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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this paper is to examine the
current state of knowledge in the field of museum mar-
keting. More precisely, the paper is aimed at investigat-
ing: 1) the advancements in the field of museum market-
ing and 2) the museum visitor experience as a key related
concept. It seeks to identify potential obstacles hindering
research and provide future research priorities.

Design/Methodology/Approach - Data based on 1,153
papers from the Web of Science (Core Collection) data-
base was subjected to bibliographic analysis using the
VOSviewer (1.60) tool. For the purpose of systematic re-
view, 65 papers were analyzed using ASReview LAB. The
paper follows the PRISMA 2020 protocol for reporting
systematic literature reviews.

Findings and implications - The results of the bib-
liographic analysis reveal the complexities of the
museum marketing field, which is studied in differ-
ent fields outside marketing. The evident importance
highlighted is that of tourism marketing journals, her-
itage, and arts management journals. Also, there are
apparent clusters of collaboration among authors, as
well as co-occurrence among author keywords used in
the papers. The results of the systematic analysis iden-
tified six categories of the current research: 1) museum
visitors, 2) technology in museum, 3) museum services,

Sazetak

Svrha Svrha rada bila je otkriti trenutno znanje u podruc-
ju marketinga muzeja. Tocnije, cilj je otkriti: 1) napredak u
podrucju marketinga muzeja i 2) posjetiteljevo iskustvo s
muzejom kao klju¢ni povezani koncept. Nastoji se iden-
tificirati potencijalne prepreke u istrazivanju i predloziti
buduce istrazivacke prioritete.

Metodoloski pristup Podaci su analizirani pomocu VOS
viewera (1.60) na temelju 1153 rada iz baze podataka
Web of Science (Core Collection) za bibliografsku anali-
zu. Za sustavni prikaz odabrano je 65 radova koristenjem
ASReview LAB-a. Rad slijedi protokol PRISMA 2020 za iz-
vjestavanje o sustavnim pregledima.

Rezultati i implikacije Rezultati otkrivaju kompleksnost
podrucja marketinga muzeja koje se izucava i izvan ovo-
ga podrug¢ja. Ocita je vaznost ¢asopisa iz turistickog mar-
ketinga, bastine i kulturnog menadzmenta. Dodatno, uo-
Ceni su klasteri suradnji autora, kao i podudaranja kljuc-
nih rijeci u ¢lancima. Rezultati sustavne analize otkrivaju
Sest kategorija aktualnih istraZivanja: 1) posjetitelji muze-
ja, 2) tehnologija u muzejima, 3) usluge muzeja, 4) u¢enje
i obrazovanje, 5) autenti¢nost i 6) drustveni mediji.

Ogranicenja Ograni¢enja se odnose na razdoblje anali-
ze (od 1994. do 2024.) jer je nekoliko radova objavljeno
prije toga razdobilja. Isto tako, koristeni su samo podaci iz
Web of Science (Core Collection) dostupni na engleskom
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4) learning and education, 5) authenticity, and 6) social
media.

Limitation The limitations are related to the analysis
period (from 1994 to 2024) since a few scientific papers
were published before that period. Only data from the
Web of Science (Core Collection) available in English was
used. Also, the analysis relies on ASReview, which is a Py-
thon-based software.

Originality The paper provides the first systematic in-
sight into thirty years of research in the museum market-
ing field.

Keywords: museum marketing, museum visitor experi-
ence, systematic literature review

jeziku. Osim toga, pregled istrazivanja oslanja se na ASRe-
view program temeljen na Phytonu.

Doprinos Rad nudi prvi sustavni uvid u tridesetogodisnja
istrazivanja na podrucju marketinga muzeja.

Kljuéne rijeci: marketing muzeja, posjetiteljevo iskustvo
muzejom, sustavni pregled literature
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1. INTRODUCTION

Museums are among the oldest types of arts
and culture organizations. They are “institutions
dedicated to preserving and interpreting the
primary tangible evidence of humankind and
the environment” (Lewis, 2025). Throughout
history, museums have faced numerous chal-
lenges and opportunities, one of which was
the introduction and acceptance of marketing
(Komarac, 2014).

Marketing in museums has evolved gradual-
ly since its inception in the 1970s and 1980s.
This was followed by a shift in the definition of
museums from object-based to people-based
institutions (Rentschler & Hede, 2007). Also,
museums have faced new market conditions,
rising visitor expectations, and new technolo-
gies (Komarac, 2014), with marketing serving as
one of the answers to new market conditions
(Rentschler & Hede, 2007). However, the correct
use of marketing has remained challenging in
practice since specific types of knowledge are
needed to understand the experiential nature
of museums' “products/services.”

There has been an evident need for system-
atic reviews in museum marketing. The first
attempts to review museum marketing were
made by Kawashima (1998), followed by Kom-
arac (2014). Both authors used qualitative nar-
rative analysis of the literature in the museum
marketing field (see Kawashima, 1998; Komarac,
2014). However, what appears to be lacking is an
objective approach based on quantitative sys-
tematic analysis, as recently stressed in conduct-
ing systematic reviews in marketing (Coombes,
2024). Also, there is no bibliographic analysis of
the field.

To address the identified gaps, three research
questions emerged:

RQ1: What is the current state of research in the
museum (marketing) field, i.e, which authors
and journals are the most influential?

RQ2: What are the key research topics in museum
marketing research, and how are they related?

UDK: 658.8:069

RQ3: What future research streams need more
attention from researchers?

This paper is aimed at providing an up-to-date
review of the museum marketing field as a dy-
namic and evolving area. It is organized into three
sections. After the Introduction, the Method sec-
tion explains the procedure for bibliographic
analysis using VOSviewer and systematic analysis
in ASReview LAB. Then, the results of the bib-
liographic and systematic analyses are presented.
The paper ends with conclusions highlighting fu-
ture research directions that need more academ-
ic attention and research limitations.

2. METHODS

The author followed a 3-R-s protocol by
Coombes (2024) to ensure a more rigorous ap-
proach to systematic reviewing.

Stage 1 involved planning the review, which in-
cluded defining the aims and scope of the analy-
sis (Coombes, 2024), as well as identifying relevant
keywords and the dataset (database). The Web of
Science database (Core Collection, Social Scienc-
es Citation Index (SSCI)) was selected and used as
the primary database. This database was selected
because it covers papers from various scientific
fields and for its influence. It also helped to avoid
possible paper duplicates that can emerge when
using different databases.

The author identified eligibility criteria for creat-
ing a dataset for further analysis.

1. Topic - The investigated topic was museum
marketing, so related terms, including mu-
seum marketing, museum experience, and
museum visitors, were included in the title,
abstract, and keywords to gain a compre-
hensive understanding of the topic.

2. The publication type was articles (confer-
ence proceedings papers were excluded),
focusing on peer-reviewed papers.

3. English language articles were selected for
further analysis, which excluded 109 articles
in other languages.
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4. Year of publication - the period of thirty
years (1994-2024) was selected since there
is only a small number of relevant earlier
publications (from 1980-1993); only 10 were
found (of which only two belonged to the
marketing field).

The search strategy focused on identifying
keywords that would cover the field of muse-
um marketing (from 1994 to 2024). The search
of the Web of Science database identified 1,263
articles. Figure 1 shows the diagram using the
PRISMA 2020m protocol for systematic reviews.

FIGURE 1: PRISMA 2020 flow diagram

Source: Author’s own research.

The second stage included screening the col-
lected data for duplicates with the help of AS-
Review LAB, a tool for Al-assisted systematic re-
views using Python (ASReview LAB developers,
2025). The screaming found only one duplicate
that was probably due to using only one data-
base searched.

. fied f Records removed before
Re.cords identified from Web o screening:
Science: — Duplicate records removed
(n=1,263) (n=1)
Non-English articles excluded
(n=109)
v
Records screened using N
ASReview . . .
(n=1,153) Studies excluded in ASReview
(n=1074)
Studies assessed for eligibility in
ASReview
(n=79)
v )
Studies excluded:
o _— Reason — excluded after
Studies included in review detailed full text analysis
(n=65) (n=14)

3. RESULTS
3.1. Results of bibliographic
analysis

The third stage is the Report stage. To answer
the first research question - RQ1: What is the
current state of research in the museum
(marketing) field, i.e., which authors and
journals are the most influential? - the bib-
liography analysis was conducted.

The results of bibliographic analysis yielded in-
teresting findings. First, the results of the co-au-

thorship analysis are shown in Figure 1. The
analysis identified 322 authors, with a minimum
of two papers and at least one citation in the
WoS database. There are visible networks of col-
laborations among authors, with the strongest
clusters shown in the middle of Figure 2 (e.g,,
author Law, Rob).
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FIGURE 2: Network visualization of the co-authorship analysis
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Furthermore, the result of a co-occurrence
analysis of author keywords is shown in Figure
3. The minimum number of occurrences of the
keywords used was 3 (where out of the 3,927
found keywords, 251 keywords met the thresh-
old of co-occurrence). The most frequent key-
words are museum and museums (depending
on the nature of the study focusing on one or

more museums), followed by China (@ context
of the study), social media, then marketing and
tourism (fields closely linked together), visitor
experience, authenticity, augmented reality,
and virtual reality. Interesting findings are relat-
ed to cultural tourism, dark tourism, heritage,
and sustainability, as frequently used keywords
in the analyzed papers.

(;IX
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| FIGURE 3: Network visualization of the co-occurrence analysis of author keywords
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Note: VOSviewer (Minimum number of occurrences of a keyword: 3)

A detailed look at the highlighted cluster on  ty, but also keywords that suggest “new” muse-
the keyword “museums” shows 94 links to oth-  um trends: social media and sustainability). It is
er connected keywords (countries: China and  worth noting that the keyword “museum mar-
Hong Kong; scientific fields: marketing and tour-  keting” is closely related to tourism marketing
ism; technologies: augmented and virtual reali-  and cultural tourism (Figure 4).
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FIGURE 4: Network visualization of the co-occurrence analysis of selected author keyword “museums”
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Furthermore, Figure 5 shows the citation anal-
ysis, which identified 454 sources, of which 159
met the threshold (minimum number of doc-
uments of source: 2 and minimum number
of citations of a source: 1). Finally, the analysis
showed 89 connected items (sources —journals).

The top five journals based on the total number
of citations are:

1. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing (3,656
citations),
Tourism Management (2,948 citations),

International Journal of Hospitality Manage-
ment (2,290 citations),

4. Journal of Destination Marketing & Man-
agement (1,265 citations), and
5. Annals of Tourism Research (1,157 citations).

The results show the importance of tourism
marketing and hospitality journals for the study.
Besides these journals, there is evident impor-
tance of general marketing journals (such as
European Journal of Marketing, Journal of Mar-
keting Management), heritage journals (espe-
cially International Journal of Heritage Studies),
and arts management journals (International
Journal of Arts Management) based on the to-
tal strength of the links between journals (see
Figure 5).
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| FIGURE 5: Network visualization of the citation analysis on sources
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Figure 6 shows the results of the bibliographic  set of the 113 connected authors. The results
coupling analysis (on the unit of analysis: authors).  highlight the authors who are strongly coupled
The analysis found 115 authors, with the largest  based on bibliographic coupling analysis.

FIGURE 6: Network visualization of the bibliographic coupling analysis of unit: Authors
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3.2. Results of systematic analysis

The papers and journals included in the system-
atic review are provided in Table 1. These results
provide nuanced insights. In total, 65 papers
from 41 journals were analyzed. Compared to
the bibliographic analysis, the systematic anal-
ysis discovered the importance of a specialized
journal for arts topics, the International Journal
of Arts Management, as the journal with the
most museum marketing papers (by relevance),
followed by Current Issues in Tourism, and
the International Journal of Human-Comput-
er Interaction. Similar to previous analysis, this
analysis discovered the importance of journals
from different scientific fields, such as tourism
(Current Issue in Tourism, Tourism Management,
and Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research),
marketing (Journal of Destination Marketing &
Management, Journal of Services Marketing), as
well as IT (such as the International Journal of
Human-Computer Interaction, Computers & Ed-
ucation, and Library Hi Tech). Here, it is import-
ant to stress that fewer than half of the papers
are published in 32 different journals. This find-
ing suggests the diversity of journals that cover
museum marketing-related topics. A closer ex-
amination of these journals revealed that they
cover similar fields, including arts and culture,
tourism, marketing, general business, and IT.

TABLE 1: List of journals and number of articles in-
cluded in the systematic review

Number of
Journal name
papers
International Journal of Arts 6
Management
Current Issues in Tourism
International Journal of Human-
Computer Interaction
Journal of Destination 4
Marketing & Management
Tourism Management (+ 3
Tourism Management
Perspectives)

UDK: 658.8:069

Number of
Journal name
papers

Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism 2
Research

Journal of Services Marketing 2
Computers & Education 2
Library Hi Tech 2
Sage Open 2
Other journals* 32
Total: 65

Source: Author's own research.

*Note: Other journals with one paper included in the re-
view are (in alphabetical order): Academia-Revista Latino-
americana de Administracion, British Journal of Educational
Technology, Continuum - Journal of Media & Cultural Studies,
Convergence - The International Journal of Research Into New
Media Technologies, Cultural Trends, Environment and Behav-
ior, European Journal of Innovation Management, European
Journal of Marketing, Frontiers in Psychology, Information &
Management, Interacting with Computers, Interdisciplinary
Science Reviews, International Journal of Computer-Supported
Collaborative Learning, International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management, International Journal of Heritage
Studies, International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, In-
ternational Journal of Information Management, Internation-
al Journal of Mobile Communications, International Journal
of Tourism Research, Inzinerine Ekonomika-Engineering Eco-
nomics, Journal of Cultural Economics, Journal of Hospitality
& Tourism Research, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Tech-
nology, Journal of Marketing Management, Journal of Science
Education and Technology, Journal of Tourism and Cultural
Change, Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, Journal of Trav-
el Research, Online Information Review, Public Understanding
of Science, Tourism Review, Virtual Reality.

To answer the second research question, RQ2:
What are the key research topics in muse-
um marketing research, and how are they
related?, the systematic analysis was conducted.

Table 2 provides an overview of the topics that
have been studied the most in museum mar-
keting. Six major categories were identified: 1.
museum visitor(s), 2. technology in museums, 3.
museum services, 4. learning and education, 5.
authenticity, and 6. social media.

The most studied topic is “museum visitors” as
a central museum marketing concept. The ma-
jority of papers about museum visitors focus on
their experience (as a sub-category) to discover
the ways to improve that experience (e.g. Sheng
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& Chen, 2012; Hede et al,, 2014; Trunfio & Campa-
na, 2020; Komarac et al., 2024).

Another sub-category of interest is the seg-
mentation of museum visitors through market
research. Authors (Evrard & Krebs, 2018) identi-
fied three main segments of visitors depending
on their relationship with physical and virtual
(e-museum) visits through the website. They
are: 1. physical visitors with no relationship to
the museum’s website, (2) virtual visitors with
no physical relationship to the museum, and (3)
complete visitors using both the museum and
its website. Other authors, such as Gurel and
Nielsen (2019), also tried to identify museum
visitors’ segments (specifically in art museums).
They discovered two clusters: 1. Cultural Omni-
vores and 2. Art Museum Omnivores. These au-
thors emphasize the importance of segmenting
visitors based on their motivational variables,
leisure preferences, and engagement patterns
in various cultural activities (p. 66). Furthermore,
with the rise of new technologies such as VR,
Errichiello et al. (2019) sought to discover the
segments of museum visitors based on their
perceptions and attitudes towards VR applica-
tions. They revealed three segments of visitors:
enthusiasts, moderates, and sceptics. Two seg-
ments (enthusiasts and moderate) who eval-
uated the wearable VR technology-mediated
experience more positively were those who
reported a more enhanced experience. This
sub-category of research needs more attention
since segments can change depending on the
type of visit, type of museum, and use of tech-
nology (in a physical and/or virtual (e-museum)
environment).

The third sub-category is co-creation as a key
services marketing concept entering the mu-
seum marketing field. The papers that deal
with co-creation and co-production (as part of
service-dominant logic) emphasize the active
role of visitors, together with guides/curators,
to co-create a valuable museum experience
(Thyne & Hede, 2016). Furthermore, Yang et al.
(2023) consider visitors’ motivation as “an im-
portant antecedent factor that affects the ex-

perience value of the museum before the visit;
the participation and interaction of the visitors
are the core elements of the co-creation of the
experience value during the visit” (p. 12). The
importance of co-creation stems from more in-
tense experiences not only during the visit but
also afterwards. So, Antén et al. (2018) pointed
to the role of previous knowledge, which can
galvanize co-creation, driving visitors to partic-
ipate. This sub-category of research also needs
more research in all phases of museum visits,
before, during, and after, since the current theo-
ry suggests that co-creation can have an impact
on visitors in all three phases.

The second category of research is directed at
technology in museums (both physical and vir-
tual museums). This category consists of seven
sub-categories: 1. Augmented reality (AR), 2. Vir-
tual reality (VR), 3. Mixed reality (MR), 4. Mobile
(@apps and guides), 5. different types of digital
technologies, 6. Virtual museum (e-museum),
and 7. Digital museum. This seems to be the
most attractive research direction based on the
number of published articles and subcatego-
ries.

AR in the museum is the first sub-category that
has attracted rising academic interest, especially
in the last fifteen years (e.g., Sylaiou et al,, 2010;
Jung et al,, 2018; He et al,, 2018; Recupero et al,,
2019; Li et al,, 2024a). Research of AR in muse-
ums began by focusing first on the perceived
realism of cultural artifacts, i.e, the presence of
AR objects in a virtual museum environment
(e-museum) as an AR web application. The au-
thors discovered how AR presence can enhance
satisfaction and contribute to the appeal of mu-
seum Vvisit experience. Later, authors Sommer-
auer and Muller (2014) focused on testing AR in
a specific type of exhibition (mathematics) on
the participants’ learning outcomes in muse-
ums (as an informal learning environment). The
authors found that AR was perceived as a valu-
able addition to the exhibition, with the majori-
ty of participants wanting more AR in museums
in the future (however, a few participants were
not open to AR in museums). Similarly, Chang
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et al. (2014) highlighted the value of AR in the
painting appreciation activity for learning per-
formance. Furthermore, He et al. (2018) focused
on examining the impact of information type
(dynamic verbal vs. dynamic visual cues) and
augmenting immersive scenes (high vs. low vir-
tual presence) on visitors' evaluation of the AR
museum experience. The authors found that
“‘dynamic verbal cues are more effective than
dynamic visual cues in enhancing the aesthetic
tourism experience and museum tourists’ will-
ingness to pay more” (p. 134). Additionally, as
previously noted, virtual presence plays a crucial
role in delivering AR experiences to visitors.

Advocating the importance of the stakeholder
approach in applying AR in museums (especially
small museums), authors Dieck and Jung (2017)
identified six value dimensions of AR. From in-
ternal and external stakeholders’ perspectives,
these dimensions are: 1. economic, 2. experi-
ential, 3. social, 4. epistemic, 5. cultural and his-
torical, and 6. educational value. These authors
stress how small museums often fear costs that
stem from implementing different technologies
such as AR and that AR needs to prove its value
to different stakeholders. AR needs to help mu-
seums preserve history, enhance visitor satisfac-
tion, generate positive word-of-mouth, attract
new target markets (such as young people), and
contribute to a positive learning experience.
Furthermore, Genc et al. (2023) investigated
the connection between experience economy
dimensions (entertainment and escapism) and
AR for Generation Z when visiting a museum
(Gobeklitepe Museum in Turkey). They discov-
ered the importance of both dimensions, espe-
cially entertainment for Gen Z mediated by AR,
which will increase enjoyment.

Investigating the immersive museum expe-
rience through AR (Khalil et al, 2024), visitors
perceive the usefulness of implementing AR
technology in exhibitions, which will lead to a
positive attitude. Additionally, visitors are sat-
isfied with the characteristics of AR technolo-
gy (identified in the TAM model), which leads
to a positive attitude and a positive intention
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to attend immersive exhibitions. The authors
demonstrate the value of AR for tourism by ar-
guing that museums should adopt AR to attract
more visitors, thereby addressing the issues of
seasonality that museums often encounter.
Similarly, the TAM model was used by Li et al.
(2024a) but in the context of wearable AR tech-
nology in museums (such as AR glasses). The
differences between visitors who will use AR in
museums in comparison to traditional visitors
were also identified. When using AR wearables,
sound effects and leasing costs play a role. The
importance of further improving the comfort of
using AR for visitors was also highlighted.

Interesting research was conducted by Xu et al.
(2024), who focused on the design of AR mu-
seum artifacts, so-called tangible augmented
reality or TAR (through leaflets, postcards, and
CubeMuseum AR). The authors discovered the
importance of gamified elements of TAR for
learning and museum gifting.

The research conducted by Jung et al. (2018)
positions AR research in the context of inter-
national marketing and heritage tourism by
examining cultural differences, applying Hofst-
ede’s cultural dimensions. Although the authors
found no relationship between the influence of
utilitarian components of AR and the masculini-
ty/femininity culture types, they discovered the
significance of AR aesthetics for the perceived
enjoyment of the experience (in South Korea
and Ireland).

This sub-category of research shows evident
growth and innovations in recent years in dif-
ferent fields connected to museums. Since it is
expanding and attracting more interest from
researchers, it also posits new opportunities
for answering the most challenging questions
for museum marketing as well as museum pro-
fessionals: 1. How to present museum content
realistically using different types of AR (mobile
apps vs. wearables) (with visuals and sounds)? 2.
How does AR help achieve the aims of different
stakeholders? 3. How does AR impact visitor ex-
periences of different generations and cultures?
4. How to ensure comfort for visitors through
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wearable AR, and 5. How to introduce AR eco-
nomically. As we can expect further develop-
ment of AR technologies, they will need prior
testing before being implemented in practice.

The following sub-category is virtual reality,
closely connected to museum AR research.
Choi and Kim (2017) investigated both VR and
AR in museums, in combination with beacons,
to create a better interactive space for muse-
um visitors. While highlighting the progress in
head-mounted displays (HMD) as VR technol-
ogy, the authors also stress the discomfort of
walking around while wearing such devices as a
major issue. The fact that visitors cannot access
all parts of the museum using an HMD, as it is
limited to a specific space, can also be a prob-
lem.

Similarly, further research on wearable VR (HMD)
in museums conducted by Errichiello et al.
(2019) found that visitors believe that VR adds
value to their on-site experience, especially re-
garding usefulness and learning opportunities.
Also, visitors perceive VR as an effective way to
tour the museum, providing a different experi-
ence in comparison to traditional museum tours
(without VR). Furthermore, other researchers (Lo
et al, 2019) discovered that VR contributes to
visitor experience, making it memorable, en-
joyable, entertaining, and educational. On the
other hand, with the use of the latest 3D motion
capture and other VR technologies, museums
(@and other heritage sites) can help to restore
seemingly isolated physics and outdated cultur-
al heritage before it disappears.

Technology such as VR is increasingly important
for Millennials and Gen Z (Robaina-Calderin et
al, 2023) since it can provide a greater level of
immersion into the experience. These authors
tested VR types: virtual reality headsets, mo-
bile applications plus virtual reality glasses, and
video on a computer screen. They found that a
greater level of VR immersion not only triggers a
greater affective and conative impact on the vis-
itor but also leads to a repeated experience. In-
terestingly, the authors also showed that some
young visitors, often referred to as visitors with

passive profiles, are difficult to attract with im-
mersive experiences.

The intention to use VR by applying the flow
theory and S-O-R framework was investigated
by Wang et al. (2024), who discovered how dif-
ferent display methods affected the intention to
use VR and the flow of the experience. Specifi-
cally, “the VR display method was found to pro-
mote stronger intentions to use VR by bringing
users a higher flow experience” (p. 330). Also,
the authors stress that familiarity with VR is an
important factor in the intention to use VR in
museums.

Recently, Li et al. (2024b) proposed a Hu-
man-Centric Virtual Museum, a novel approach
to VR that emphasizes audience interaction
experiences. The authors point to the manner
in which that approach “transforms audiences
from passive receivers to active participants, in-
jecting new vitality into traditional museums”
(p. 9). Also, compared to traditional museums,
VR offers new distinctive possibilities and pro-
vides unique experiences, such as the freedom
to explore and closely examine museum arti-
facts, and to switch viewpoints. However, the
authors also cautioned about health issues (diz-
ziness and uncomfortable experience), which
need to be considered.

Because the VR experience is rich in visual, audi-
tory, and haptic stimuli, it can lead to extensive
sensory overload (Kaplan-Rakowski et al, 2024).
These authors discovered that VR experience
with or without sound leads to higher visitor
enjoyment in comparison to that of visitors who
used tablets during museum visits. As in previous
research, the authors investigated the sense of
presence and confirmed that VR contributes to it.

The third closely connected sub-category is
mixed reality (MR) in museums. This sub-catego-
ry stems from the first and second one, AR and
VR, and research into has intensified, especially
for the last five years. In their research, Recupero
et al. (2019) explored museum visits as an activi-
ty mediated by technology, positioning VR and
AR as mediating tools between the museum
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mission and the visitor experience. The authors
concluded that it is necessary to strike a balance
when using these technologies to provide ed-
ucational leisure experiences. Also, they believe
both VR and AR need to be “designed according
to the peculiarities of the museum context (i.e,,
the museum artifacts ecology)” (p. 8).

Trunfio et al. (2020) investigated the functional
and experiential elements of MR. Their interest-
ing findings are related to so-called museum ex-
periences 4.0, in which innovative mixed reality
experiences prevail. Also, they connected mu-
seum experiences 4.0 to selected dimensions
of experience economy (escape and entertain-
ment) and socialization. On the other hand,
traditional museum experiences are supported
by education and heritage valorization. A visitor
experience model for mixed reality was discov-
ered and proposed by Trunfio and Campana
(2020), who confirmed the importance and the
effectiveness of mixed reality experience on sat-
isfaction. Furthermore, they stressed the impor-
tance of audio, images, and video in the MR ex-
perience together with the usual requirements
“such as interface, comfort and easy to use” (p.
1055). Additionally, regarding presence, the au-
thors believe visitors are likely to avoid technol-
ogies that will reduce the sense of presence.

Dieck et al. (2024) focused on AR and VR and
explored them through experience economy
dimensions, including social presence as an
antecedent. The authors confirmed that social
presence is a predictor of four dimensions of the
experience. Additionally, three out of four di-
mensions contribute to the overall experience,
except for aesthetics.

Trunfio et al. (2022) believe it is important to
understand how MR functional elements affect
visitor experience and drive their post-visit be-
havior. They found that MR functional elements
affect immersion into the experience.

Ciftci and Cizel, (2024) stressed the importance
of authenticity (both objective and existential),
as well as tour guides in MR experiences. They
tested the differences between three types of
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services (MR only, tour guide only, and mixed
service) to find that combining MR and tour
guides or tour guides leads to higher percep-
tions of authenticity than service using MR only.

As the role of tour guides has been stressed in
previous research, it opens the question of what
MR technology can contribute to museum guid-
ing systems. Hammady et al. (2021) were the first
authors to examine the role of tour guides in
the MR experience in the form of holographic
guides (Museumtye, the MR virtual guide sys-
tem at the Egyptian Museum, Cairo). The aim
was to discover how a holographic guide can
perform as a human guide and compensate for
the absence of a human tour guide. The authors
found that this kind of guide solves the “current
human guiding problem” (p. 191).

The fourth sub-category of the research focuses
on “classic” mobile guides apps (which do not
offer the AR or MR possibility).

The role of different types of guides in muse-
ums was explored by Lanir et al. (2013). The au-
thors compared the actual behavior of visitors
between those who used mobile guides (mul-
timedia location-aware) and those who did not
use electronic devices for guidance. Both pos-
itive and negative effects were identified. The
positive effect of using mobile guides was an
extended stay at the museum because visitors
received the information through the mobile
guides. The negative effect was related to less
interaction with group members.

Later, Kang et al. (2018) further explored the
characteristics of mobile guiding systems us-
ing extended TAM. The authors confirmed
the positive effect of mobile guides on overall
satisfaction with the experience. Interestingly,
they found the moderating role of age, with
older groups rating their usefulness more highly
when compared to younger ones.

Mobile devices and apps have become popular
among museums and visitors in recent decades.
One of the earliest works by Wang et al. (2009)
investigated mobile tours through mobile de-
vices. The idea was to connect the physical ex-
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perience (in the museum) with the online expe-
rience since the visitor rates artworks offsite, and
the data is transferred online.

Light et al. (2018) conducted research on QR
and apps in museums, revealing problems with
QR codes in museums: they were too discrete
and uninteresting; some visitors lacked the
necessary devices, software, or skills to use the
QR codes and apps; and there was also a poor
phone signal in the museum. Furthermore, the
participants were unsure how the app would
“provide feedback about the objects they chose
to engage with” (p. 419).

The research on mobile apps extends to the
mobile apps’ gamified experiences, which will
provide entertaining learning possibilities (Ha et
al, 2021). These authors discovered the value of
gamification (informal learning) for visitors when
they ask questions in the app. Interestingly, they
proved that visitors asked more questions in the
app’s Game Mode.

Another interesting potential of mobile (web)
apps was investigated by Ryding et al. (2021),
who tested two apps. One was for gifting the
so-called Gift web app with the possibility to
create and give digital gifts connected to the
museum collections. The second was “Never let
me go”, offering a two-player experience and a
playful guide. The aim of both apps was to per-
sonalize the museum experience. The authors
discovered that this novel approach (for both
apps) was “successful at creating engaging and
thought-provoking experiences that led visitors
to view the museum and its exhibits — and per-
haps each other too — in new ways” (p. 1168).
The potential of push notifications for promot-
ing context-related souvenirs was explored by
Dou et al. (2021). They confirmed that these
kinds of promotions positively affected the in-
tention to purchase museum souvenirs. Both
research studies (Ryding et al, 2021; Dou et al,
2021) proved the value and potential of mobile
apps for museum “retail” activities.

Besides guiding possibilities, gifting, and social-
ization, more research has focused on mobile

AR apps and their value for different museum
stakeholders. Wu et al. (2023) found that the fac-
tor of inspiration played a critical role in enhanc-
ing attitudes toward AR applications, but that
the perceived augmentation quality, including
both hedonic and utilitarian benefits, affects at-
titudes toward museum visits.

The fifth sub-category of research provides
knowledge about the combination of digital
technologies, with authors exploring the influ-
ence of these technologies usually on museum
experience.

Jarrier and Bourgeon-Renault (2012) investigat-
ed the manner in which different devices (au-
dio guides, interactive terminals, smartphones,
touch-screen tablets, augmented reality) affect
the experience and behavioral intentions of vis-
itors. The authors discovered that one type of
device, audio guides, and terminals is focused
more on learning and offers limited interactivi-
ty, while the other one offers more entertaining
and sensory experiences (such as AR). Also, the
devices can enable or restrict social interaction
between visitors.

The use of different technologies is studied in dif-
ferent types of museums. Ponsignon and Derbai
(2020) investigated experiential wine museums
(offering 19 technology-empowered thematic
modules) and discovered that, among four types
of experiences, the escapist experience uses ac-
tive digital and interactive technologies, such as
digital touch screens, 3D images, and aroma-dif-
fusion equipment, to create sensory experiences.
Furthermore, both active and passive types of
experiences have a different impact on visitors’
social experience. The influence of immersive
experiences (aesthetics and escapist experience)
on satisfaction in various types of museums
(which use different interactive technologies)
was investigated by Komarac and Ozretic Dosen
(2022). The authors discovered that while both
experiences contribute to satisfaction, the aes-
thetic experience contributes more.

Since not all technologies contribute to the mu-
seum experience in the same manner, Roederer
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et al. (2020) proposed a typology of digital me-
diation devices, considering the forms of visitor
interaction with these technologies. They found
that technology such as VR can contribute to
more meaningful visits but also that the use
of some technologies can reduce authenticity.
Therefore, using different technologies and de-
vices is a delicate process that needs to be care-
fully planned and executed within a challeng-
ing museum environment.

The sixth sub-category concerns research on
virtual museums (e-museums), which has been
ongoing for decades (Wang et al,, 2009; Evrard
& Krebs, 2018). Trying to sort out the academic
confusion found in the literature, Ha and Kim
(2024) analyzed available definitions in the liter-
ature and proposed the following definition of
virtual museums: “A museum that is built with-
in a digital space with a collection of digitized
objects, such as images, audio files, text-based
documents, and uses virtual reality technology
to supplement, augment, and enrich the muse-
um experience” (p. 1349).

Early on the virtual museum research focused
on web-based virtual museums (accessed using
a desktop and a mouse). Sylaiou et al. (2010) ex-
plored the possibilities of an internet-based 3D
virtual museum with some AR and VR possibil-
ities for presence and enjoyment, demonstrat-
ing their importance for virtual museums. Also,
previous experience did not affect the quality of
interaction in a virtual museum.

The study of similarities between physical and
virtual museums was conducted by Katz and
Halpern (2015), who expected that the higher
similarity between these two kinds of experi-
ence would lead to a higher perception of col-
lection. They discovered the potential of virtual
museums (3D), engaging students through a
realistic-looking environment that will increase
their intention to visit the physical museum.
However, cognitive involvement and a sense of
presence were found to play a key role. Similarly,
Chekembayeva and Garaus (2024) investigated
the impact of virtual museum tours on inten-
tions to visit on-site physical museums, with
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a focus on the authenticity of the experience.
They revealed the importance of the substan-
tive and communicative staging of the services-
cape in generating an authentic experience in
the virtual museum. Notably, the authors con-
firmed a promotional rather than a substitution-
al role of virtual tours.

Despite a significant number of virtual muse-
ums (such as on the Google Arts & Culture Plat-
form) available to potential visitors globally, not
all museums offer virtual museums (Komarac
& Ozreti¢ Dosen, 2024). In some countries, the
number of museums with virtual collections is
limited, such as in South Korea (Ha & Kim, 2024).
The authors found that the museums’ collec-
tion size, information, and exhibition space size
(of the physical museum) will affect the virtual
museum’s very existence and its “offering.” They
also urged further research into virtual muse-
ums among museum professionals, specifically
on the adoption of virtual museums.

Finally, the seventh sub-category within the
technology in museums sphere deals with the
topic of digital museums. This sub-category is
relatively new in the research since it focuses on
the research of fully digital museums in physical
locations. Here, it is important to stress that, in
extant literature, some authors refer to digital
museums as virtual or e-museums, which cre-
ates additional confusion in terminology.

Guo et al. (2023) point to rather limited research
on digital museums despite their popularity.
Fully digital immersive museums with multi-
sensory experience can trigger an elevated
emotional state among visitors and their sense
of presence, stimulated by various senses, to en-
hance the visitor experience. Further research
is needed, mainly on-site in digital museums,
since these experiences can differ from the ex-
periences in “traditional” museums.

The third research category is focused on muse-
um services, i.e, 1. new display methods (related
to technology and/or design), 2. innovations, 3.
quality, and 4. museum shops (additional ser-
vices).

¥€1-601 'dd ‘5707 ‘L ‘ON '£E "|oA

123




Vol.37,No. 1, 2025, pp. 109-134

1

Tanja Komarac

The first sub-category focuses on the new dis-
play methods in technology and/or service de-
sign. The study of design has been an attractive
topic for researchers for decades. Harvey et al.
(1998) paid special attention to the role of im-
mersive design techniques in determining mu-
seum visitors' experience before and after ren-
ovation. The renovated museum had a design
feature responsible for higher sensory contact,
ultimately leading to a better experience (re-
garding visitor flow and immersion). McCarthy
and Ciolfi (2008) stressed the importance of a
“human-centered design process” that involves
trying to understand “people’s experiences be-
fore designing the exhibition so that the exhi-
bition, as well as expressing the views and po-
sition of the curator, can also augment people’s
experience” (p. 262). Furthermore, the advance-
ment of technology creates new possibilities of
display methods, such as fully digital in digital
museums (Guo et al, 2023). Museums and their
visitors can benefit from display methods using
VR in comparison to more static photograph
view, because the choice of display methods
significantly affects intentions to use VR (Wang
et al, 2024).

When it comes to museum services, technolo-
gy often has a significant influence, especially
for virtual services in a physical space, virtual
reality or VR (through HMD or even beacons for
mobile experiences in museum) (Choi & Kim,
2017). Technologies such VR serve as a media-
tion function between the visitor/public and
the museum'’s content. If executed properly,
they create more meaningful services and ex-
periences for visitors (Roederer et al., 2020). Also,
technology can serve as a medium for creating
new innovative services and experiences such
as immersive exhibitions shown via AR (Khalil et
al, 2024).

The second sub-category within this research
category focuses on innovations. Although
museums were somewhat slow in innovating
in the past, recent evidence suggests positive
changes. This sub-category stresses the impor-
tance of innovations, primarily those related to

adopted technology while neglecting other
types of innovations.

Trunfio and Campana (2020) presented an inno-
vative project that offers a mixed reality experi-
ence through a combination of entertainment,
education, and heritage valorization, highlight-
ing the importance of effective human-technol-
ogy interaction. Furthermore, Yang and Zhang
(2022) pointed to the role of smart tourism tech-
nologies in creating a memorable museum ex-
perience. Interestingly, they also demonstrated a
higher impact of these technologies compared
to traditional services such as museum setting
and staff service on museum experience. Tech-
nological innovations such as AR innovations
can help museums attract new audiences, pri-
marily young people (Gen Z) (Genc et al,, 2023).

The third sub-category of research is directed
at the research of quality, as one of the oldest
constructs in services marketing. The quality
of museum service was investigated by Maher
al. (2011), who tested SERVQUAL in a children’s
museum and provided support for its partial ap-
plicability. They also discovered the importance
of staff empathy as a predictor of museum
membership, which had the lowest perception
among visitors.

Investigating museum service quality, Kuo et
al. (2018) looked at visitor perceptions of ser-
vice quality within personal, socio-cultural, and
physical service contexts. They proposed that
perception of service quality can be “catego-
rized either as a service quality gain (positive
performance) or a service quality loss (negative
performance)” (p. 719). The authors found that
negative perceptions, compared to positive
ones, had a more significant impact on visitor
experience (in a personal and socio-cultural
context).

The final, fourth sub-category of research exam-
ines museum shops (gift shops, souvenir shops).

The research on museum shops is closely re-
lated to the research on museum quality since
museum services are experiential. According to
Dou et al. (2021), experiential quality in a muse-
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um setting consists of education, enjoyment,
escapism, and satisfaction. It is the foundation
of all museum services, including souvenir pur-
chasing through a mobile app.

The position of museum professionals regard-
ing the importance of museum shops was in-
vestigated by Komarac et al. (2019). The authors
discovered how museums differ regarding
museum shop existence and found four possi-
ble types: 1. museums with both physical and
e-shops, 2. museums with only physical shops,
3. museums with only e-museum shops, and
4. Museums without a shop. Additionally, the
authors highlighted the untapped potential of
museum shops and emphasized the need for
further research on this underexplored muse-
um service.

The fourth research category addresses the role
of education and learning. This category focus-
es on 1. learning in museums and 2. the role of
educators in museums.

Museums can be considered places of formal
and informal learning (Ha et al,, 2021). The au-
thors proposed the ICAP framework, which is
divided into shallow and deeper learning. Shal-
low learning was characterized as passive (e.g.,
reading text in the museum) and active (e.g.,
pushing a button). In contrast, deep learning
can be constructive (e.g., generating ques-
tions) and interactive (e.g., debating). Further-
more, Chang et al. (2014) investigated learning
effectiveness when using different devices
(AR-guided, audio guide, and no devices). The
authors found that AR-guided tours contrib-
uted to learning effectiveness the most. Sim-
ilar findings were made by Sommerauer and
Muller (2014), who found learning from aug-
mented exhibits to be significantly better than
from non-augmented exhibits.

Although the value of interactive devices was
demonstrated in the literature, Kaplan-Rakows-
ki et al. (2024) caution about the possibilities of
extensive stimulation, which leads to sensory
overload and can diminish the positive effects
of learning.
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Recently, Dumont et al. (2024) investigated the
role of educators by focusing on digital museum
education and possible opportunities and chal-
lenges for educators. They identified opportuni-
ties that can be seen at the level of visitors, edu-
cators, and museums as institutions. Attracting
new visitors, increasing engagement, conduct-
ing outreach activities, and providing tools for
schools are all opportunities at the visitor level.
Then, learning new skills, getting inspired, and
attaining training are opportunities for museum
educators. Ultimately, enhancing museum prac-
tices, extending exhibition durations, and pro-
viding an additional and complementary tool
are opportunities for museums as institutions.
Challenges for all three groups are many, in-
cluding the digital divide, privacy, digital fatigue
(for museum visitors), lacking digital knowledge
and skills, staying up to date (for educators), and
fear of looking outdated, technical and practical,
high costs, time and staff investment.

The fifth category is related to the authenticity
of 1. objects and 2. visitor experience.

Educators’ views are especially crucial for ques-
tions of authenticity (de Kluis et al,, 2024). These
authors explored various perspectives and defi-
nitions of authenticity, finding most educators
to believe that authenticity meant “an object
authentic if it originated from nature” (p. 336).
However, some also believed exact replicas to
be authentic objects.

A more holistic view of authenticity in the con-
text of a museum is through the lens of visitor
experience. It is among the ongoing questions
that tourism and marketing scholars are trying
to answer, with Hede et al. (2014) being the first
to propose a model with three components: 1.
the perceived authenticity of the museum, 2.
the visitor, and 3. materials.

The authenticity of museum visitor experience
can be studied in 1. a physical museum envi-
ronment (Thyne & Hede, 2016; Hede et al,, 2014;
Jin et al, 2020; Dag Cavusoglu & Durmaz, 2023;
Komarac et al, 2024), 2. a virtual environment
(Chekembayeva & Garaus, 2024), or 3. both (Ev-
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rard & Krebs, 2018). Komarac et al. (2024) identi-
fied the influence of edutainment, a combina-
tion of education and entertainment, on per-
ceived authenticity.

Furthermore, Jin et al. (2020) found that her-
itage museums influence visitors’ emotional
authenticity through the genuineness of the
exhibited objects and by encouraging positive
interactions with technology. They explored
the association between original and interac-
tive authenticity and how they cause emotional
authenticity.

Also, authors have focused even more on dis-
covering the impact of immersive experiences
(via AR) on perceived authenticity. Dag et al.
(2023) found a positive impact of perceived au-
thenticity on place satisfaction, outlining that
perceived authenticity mediated the relation-
ship between immersive experience and place
satisfaction.

Giftciand Cizel (2024) investigated the perceived
(objective and existential) authenticity of MR,
tour guides, and mixed services, discovering
that objective authenticity was higher among
visitors who used mixed services or were ac-
companied by tour guides. Also, existential au-
thenticity was at a higher level among visitors
who used mixed services.

The sixth and final category of research is relat-
ed to social media in museums, which can be
divided into two sub-categories 1. user-gen-
erated content, and 2. social media marketing
activities.

The first subcategory is user-generated content.
Vu et al. (2018) investigated how travel photos
(on Flickr) and their metadata could be used

to understand museum visitor behaviors and
experiences. They discovered how visitors cap-
tured different elements of museum service (in
the interior and exterior). Additionally, they com-
pared the attractiveness of the museum based
on pictures (indoor scenes and outdoor scenes),
concluding that visitors could be attracted not
only by the exhibits but also by potential sites
they can experience and by pictures of the out-
side of the museums (e.g., views of the harbor).

Similarly, Budge and Burness (2018) examined
visitors’ Instagram posts, including both visual
and textual components. The authors identified
four categories of photos: 1. objects, 2. objects
and people, 3. people only, and 4. other (such
as museum shops). The largest category was
museum objects, showing large temporary ex-
hibition.

A study by Anton et al. (2018) examined the four
dimensions of experiences related to content
generated by museum visitors. They found that
escapism and learning affected content gener-
ation, while entertainment and aesthetics sur-
prisingly did not. The authors highlighted po-
tential differences between types of museums,
specifically science museums and archaeology
museums.

Entertainment, interaction, trendiness, custom-
ization, and word-of-mouth were found to be
important variables of museums’ social-media
marketing activities (SMMA), with Luo et al.
(2022) demonstrating how these activities en-
hance the visitor experience on social media.
The importance of SMMA was also confirmed
by Zollo et al. (2022), who discovered its posi-
tive impact on loyalty and visitors’ willingness to
provide economic support to the museum.
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TABLE 2: Overview of the topics studied in museum marketing and key authors

Category Sub-category Resources
1. museum 1. experience Harvey et al. (1998), McCarthy and Ciolfi, (2008); Jarrier
visitor(s) and Bourgeon-Renault, (2012); Sheng and Chen (2012);

Lanir et al. (2013); Hede et al. (2014); Thyne and Hede,
(2016); Choi and Kim, (2017); Antén et al,, (2018); He et
al. (2018); Kang et al. (2018); Kuo et al. (2018); Light et al.
(2018); Vu et al. (2018); Recupero et al. (2019); Eklund,
(2020); Jin et al. (2020); Ponsignon and Derbaix, (2020);
Roederer et al. (2020); Trunfio et al. (2020); Trunfio and
Campana, (2020); Dou et al. (2021); Hammady et al.
(2021); Ryding et al. (2021); Komarac and Ozretic Dosen,
(2022); Luo et al. (2022); Trunfio et al. (2022); Zollo et al.
(2022); Yang and Zhang, (2022); Genc et al. (2023); Guo
et al. (2023); Robaina-Calderin et al. (2023); Wu et al.
(2023); Yang et al. (2023); Dieck et al. (2024); de Kluis et al.
(2024); Khalil et al. (2024); Kaplan-Rakowski et al. (2024);
Komarac et al. (2024); Li et al. (2024); Xu et al. (2024);

2. segmentation

Evrard and Krebs, (2018); Gurel and Nielsen (2019);
Errichiello et al. (2019)

3. co-creation

Thyne and Hede, (2016); Antdn et al. (2018); Yang et al.
(2023)

2. technology
in museums

1.AR

Sylaiou et al. (2010); Chang et al. (2014); Sommerauer
and Mller, (2014); Dieck and Jung, (2017); Jung et al,,
2018); He et al. (2018); Recupero et al. (2019); Genc et
al. 2023); Dag et al. (2023); Wu et al. (2023); Dieck et al.
(2024); Khalil et al. (2024); Li et al. (2024a); Xu et al. (2024)

2.VR

Choi and Kim, (2017); Errichiello et al. (2019); Lo et al.
(2019); Robaina-Calderin et al. (2023); Li et al. (2024b);
Kaplan-Rakowski et al. (2024); Wang et al. (2024)

3.MR

Recupero et al. (2019); Trunfio et al. (2020); Trunfio and
Campana, (2020); Hammady et al. (2021); Trunfio et al.
(2022); Ciftci and Cizel, (2024); Li et al. (2024b); Dieck et
al. (2024)

4, mobile (apps,
guides)

Wang et al. (2009); Lanir et al. (2013); Light et al. (2018);
Kang et al. (2018); Ryding et al. (2021); Ha et al. (2021);
Dou et al. (2021); Wu et al. (2023)

5. combination of
digital technologies

Jarrier and Bourgeon-Renault, (2012); Ponsignon and
Derbaix, (2020); Roederer et al. (2020); Komarac and
Ozretic Dosen, (2022)

6. virtual museum
(e-museum)

Wang et al. (2009); Sylaiou et al. (2010); Katz and
Halpern, (2015); Evrard and Krebs, (2018); Ha and Kim,
(2024); Chekembayeva and Garaus, (2024);

7. digital museum

Guo et al. (2023)
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Category Sub-category Resources
3. museum 1. new display Harvey et al. (1998);, McCarthy and Ciolfi, (2008); Choi
services methods and Kim (2017); Roederer et al. (2020); Guo et al. (2023);
(technology, design) | Wang et al. (2024); Khalil et al. (2024);

2.innovation

Trunfio and Campana, (2020); Yang and Zhang, (2022);
Genc et al. (2023)

of

3. quality Maher et al. (2011); Kuo et al. (2018); Dou et al. (2021)
4, museum shops Komarac et al. (2019); Dou et al. (2021)
4.learning and | 1. learning Chang et al. (2014); Sommerauer and Mdiller, (2014); Ha
education et al. (2021); Trunfio et al. (2022); Kaplan-Rakowski et al.
(2024);
2, educators de Kluis et al. (2024); Dumont et al. (2024)
5. authenticity | 1. objects de Kluis et al. (2024)

2. visitor experience

Hede et al. (2014); Thyne and Hede, (2016); Evrard and
Krebs, (2018); Jin et al. (2020); Dag et al. (2023); Komarac
et al. (2024); Ciftci and Cizel, (2024); Chekembayeva and
Garaus, (2024)

6. social media | 1. user-generated

Antén et al. (2018); Budge and Burness, (2018); Vu et al.

content (UGCQ) (2018)
2. marketing Luo et al. (2022); Zollo et al. (2022)
activities

Source: Author’s own research.

4. CONCLUSION

This paper has provided a bibliographic and
systematic analysis of the museum marketing
field. In a bibliographic analysis, the paper iden-
tifies the complexities of the museum market-
ing field and its connections to other fields of
business, primarily tourism and hospitality, as
well as heritage and arts management. Further-
more, it reveals the strongest networks of col-
laborations among authors, the most frequent-
ly used keywords related to the field, and the
most influential journals (based on their impact
through citations). Here, it is crucial to stress that
museum marketing has emerged as a smaller
sub-field of the research and that the research
on museums goes beyond museum marketing
in larger fields of business, mostly marketing,
tourism, and beyond business.

The presented results served as the foundation
for answering the third research question, RQ3:

What future research streams need more
attention from researchers? After the sys-
tematic analysis (of selected articles), six main
categories with research sub-categories were
identified together with possible gaps.

1. The first research stream deals with muse-
um experience. Current research still ex-
plores various ways in which to enhance vis-
itor experiences. Further research needs to
focus more on understanding the changes
in museum visitor experience, their expec-
tations, and on-site and online experiences.
Therefore, further research into visitor seg-
mentation is needed, as well as exploring
ways in which visitors co-create the muse-
um experience.

2. The second research stream addresses
technology in museums. This research
stream is the most attractive, focusing on
seven areas. Currently, AR research is gain-
ing more attention, followed by VR. How-
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ever, AR and VR in museums face specific
obstacles (in presentation, usage, and prof-
itability). Also, since different devices are
used for AR and VR experiences (and these
are still developing), future research needs
to follow the trends in this area to under-
stand the perspectives of all stakeholders
when implementing these technologies.

More research is needed on various types
of virtual museums and digital museums,
as they are currently underrepresented in
the existing body of research. To avoid any
further confusion, a clear definition and dis-
tinction between virtual and digital muse-
ums are also needed.

3. The research stream focusing on museum
services is one of the oldest in museum
marketing. Previous research has focused
on various display methods for providing
the core service. With the development of
the museology field and museum technol-
ogy, future research needs to understand
the dynamics between creating museum
services (exhibitions) that will meet the
goals of both museum professionals and
visitors. Although there is research on in-
novations in museums, it appears to be a
complex topic to investigate in museums,
as many have traditionally focused on ob-
ject-based preservation, prioritizing objects
over visitors, and have been slow to inno-
vate. Another neglected area that requires
more attention is “the museum shop,” both
offline and online, due to an evident lack of
research.

4. One of the primary museum missions is
focused on education and learning. In this
research stream, understanding how mu-
seums contribute to visitors’ formal as well
as informal learning is essential. More re-
search is necessary from both perspectives
to achieve the positive effects of learning
(such as deep learning) while minimizing
negative effects (such as sensory overload).
Here, the opinions of museum profession-

UDK: 658.8:069

als are essential, as their experiences and
practices can serve as a foundation for im-
proved learning experiences.

5. A search for the authenticity of museum
experiences and objects merits further
study, as the authenticity concept can have
different meanings for various stakeholders
(e.g, museum professionals and visitors).
Also, with changing expectations of mu-
seum visitors and the application of new
technologies in museums, the question of
what constitutes an authentic experience
remains to be adequately answered.

6. The latest research stream is related to so-
cial media. This research stream requires
further investigation in all fields of social
media because it encompasses the topic
of UGC and social media marketing activ-
ities. The reason for this lies in an evident
lack of research on social media marketing
activities, which can include case studies
highlighting the best practices, as well as a
deeper understanding of museum follow-
ers' experiences with various types of con-
tent on social media, and their connection
to the museum experience (e.g., intention
to visit).

5. RESEARCH LIMITATIONS

The paper has several limitations. First, the data
for the analysis was retrieved from only one da-
tabase, the Web of Science (Core Collection).
Also, only peer-reviewed articles published in
journals and articles available in English were
analyzed, neglecting conference papers and
other languages. Furthermore, the limitations
are related to the analysis period (from 1994 to
2024), as few scientific papers were published
prior to this period.

Moreover, the limitation also applies to the use
of ASReview, a Python-based software that uti-
lizes state-of-the-art active learning techniques
based on researchers’ input.
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