second move. Professional reviewers 

described the restaurant the most, followed by the experienced consumer reviewer, and lastly, 

the inexperienced consumer reviewers used the second move the least. Regarding the 

strategies, there were small differences between the three groups, mostly between reviews 

written by professional critics and the reviews of experienced and inexperienced consumers 

(see Appendix B). 

3.1.3 Placing the restaurant in context. The one-way between-group ANOVA of 

this move showed no significant difference between the three groups of reviews. (F(2,123) = 

.009, p=.991). Which means that professionals, experienced consumers, and inexperienced 

consumers used this move a similar amount of times in their restaurant reviews. However, the 

groups differed in the way they use the strategies to realize this move. Both the second and 

the third group provided more context for the visit than the professional critics. At the same 

time, professional critics made more comparisons of the restaurant to a specific other 
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restaurant or the general food culture. This rarely happened in the two groups of consumer 

reviews. 

3.1.4 Assessing the restaurant. For this move, the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances was violated. So, the Brown-Forsythe test was used to test the differences between 

the groups. These results showed a significant effect of review group on the use of this move 

(F(2,117) = 42.82, p<.001). The post-hoc test revealed that there was a significant difference 

between professional reviews (M=28.41, SD=11.04) and the other two groups. However, the 

differences between the inexperienced consumer reviews (M=58.36, SD=16.56) and de 

experienced consumer reviews (M=63.86, SD=21.28) were not significant. This means that 

professional restaurant critics used the move ‘assessing the restaurant’ less often than 

consumer reviewers, who used the move a similar amount of times. Regarding the strategies, 

there were no clear differences between the three groups. However, there were small 

variations between the professional reviews and the two consumer review groups (see 

Appendix B).  

3.1.5 Recommending the restaurant. The last move, making a recommendation, 

violated the assumption of homogeneity of variances, thus, the results of the Brown-Forsythe 

test were interpreted. These results showed a significant effect of review group on the use of 

this move (F(2,92) = 11.41, p<.001). Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test 

indicated that the mean score for professional reviews (M=2.57, SD=2.52) was significantly 

lower than experienced consumer reviews (M=8.12, SD=8.47) (p=.047) and inexperienced 

consumer reviews (M=12.25, SD=12.47). On the other hand, there was no significant 

difference between the experienced and inexperienced consumer reviews. In other words, 

there was a difference between the professional review group and the two consumer review 

groups. The use of the strategies also differed between the professional group of reviews and 
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the two consumer groups. Experienced and inexperienced consumers mentioned whether they 

are planning on coming to the restaurant again. Professional critics did not mention this at all. 

 

Table 1:  

Descriptive statistical data about moves 

 
Professional 

reviews 

Experienced consumer 

reviews 

Inexperienced consumer 

reviews 

Total number of moves 1212 662 353 

Descriptive 69.01% 

(SD=11.68)a 

33.51%  

(SD=17.35)b 

23.89%  

(SD=18.79)c 

Evaluative 30.99% 

(SD=11.68)a 

66.49%  

(SD=17.35)b 

76.11%  

(SD=18.79)c 

Giving practical 

information 

21.43% 

(SD=13.02)a 

2.11%  

(SD=4.88)b 

1.43%  

(SD=4.29)b 

Describing the restaurant 36.24% 

(SD=11.71)a 

20.19%  

(SD=13.13)b 

11.34%  

(SD=13.57)c 

Placing the restaurant in 

context 

11.34%  

(SD=7.36)a 

11.21%  

(SD=10.09)a 

11.03%  

(SD=10.74)a 

Assessing the restaurant 28.41% 

(SD=11.04)a 

58.36%  

(SD=16.56)b 

63.86%  

(SD=21.18)b 

Recommending the 

restaurant 

2.57%  

(SD=2.52)a 

8.12%  

(SD=8.47)b 

12.25%  

(SD=12.47)b 

Note: Move percentages for each review are calculated by dividing the number of move uses 

by the total number of moves of the review. The table presents the average percentages per 

group. Values in a given row that share a subscript do not differ significantly from each other 

at α = .05. 

 

3.2 Qualitative content analysis of strategies 

Regarding the strategies corresponding with the move ‘giving practical information’, 

the biggest difference was the mention of contact information in professional restaurant 

reviews. These reviews included the address, phone number and opening hours. This 

information is also provided on Yelp.com by the website itself. This means that Yelp 
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reviewers do not have to mention this information. The quantitative analysis also showed that 

professional critics disclosed less information about themselves. When they did disclose some 

information, it is not always related to the dining experience. For example, one professional 

reviewer started his review by describing his difficulty of finding a hobby. The information 

about the critic provided in the two consumer groups was more related to food preferences, 

which is more relevant to a restaurant review. 

There were also differences in the execution of the strategies related to the move 

‘describing the restaurant’. While all three groups used the strategy ‘describing the food’ the 

most to realize this move, they did so in different ways. Professional critics described the 

food, the ingredients and preparation in detail, while inexperienced consumer reviewers 

usually just gave the name of the dish. The experienced consumers fall somewhere in between 

because they did provide more descriptions of the food, but not as detailed as the 

professionals. Overall, professionals were more detailed than the other two groups, especially 

regarding the atmosphere and menu. However, describing the service was more prominent in 

experienced consumer reviews, but the content of these descriptions did not differ much 

between the three groups. The strategy ‘describing professionalism’ mostly related to the 

waiting time of the restaurant, which is more often discussed in consumer reviews.  

The strategies of move ‘placing the restaurant in context’ were used differently as 

well. Both consumer groups described the context of the visit, for example, “Came here with 

a large group for a friend's birthday last night.” or “Every time I'm in Dallas my Mom & I 

make a stop for lunch here”. This kind of context is not disclosed in professional restaurant 

reviews. While all three groups spend a similar amount of space comparing the restaurant to 

similar restaurants, they did so in different ways. Professional reviewers often stated what the 

restaurant did differently than other restaurants, while both inexperienced and experienced 

consumer reviewers made statements like this: “My favorite falafel sandwich in LA”. These 
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statements were often without a clear explanation of why this is better than other similar 

dishes/restaurants.  

Regarding the strategies of the move ‘assessing the restaurant’, the qualitative results 

were similar to the findings of the move ‘describing the restaurant’. More specifically, the 

professional group was more detailed and elaborately argued than the other two consumer 

groups. For example, both consumer review groups often expressed their assessment of the 

food quality in one word, such as delicious, good, or perfect. Professional reviewers discussed 

what made the food good or what could be better. This is not to say that consumer reviewers 

never explained their assessments, but most of their opinions were not argued in the review. 

This is the case for all strategies for this move.  

Regarding the strategies of the last move, the quantitative results already showed that 

professional reviewers did not say anything about their future plans. Experienced and 

inexperienced consumer reviewers expressed their future plans in similar ways, often with a 

statement like this one: “Will definitely go again”. There were some differences in the 

execution of the other strategy, ‘recommendations for other’. Professionals often 

recommended which dishes the reader should order to make the whole meal worthwhile. For 

example, they described the ideal meal. Experienced and inexperienced consumer reviewers 

generally recommended one dish or drink. They also recommended the restaurant in general, 

stating that the reader must visit the place. 

 

3.3 Qualitative analysis of the move sequence in restaurant reviews 

The analysis of the move structure was conducted per review group. First, professional 

reviews had some elements that were similar for all reviews in the first group, but there is not 

a clear move structure. The move ‘giving practical information’ was often used at the end, 

where the reviewer provided the contact information and some information about the 
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restaurant, such as wheelchair access and reservation system. At the end of the review, they 

also stated their recommendations. The other three moves appeared throughout the review 

without a clear pattern. However, upon closer inspection, it became clear that the reviews 

were more organized by topic instead of move. To put it differently, professional critics often 

spend multiple sentences describing or assessing topics like the food, atmosphere and other 

elements of the dining experience. 

 In the experienced consumer review group also showed some patterns. The move 

‘placing the restaurant in context’ was often at the beginning of the review. The move 

‘making a recommendation’ was often put at the end of the review. The description of the 

dining experience and the assessment of the experience were not clearly structured in terms of 

moves. Yet, something that happened a lot in this group of reviews was the combination of a 

short food description and their evaluation of that dish, in that order. This happened less often 

for the other categories of the dining experience.  

 Similar patterns were found in the inexperienced consumer review group. Again, the 

review often began with the move ‘placing the restaurant in context’ and ended with the move 

‘making a recommendation’. It was more difficult to discover patterns in the use of the move 

‘describing the restaurant’ and the move ‘assessing the restaurant’ because the reviews were a 

lot shorter and thus there was less room to realize different moves. Some reviews in this group 

only assessed the restaurant and barely described anything. 
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4. Discussion 

To answer the main research question, two different sub-questions were formulated to guide 

this research. The first sub-question, to what extent do restaurant reviews written by 

professional critics, experienced consumers, and inexperienced consumers differ in move 

types and move structure, was answered through a quantitative content analysis and a 

qualitative content analysis for the move structure. The analysis of the move usage indicates 

that professional reviews differ from the two groups of consumer reviews. There are no big 

differences between experienced and inexperienced consumer reviews. In general, 

professional restaurant reviews are more descriptive and consumer reviews are more 

evaluative. These differences are also reflected by the use of each move type. Consumers are 

more opinionated in their restaurant reviews (Jiang & Diesner, 2016). These results 

corroborate the findings of de Jong & Burgers (2013).  

 The analysis of the move structure demonstrates that none of the three groups have a 

consistent move structure. Professional reviewers organize their review more by topic than by 

move type, for example, they first talk about the food, and then the atmosphere and so on. 

Experienced consumer reviews have less structure, and inexperienced consumer reviews have 

the least structure of the three groups. Thus, restaurant reviews do not have a distinguishable 

move structure, but professional reviews are more organized by topic than the other two 

groups. This supports the notion that reviews written by professionals are more predictable 

(Jiang & Diesner, 2016). The lack of structure in consumer restaurant reviews can be 

attributed to the fact that the reviews are too short to make structured arguments. 

 The second sub-question, how do restaurant reviews written by professional critics, 

experienced consumers, and inexperienced consumers differ in content, looked at the use of 

the strategies. The biggest difference between the groups is that professional critics provide 

more detail in their descriptions and assessments of the restaurant. Overall, they support their 

statements with arguments more often than experienced and inexperienced consumer 



A GENRE ANALYSIS OF RESTAURANT REVIEWS 29 

 

reviewers do. Professional reviewers are able to provide more detail and arguments because 

they have more knowledge about the restaurant industry and they have more writing 

experience (Titz et al., 2004). Professional reviews also provide practical information about 

the restaurant, while this information is not provided by the other two groups. A probable 

explanation for this difference is the medium of the review because the website Yelp.com 

already provide this information. So, it is unnecessary for Yelp users to mention this in their 

reviews. Both experienced and inexperienced consumer reviewers disclose more personal 

information, for example, why they visited the restaurant, with whom, and whether they 

would go again.   

Based on the results, this research answers the main question: To what extent do 

restaurant reviews written by professional critics, experienced consumers, and inexperienced 

consumers constitute different text genres? The results indicate that there are clear differences 

between professional restaurant reviews and consumer reviews. These differences in the use 

of moves and strategies imply that these two groups are different text genres (Swales, 1990). 

So, professional restaurant reviews are a different text genre than consumer restaurant 

reviews, which is in line with the findings of De Jong and Burgers (2013). At the same time, it 

contradicts the notion that the lines between professional restaurant critics and consumer 

reviewers are blurring in terms of content and format (Kobez, 2018). The different in text 

genre is an explanation for why professional restaurant reviews are viewed differently than 

consumer reviews (Beuscart et al., 2016; Z. Zhang et al., 2010). 

However, I did not find enough differences between experienced and inexperienced 

consumer reviews to conclude that those are two different genres. The results somewhat 

contradict the findings of Beaudouin and Pasquier (2017), who argue that experienced 

consumers write different types of reviews than inexperienced consumers. An explanation for 

this difference in conclusions is the fact that Beaudouin and Pasquier (2017) looked at 
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different variables and they focused on differences in general, while I concentrated on genre 

differences. Yet, this research found a similar difference between the two groups, namely, 

inexperienced consumer reviews are more evaluative than experienced consumer reviews. So, 

while some findings of this research point to the heterogeneity within the consumer review 

group, this heterogeneity is not enough to conclude genre differences.  

While this research provides little evidence for genre differences within the consumer 

review group, the results are contributing to a clearer understanding of consumer restaurant 

reviews. More specifically, this research points to how consumers write about restaurants and 

how they structure their reviews. The lack of differences between experienced and 

inexperienced consumer reviews give new insight into the role of experience in writing 

reviews. While previous research looked at the effect of experience on credibility (Lim & Van 

Der Heide, 2015), the analysis shows that experience does not lead to more professional 

reviews. This means that the increase in credibility is not due to similarities with professional 

critics, who are considered more legitimate (Beuscart et al., 2016).  

This research also adds to the current literature on genre theory. This research is an 

expansion of the genre analysis because it applied genre analysis to a review genre. While 

previous literature on genre theory and consumer reviews focused on movie reviews, this 

study demonstrates that genre theory can also be applied to restaurant reviews (de Jong & 

Burgers, 2013; Taboada, 2011), which is one of the biggest review industries (Z. Zhang et al., 

2010). A new codebook was created based on the codebook by De Jong and Burgers (2013) 

and literature on the contents of restaurant reviews (Pantelidis, 2010; Parikh et al., 2017; Titz 

et al., 2004). The reliability test showed that this codebook is reliable, and thus, this research 

broadens the methodology of the genre theory. 

This research has some limitations. The generalizability is limited by the size of the 

corpus. While the number of analyzed reviews gives an indication of the genre differences 
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between the three groups, a larger corpus would make the results more representative of the 

restaurant review field. Especially, there was a shortage of available data for the group of 

professional reviews. The number of professional restaurant reviewers is small compared with 

the group of consumer reviewers, which makes it difficult to gather enough data to have three 

equally sized groups. Future studies should take this into account when they compare 

professional reviews with consumer reviews. A possible solution is to increase the period in 

which the professional reviews are published.  

It was beyond the scope of this research to analyze the difference in style and language 

use in depth. Previous research did suggest that there are linguistic differences between 

groups of reviews (Jiang & Diesner, 2016), but there is no clear link between linguistic 

analysis and genre theory. This study limited itself to move and strategies because there is not 

a developed framework integrating style with genre theory. Even though style is part of the 

genre theory (Finn & Kushmerick, 2006). In order to grasp the differences in style between 

professional restaurant reviews and (in)experienced consumer reviews, an in-depth analysis is 

necessary, which was beyond the time constraints of this research. Taboada (2011) shows that 

genre and (linguistic) style are linked by discovering that evaluative and descriptive stages 

have different linguistic elements, such as connectives. However, this is not fully developed 

within the field of genre analysis. So, it would be interesting to extend the genre analysis 

model to include a linguistic/style analysis (Finn & Kushmerick, 2006). 

 In sum, this research extended the methodology of genre analysis to online restaurant 

reviews. The findings show that professional restaurant reviews are a different genre than 

consumer restaurant reviews. The research also shows that there is no clear evidence that 

experienced consumer reviews are another genre than inexperienced consumer reviews.  
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Appendix A: Codebook overview 

 

Move Strategy Explanation Source 

1: Giving practical 

information about the 

restaurant 

Contact information Location, phone number, opening 

times and where to make a 

reservation. 

De Jong & Burgers 

(2013) 

 Information about the 

restaurant 

Who is the chef/owner, 

background and history of the 

restaurant, some practical 

information about happy hour or 

live music or other extra’s. This 

also includes accessibility, dietary 

restrictions and whether you 

should make a reservation. 

De Jong & Burgers 

(2013) 

 Information about the critic Any form of self-disclosure of the 

critics. For example, why they 

visited the restaurant and with 

whom. 

De Jong & Burgers 

(2013) 

2: Describing the 

restaurant 

Food Description of flavor, how it is 

presented, ingredients and 

preparation of the food. This also 

includes the name of a dish.  

Pantelidis (2010) 

 Drinks Description of flavor, ingredients, 

preparation and presentation. 

Parikh et al. (2017) 

 Service A neutral description of the 

service, for example the name of 

the waiter.  

Pantelidis (2010); Titz et 

al. (2004) 

 Atmosphere The layout and design of the 

restaurants.  

Pantelidis (2010); Titz et 

al. (2004) 

 Menu What is on the menu, including the 

drink menu. Also, the availability 

of vegan/gluten free dishes on the 

menu 

Pantelidis (2010); Titz et 

al. (2004) 

 Price and value How much certain dishes cost and 

the price class of the restaurant. 

Pantelidis (2010); Titz et 

al. (2004) 

 Customers The type of customer that comes to 

the restaurant and whether it is a 

busy place. 

Titz et al. (2004) 

 Professionalism The perceived professionalism of 

the restaurant and the staff, 

including waiting times and dishes 

that are sold-out. 

Titz et al. (2004) 

3: Placing the 

restaurant in context 

Describing the context of the 

visit 

A description of why they visited 

the restaurant or whether it was a 

special day (e.g. birthday). Also, 

whether the reviewer had any 

expectations before going to the 

restaurant. 

Pilot 

 Comparing to other dishes of 

the restaurant 

A description of a dish in relation 

to other dishes they ordered at the 

restaurant. For example, “The best 

dish on the menu is ….”. 

Pilot 

 Comparing to similar 

restaurants 

When the restaurant is placed in 

relation to other restaurants. For 

example, “for a Thai restaurant, 

De Jong & Burgers 

(2013) 
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their dishes are very spicy” and 

“One of my favorites [type of dish] 

ever tasted”. 

 Comparing to a specific 

restaurant 

A comparison to a competitor or 

other restaurants in the 

neighborhood. For example, “I still 

believe [name of another 

restaurant] is better”. 

De Jong & Burgers 

(2013) 

 Comparing to the food 

culture 

National or industry context of the 

restaurant. 

De Jong & Burgers 

(2013) 

4: Assessing the 

restaurant 

General Statements about the whole dining 

experience, the overall feeling 

about eating in the restaurant. For 

example, “I love this place”. 

Pilot 

 Food quality Evaluation of the taste, flavor and 

presentation. 

Titz et al. (2004) 

 Food quantity The evaluation of the servings. Is 

there too much or not enough? 

Titz et al. (2004) 

 Drinks Evaluation of the taste, flavor and 

presentation. 

Parikh et al. (2017) 

 Service Evaluation of the service, 

politeness, personal attention etc. 

Pantelidis (2010); Titz et 

al. (2004) 

 Atmosphere The layout and design of the 

restaurants. Also, noise level and 

temperature. For example, “It was 

very loud”. 

Pantelidis (2010); Titz et 

al. (2004) 

 Menu The look of the menu and whether 

there are enough options/variety of 

dishes/drinks. 

Pantelidis (2010); Titz et 

al. (2004) 

 Price and value Whether the price is worth it and if 

the reviewer thinks it is expensive 

or cheap. 

Pantelidis (2010); Titz et 

al. (2004) 

 Customers How other customers influenced 

the dining experience. For 

example, “The couple next to use 

kept arguing, which was very 

annoying”. 

Titz et al. (2004) 

 Professionalism The perceived professionalism of 

the restaurant and the staff, 

including waiting times and dishes 

that are sold-out. 

Titz et al. (2004) 

5: Recommending the 

restaurant 

Recommending others Mentioning that other should or 

should not go to this restaurant and 

which dishes they should try or 

avoid. 

Pilot 

 Future plans of the reviewer Whether the reviewer is planning 

to go again to the restaurant. 

Pilot 
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Appendix B: Means and standard deviations of strategies  

 

 
Professional 

reviews 

Experienced consumer 

reviews 

Inexperienced consumer 

reviews 

Total number of move 1 uses 246 13 7 

Contact information 17.60% 

(SD=12.43) 

0 0 

Information about the restaurant 70.25% 

(SD=18.30) 

59.26%  

(SD=49.38) 

66.67%  

(SD=51.64) 

Information about the critic 12.15% 

(SD=22.54) 

40.74%  

(SD=49.38) 

33.33%  

(SD=51.64) 

Total number of move 2 uses 448 152 50 

The food 47.54%  

(SD=22.14) 

53.66%  

(SD=33.89) 

63.21%  

(SD=42.23) 

Drinks 3.54%  

(SD=6.00) 

2.18%  

(SD=8.04) 

0 

Service 3.97%  

(SD=5.91) 

14.25%  

(SD=21.20) 

13.08%  

(SD=29.77) 

Atmosphere 13.38%  

(SD=11.33) 

7.37%  

(SD=18.15) 

5.45%  

(SD=16.49) 

Menu 17.21% 

(SD=14.28) 

6.83%  

(SD=20.12) 

1.28%  

(SD=6.54) 

Price and value 7.79%  

(SD=5.32) 

3.18%  

(SD=10.06) 

0 

Customers 3.16%  

(SD=4.92) 

10.16%  

(SD=24.01) 

0.96%  

(SD=4.90) 

Professionalism 2.86%  

(SD=9.98) 

2.37%  

(SD=10.87) 

16.03%  

(SD=31.79) 

Total number of move 3 uses 139 71 40 

The context of the visit 8.8%  

(SD=16.83) 

58.52%  

(SD=45.07) 

51.08%  

(SD=47.52) 

Comparing to other dishes of the 

restaurant 

13.84%  

(SD=23.19) 

3.47%  

(SD=12.18) 

6.45%  

(SD=10.04) 

Comparing to similar restaurants 32.81%  

(SD=25.87) 

31.67%  

(SD=37.56) 

36.02%  

(SD=44.53) 

Comparing to a specific restaurant 18.05%  

(SD=27.28) 

1.85%  

(SD=7.74) 

5.38%  

(SD=19.43) 

Comparing to the food culture 26.50%  

(SD=29.38) 

4.49%  

(SD=11.98) 

1.08%  

(SD=5.99) 

Total number of move 4 uses 349 374 216 

General 9.18%  

(SD=8.83) 

15.44%  

(SD=14.73) 

20.31%  

(SD=24.80) 

Food quality 55.46% 

 (SD=22.81) 

40.70%  

(SD=23.11) 

40.63%  

(SD=28.88) 

Food quantity 0.38%  

(SD=1.96) 

2.82%  

(SD=7.08) 

2.58%  

(SD=9.26) 

Drinks 2.74% 

(SD=4.77) 

2.72%  

(SD=8.12) 

5.13%  

(SD=12.52) 

Service 7.20%  

(SD=8.28) 

16.67%  

(SD=13.48) 

18.65%  

(SD=21.81) 
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Atmosphere 16.58%  

(SD=21.42) 

8.90%  

(SD=11.44) 

6.85%  

(SD=13.10) 

Menu 4.26%  

(SD=5.86) 

3.65%  

(SD=7.27) 

2.47%  

(SD=7.64) 

Price and value 2.69%  

(SD=4.93) 

4.83%  

(SD=9.13) 

3.05%  

(SD=8.34) 

Customers 0.35%  

(SD=1.24) 

1.51%  

(SD=4.71) 

0.33%  

(SD=2.36) 

Professionalism 1.80%  

(SD=4.51) 

2.77%  

(SD=7.41) 

0 

Total number of move 5 uses 30 52 40 

Recommending others 100%  

(SD=0) 

42.42%  

(SD=43.12) 

51.67%  

(SD=44.50) 

Future plans of the reviewer 0 57.58%  

(SD=43.12) 

48.33%  

(SD=44.50) 

 

Note: Strategy percentages calculated per move: number of a strategy divided by how many 

times that particular move is used. 

 


