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INTRODUCTION
Mega-sporting events like the Olympic Games, the Soccer 

World Cup finals, or the Super Bowl have become high-profile glob-
al consumption phenomena that attract the attention of massive spec-
tator crowds. In the case of the Olympic Games, every four years, 
hundreds of thousands spectators gather for about two weeks to 
experience thrilling sporting competitions, entertaining side-shows, 
and how the “fastest-highest-strongest” from more than 200 coun-
tries compete for Olympic gold (Toohey and Veal 2007). 

For spectators, the Olympic Games offer a unique consumption 
experience that exhibits characteristics of skill, spectacle, and festive 
performance (Arnould 2007). The staging of sports skill performance 
in a naturalistic setting offers the passive consumer a spectatorial 
product. Yet, the Games also produce elements of spectacular per-
formance through the extravagant presentation of moral values and 
fantastic environments. Also, consumers become integral parts of the 
festive performance; they co-create the atmospheric arena and pro-
duce cultural narratives (Arnould 2007). What participants of this 
study call a “once-in-a-lifetime” experience, resembles an extraordi-
nary consumption experience in its various exceptional social inter-
actions and “intense, positive, [and] intrinsically enjoyable” activi-
ties (Arnould and Price 1993, 25).

While this unique positioning has set the Olympics apart from 
other sports events, this popular spectacle is also vulnerable to public 
criticism and controversial media debates (Toohey and Veal 2007). 
On the one hand, critical cultural analysts mark an intensifying com-
mercialization displayed by celebrations of consumption in Olympic 
Parks and streets (Tomlinson 2005) or financial pressures on athlete 
performances (Rahman and Lockwood 2011). On the other hand, 
they praise the Games as a cultural epicenter, exhibiting authentic 
athletic performances, accumulating cultural resources, further-
ing social cohesion and peace promotion, and encouraging active 
healthy lifestyles (Maguire et al. 2008; Papanikolaou 2012; Rahman 
and Lockwood 2011).

Evidently, these spectacularized mega-sporting events offer 
the spectators experiences laden with opposing meanings—or para-
doxes (Luscher, Lewis, and Ingram 2006; Mick and Fournier 1998; 
O’Driscoll 2008)—that are negotiated in discourse. Research on 
extraordinary consumption experiences and consumption of spec-
tacular and festive environments has acknowledged before that dia-
lectical elements of staged spectacles create tensions and competing 
discourses (Holt 2002; Kozinets 2002; Kozinets et al. 2004; Tumbat 
and Belk 2011). This study applies a paradox perspective that em-
phasizes the interdependencies of opposing elements in discourse 
rather than interpreting them as contradictions. Adopting a paradox 
perspective allows to accept paradoxes as critical components of 
consumer discourse on consumption experiences. 

This study reviews theoretical perspectives on paradoxes and 
empirically examines how paradoxes, crystallizing in the narratives 
of spectators of the London Olympic Games 2012, both dispute and 
enrich the Olympic experience. We detail the characteristics and dy-
namics of four paradoxes and discuss their contribution to unique 
consumption experiences.

THEORY
Nature and dynamics of paradoxes

The notion of paradox revolves around the idea of two oppos-
ing elements appearing simultaneously (Mick and Fournier 1998; 
O’Driscoll 2008). Unlike a dialectic approach that tends to polarize 
into either/or propositions, a paradox perspective uses both/and con-
structs (Lewis 2000; Westenholz 1993). It goes beyond dialectical 
thinking and adds to it in two ways. 

First, a paradox theory not only highlights the simultane-
ity of the elements, but also their unity when taken together (Der-
rida [1976] 1997; Lewis 2000; O’Driscoll 2008). Thus, it guides 
researchers to investigate both ends simultaneously and pay atten-
tion to their interdependences (Lewis 2000). It is the unity with the 
counterpart—Derrida ([1976] 1997) calls it “supplementarity”—that 
helps to better understand the phenomenon. The opposing element 
helps to delineate, and at the same time complements the element 
itself. A paradoxes approach opens a new way of thinking in that it 
suggests to look at the counterpart, consider how the elements over-
lap and interact and, eventually, cannot be separated.

Second, a paradox perspective brings a dynamic component to 
the phenomenon under study. Paradoxes can paralyze (Burkean log-
ic, as cited in Czarniawska 1997), lead to reinforcing cycles which 
enforce tensions, or virtuous cycles which enable change, transfor-
mation, or creativity (Cameron and Quinn 1988; Lewis 2000; Ropo 
and Hunt 1995; Smith and Berg 1987; Smith and Lewis 2011)—thus, 
paradoxes ask for a reaction and initiate action, even if this action 
is suppression or acceptance of the paradox. Especially organiza-
tion theorists, like Cameron and Quinn (1988), praise paradoxes as 
a “powerful framework for examining the impacts of plurality and 
change, aiding understandings of divergent perspectives and disrup-
tive experiences” (Lewis 2000, 760). Literature suggests several 
strategies on an individual, group, and organizational level that al-
low for a successful “management” of paradoxes in order to turn 
them into opportunities rather than threats. Among others, research-
ers list accepting (Lewis 2000; Poole and Van de Ven 1989; Schnei-
der 1990), confronting (Lewis 2000; Smith and Berg 1987; Vince 
and Broussine 1996), and transcendence (Lewis 2000)/paradoxical 
thinking (Westenholz 1993)/reframing (Lewis 2000; Smith and Berg 
1987; Westenholz 1993). Only recently, Smith and Lewis (2011) 
detail the evolution of paradox in a dynamic equilibrium model of 
organizing, in which they regard tensions as inherently present and 
depict their cyclical responses to the paradox as a “constant motion 
across opposing forces” (386). Several authors propose not to re-
solve, but rather to embrace paradoxes (Czarniawska 2001; Firat and 
Venkatesh 1995; Handy 1994; Lewis 2000; Smith and Lewis 2011; 
Westenholz 1993).

Paradoxes in Marketing and Experience Literature
In marketing and consumer literature, some researchers apply 

related concepts, such as dialectical tensions (Thompson and Hay-
tko 1997), contradictions (e.g., cultural contradictions Holt 2004), 
or ambivalence (Otnes, Lowrey, and Shrum 1997); others use the 
term paradox in diverse contexts and with different foci. The au-
thenticity paradox, for example, is about the contradictions involved 
in communicating and creating authenticity through advertisement 
(Stern 1994). The expression “staged authenticity,” coined by Mac-
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Cannell (1973) and further used in tourism literature (Wang 1999), 
describes this paradox. In their study on reality television Rose and 
Wood (2005) are also concerned with authenticity; however, they 
reveal a paradox between the real and the fantastic. In their paper on 
the technology paradox, Mick and Fournier (1998) conceptualize the 
postmodern paradox and detail individual responses (in form of cop-
ing strategies) to them. Others point at the paradox that lies within 
modern communication technologies (Christensen 2000; Sproull 
and Kiesler 1992), arguing that modern technologies not only fur-
ther, but also constrain interactive communication. Caruana, Crane, 
and Fitchett (2008) discuss the paradox of consumer independence 
and find that consumers mediate the tension between the “myth 
of the independent traveler” (269) searching for the authentic and 
the mass-mediated, commercialized tourist destinations. Newholm 
and Hopkinson (2011) investigate the paradox of the construction 
of individuality when participating in mainstream consumption. 
Ulver-Sneistrup, Askegaard, and Kristensen (2011) investigate the 
paradox of consuming while at the same time exhibiting mundane 
brand resistance. They find that consumers legitimate bad consump-
tion by “embracing myths of craftsmanship” (215). Overall, while 
paradoxes are widely used in literature, the notion of paradox is not 
systematically defined, or used; the paradox mostly serves to denote 
variants of contradictions in different consumption contexts that in-
dividual consumers are concerned with.

Research on extraordinary consumption experiences investigate 
opposing structures in extreme situations (Arnould and Price 1993; 
Kozinets 2002; Tumbat and Belk 2011). Tumbat and Belk (2011), 
in their research of the Mount Everest experience, approach their 
data with a Turnerian structure/anti-structure perspective and find 
that participants “negotiate” both ends of the dialectic “in their pur-
suit of extraordinary consumption experiences” (Tumbat and Belk 
2011, 57). This finding points at the co-existence of both ends and, 
ultimately, towards the existence of a paradoxical structure. Whereas 
Tumbat and Belk (2011), in response to an overly positive framing 

of consumption experiences in consumer research literature, criti-
cally interpret their findings as marketplace tensions and duality of 
elements/concepts, this study aims to uncover the dynamics and in-
terdependence of this duality.

METHODOLGY
To get insights on the nature and dynamics of paradoxes of the 

Olympic experience, we applied an interpretive approach consist-
ing of participant observation and narrative elements. One of the 
authors participated as spectator at various Olympic events before 
and during the Olympic Summer Games 2012 in London. Covering 
an observation period of one month, we kept detailed written field 
notes, took over 400 photographs, and engaged with dozens of spec-
tators. Additionally, we conducted 17 semi-structured interviews of 
20-60 minutes with spectators. We recruited participants at Olympic 
venues and conducted the interviews after sporting competitions or 
other events. To include multiple perspectives we chose to recruit 
both national residents of Great Britain, and international spectators, 
making up half of the interviewees.  Prior to, during, and after the 
event we collected photographs, on- and offline articles, and other 
relevant data on the Olympic experience. We analyzed data accord-
ing to constant comparative method (Charmaz 2006). In several 
circles of reflection, we identified mixed messages (O’Conner 1995; 
Lewis 2000) that mark inconsistencies across the data.

FINDINGS
Our data on the Olympic experience exhibits four recurring 

paradoxes, “union and disunion,” “repletion and void,” “the real and 
the staged,” and “the spirit and the rational.” They are not mutually 
exclusive but complementary in forming a comprehensive narrative 
framing of the Olympic experience. Table 1 gives an overview of the 
identified paradoxes, discursive themes, and dynamics.

Table 1: Paradoxes, discursive themes, and dynamics in the context of the Olympic experience
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Union and Disunion
The (dis-)union paradox is most pervasive across the data 

and manifests itself in various ways. Spectators mainly recognize 
the uniting element of the Olympic Games. Helene (31, German), 
for example, explains that to her, the Olympic experience is “about 
coming together and to stand for something which unites everyone” 
and Maaike (40, Dutch) describes how a commonality among the 
spectators creates bonds. However, union simultaneously creates 
disunion—especially at the Olympic Games: Whenever a union or 
group of people forms, this group also always creates boundaries, 
which have a disuniting effect. At the Games, these group boundar-
ies are extremely volatile and temporary, as commonalities uniting 
various groups change rapidly: Data shows that the “I” of spectators 
often changes into a “we” that sometimes stand for a group of spec-
tators supporting the same athlete, a nation, all participants of the 
event, or even humankind. This volatility of union becomes evident 
in the case of Helene, who later explains that “it is also about show-
ing commitment…commitment to maybe your home country.” The 
competitive nature of the Games only contributes to the formation 
of group boundaries and thus, fosters as well union and disunion. 
Stefanie (26, US American) refers to this paradox of simultane-
ous union and competition when she says that it “feel[s] like [the 
Olympic Games are] the only thing that you see that unites the entire 
world in a healthy and competitive way.”

What we can also witness at the Olympic Games, is an under-
dog effect (Paharia et al. 2011); a solidarization with the less “privi-
leged”. Spectators reported how amazed they were by the relentless 
support offered to those athletes that were far from winning one of 
the precious medals. So, paradoxically, the fact that only an incred-
ibly small number of athletes win does not necessarily create dis-
union, but union among and with those who never win a medal. 

We find that the paradox of union and disunion is similar to 
paradoxes of belonging, which denote the complex relation between 
the individual self and group membership (Smith and Berg 1987; 
Lewis 2000); our findings exhibit processes of shifting boundaries 
and temporary and fluid constructs of groups. People are constantly 
searching for commonalities with others, quickly trying to become 
a member of a group—before group boundaries are shifted again. 
These processes, that we like to put under the heading of solidar-
ization, resonate with Maffesoli’s ideas (2007), when he recognizes 
mechanisms of solidarity to be at work in the rituals and partici-
pation around sporting idols and other archetypes. The “collective 
sensibility” (Maffesoli 1996, 18) emergent in this process leads to a 
common sentiment of belonging to an open, yet unstable emotional 
community. Also, our data supports the idea that international sport-
ing events act as a “global nationalistic forum” (Lee and Maguire 
2009, 6) as they both reinforce passionate nationalistic expressions, 
and simultaneously promote cosmopolitan identification between 
nations (Barnard et al. 2006; Maguire, et al. 2008).

Repletion and Void

“Once it is finished, you know, it will feel like an empty void” 
(Catherine, 44, British).

The Olympic Games are oriented towards a dense spatial and 
temporal aggregation. Spectators are keen for these sparse moments 
to come and, as soon as they are there, they need to be ready and 
seize them as intensely as they can, “soaking up the atmosphere” and 
enjoying peak moments. This repletion of the Olympic Games is also 
marked by a joining of the modern and innovative with heritage and 
tradition. The Games simultaneously mirror the past and create the 
future, when traditional elements of the Games, such as the opening 

ceremony, are held in newly built stadiums and are realized with the 
help of cutting-edge technology. Paradoxically, spectators not only 
recognize this repletion, but also a nothingness of the Olympic expe-
rience. For Helene (31, German), for example, the Olympic experi-
ence is “everything and nothing” and for Catherine (44, British), the 
event’s inevitable perishability seems to be omnipresent: “There is 
nothing to look forward to. I mean we have done it. It’s finished, it’s 
over, and it’s like empty.” In this verbatim, Catherine, using present 
tense, drags her expectations of the future into her perception of the 
present.

Discourse reveals an interesting interdependence of repletion 
and void. Andy (30, Austrian) refers to one facet of this interde-
pendence when he explains that, if time in between the events were 
shorter, his desire for the upcoming event would be diminished. De-
sire for the experience, a “primarily positive” feeling (Belk, Ger, and 
Askegaard 2003, 343), grows in times of void; repletion can only be 
experienced together with void, and vice versa. The spatiotemporal 
distancing from the everyday mundane life in the Olympic expe-
rience, reminiscent of Maclaran and Brown’s “sense of displace” 
(2005, 320), is pervaded by a critical awareness of nothingness, 
which—paradoxically—enriches it. Simultaneously, repletion eas-
ily leads to saturation, which further leads to boredom (Prisching 
2008). Also, the awareness of the void leads to the wish to capture 
moments of repletion, visible in picture-taking and the collection of 
manifestations, in order to conserve them for times of void. Thus, the 
paradox of repletion and void initiates processes of preserving the 
moment and delineating the experience from the mundane that are 
able to powerfully vitalize and energize the extraordinariness of the 
Olympic experience in a continuous oscillatory circle. 

The Real and the Staged

“Ah, it was amazing, you know. If you [sat] at home you would 
never underSTAND how that, how it was. I mean, it’s only pos-
sible for yourself [to understand]…how amazing that moment 
IS” (Brian, 58, British)

Spectators of the Olympic Games consider themselves to be in 
an exclusive position; they are the insiders experiencing the vibrant 
atmosphere and spectacular environment. Not sitting behind their 
screens, they expect to experience the immediate. They are aware 
of the staged setting, reflect upon it, and want to look backstage in 
order to get a glimpse of the truly real (Goffman [1959] 1973; Holt 
2002). However, they are not always satisfied with what they find. 
Paradoxically, some spectators explain that, being at the live event, 
they feel much more detached than sitting behind their TV sets and 
watching close-ups and slow motions. The media offers proximity to 
the event through a focus on the spectacular and provides a diversity 
of options. In other cases, the media forms expectations that cannot 
be met in reality. A special paradoxical example in this context is 
the hero. Pauline’s (34, British) example of how she “started cut-
ting out all the stories from the papers about, oh, on ‘this athlete is 
doing incredible work to get out here, because they have fought this 
disease’…” shows how heroes are created by the media. However, 
in real life, athletes may not be able live up to their fictional portray-
als—which makes the truest hero the fictional hero (Goethals and 
Allison 2012).

Our findings of the real and the staged suggest that the staged 
induces the real and vice versa. Without the hype generated by the 
mediation of the staged, no such desire for the real could be ini-
tiated. And of course, without an immediate real, there is nothing 
to be mediated. However, just like Rose and Wood (2005), we find 
that consumers negotiate both elements of the paradox. Through this 
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negotiation process, they widen their perspectives; hence, making 
out of one experience hundreds of thousands possible variants to 
be explored and choices to be made for the consumers’ conquest of 
truth. Also, the paradox of the mediated real(ity) spurs a process of 
searching proximity. The constant search for the next piece of the 
puzzle, stimulated by media reports and word-of-mouth, creates a 
rather adventurous desire of “exploring” and going “right into the 
middle of it”.

The Spirit and the Rational
Every four years, the Olympic Games need to live up to a prom-

ise of moral values (Toohey and Veal 2007), revive a shared Olympic 
spirit, and make both values and spirit tangible to the senses (Prisch-
ing 2008). The spirit side to the Games is highlighted by many spec-
tators, Max (45, British) explains that “there certainly is something 
very magical” about the Olympic Games, “something a lot bigger, 
certainly hard to describe.” He very much idealizes the atmosphere 
and imagines what it would be like, if it were spread: “Save that 
in a bottle, and give it to the rest of the world when having a prob-
lem—all the problems are gone.” While idealizations are prominent 
in the discourse, spectators also evaluate the Olympic Games from a 
very rational viewpoint. They repeatedly refer to the obligations and 
duties of the host country and critically reflect on the costs and ben-
efits of the investments taken. Alexandros (70, Greek) evaluates the 
Olympic Games from both perspectives and comes to the conclusion 
that they should disseminate universalistic ideals and messages, such 
as internationalism, cosmopolitanism, environmentalism or fair-play 
(Maguire et al. 2008), and, at the same time, need to be embedded in 
the present economic and commercial system. In other words, they 
need to satisfy the spirit as well as the rational element. In a sense, 
spectators want to experience the traditional, antique sports-myth of 
the Olympic Games; however, they are also aware of the commer-
cialized elements tainting this myth. Afraid of being disappointed, 
the paradox of the rational and the spirit leads to a continuous evalu-
ation of investments and “returns on investment” by spectators and 
the host country. When spectators are referring to the inspiring ele-
ments and the perfect “show” of the Olympic Games, they are try-
ing to legitimize the sometimes commercial nature of the experience 
towards themselves and others.

The negotiation process between the idealized and the rational 
in the Olympic experience is reminiscent of processes of authen-
tication in commercial contexts (Alexander 2009; Newholm and 
Hopkins 2009). Rahman and Lockwood (2011) for example, iden-
tify a paradox of commercialization in the context of the Olympic 
Games and find that the representation of the athletes as amateurs 
aims to legitimize the Games and maintain authenticity. We find that 
the discourse on the Olympic spirit authenticates the Games yet, not 
without its counterpart, the rational. In today’s commercialized soci-
ety, the Olympic Games gain legitimized space exactly through the 
rational; a space necessary for the spirit to prosper. While the rational 
legitimizes the spirit, the spirit authenticates the rational. 

DISCUSSION
The Olympic Games offer a unique experience comprised of 

paradoxical juxtapositions of competing yet, interdependent ele-
ments. Our empirical analysis of spectator discourse on the Olympic 
experience has revealed paradoxes of “union and disunion,” “void 
and repletion,” “the staged and the real,” and “the spirit and the ra-
tional”. These two sides of the gold medal exist simultaneously in 
this unique consumption experience of skill, spectacular, and festive 
performance. Their interdependencies become visible as we flip the 
medal and look at the other side of the same.

Paradoxes spark dynamics of constant negotiation processes 
of the respective opposing elements and shed light on the “‘other’, 
the ‘unrepresentable’ and the unfamiliar” (Caputo 1997, as cited in 
Dholakia and Venkatesh 2006, 132). However, none of the prevail-
ing paradoxes are resolved in discourse; rather, they trigger dynamic 
processes. The constant motion across temporary uniting and dis-
uniting discourses reveals the latent grounds of a variety of social 
solidarities; the interplay of discourses on repletion and void intensi-
fies and energizes the extraordinary character of the spectacle; the 
dense juxtaposition of discourses on the real and the staged exponen-
tiates perspectives in the conquest for possible truths; and finally, the 
complementary discourses about the rational and the spirit initiate an 
authentication of the commercial foundation of the Olympic Games. 

Until now, consumer research has mostly directed its attention 
to either overly positive, communal, enchanting characterizations of 
consumption experiences, or anti-structural characteristics and dia-
lectical tensions in extraordinary experiences. Corroborating Tumbat 
and Belk (2011), we find negotiation processes and add to their re-
search in specifying their underlying dynamics. 

While we have investigated the nature and dynamics of para-
doxes during the Olympic Games, we encourage further research 
to go beyond that restricted time frame. A longitudinal perspective 
would enable researchers to explore potentially vicious or virtuous 
cycles over time and thus characterize and understand the evolution 
of paradoxes. 

Adopting a paradox perspective on a discursive level opens new 
perspectives for further disentangling the complexities of extraor-
dinary consumption experiences and sheds light to the flip side of 
the same gold medal. It enriches our understanding of paradoxes in 
consumer discourse as important ingredients of unique consumption 
experiences.

REFERENCES
Alexander, Nicholas (2009), “Brand Authentication: Creating and 

Maintaining Brand Auras,” European Journal of Marketing, 
43 (3/4), 551–62.

Arnould, Eric J. (2007), “Consuming Experience: Retrospects and 
Prospects,” in Consuming Experience, ed. Antonella Carù and 
Bernard Cova, Abingdon, UK: Routledge, 185–94.

_____________ and Linda L. Price (1993), “River Magic: 
Extraordinary Experience and the Extended Service 
Encounter,” Journal of Consumer Research, 20 (June), 24–45.

Barnard, Sarah, Katie Butler, Peter Golding, and Joseph Maguire 
(2006), “‘Making the News’: The 2004 Athens Olympics and 
Competing Ideologies?” Olympika: The International Journal 
of Olympic Studies, XV, 35–56. 

Belk, Russell W., Güliz Ger, and Søren Askegaard (2003), “The 
Fire of Desire: A Multisited Inquiry into Consumer Passion,” 
Journal of Consumer Research, 30 (December), 326–51.

Cameron, Kim S. and Robert E. Quinn (1988), “Organizational 
Paradox and Transformation,” in Paradox and 
Transformation: Toward a Theory of Change in Organization 
and Management, ed. Robert E. Quinn and Kim S. Cameron, 
Cambridge, MA: Ballinger, 12–8.

Caruana, Robert, Andrew Crane, and James A. Fitchett (2008), 
“Paradoxes of Consumer Independence: A Critical Discourse 
Analysis of the Independent Traveller,” Marketing Theory, 8 
(September), 253–72.

Charmaz, Kathy (2006), Constructing Grounded Theory: A 
Practical Guide through Qualitative Analysis, London, UK: 
Sage.



Advances in Consumer Research (Volume 41) / 371

Christensen, Lars Thøger (2000), “Marketing and Communication 
Technology: Paradoxes and Dialogics,” Consumption Markets 
and Culture, 4 (1), 1–21.

Czarniawska, Barbara (1997), Narrating the Organization, 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

_____________ (2001), “Having Hope in Paralogy,” Human 
Relations, 54 (January), 13–21.

Derrida, Jacques ([1976] 1997), Of Grammatology, Baltimore, MD: 
John Hopkins Press.

Firat, A. Fuat and Alladi Venkatesh (1995), “Liberatory 
Postmodernism and the Reenchantment of Consumption,” 
Journal of Consumer Research, 22 (December), 239–67.

_____________ and Nikhilesh Dholakia (2006), “Theoretical and 
Philosophical Implications of Postmodern Debates: Some 
Challenges to Modern Marketing,” Marketing Theory, 6 
(June), 123–62.

Goethals, George R. and Scott T. Allison (2012), “Making 
Heroes: The Construction of Courage, Competence, and 
Virtue,” Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, Vol. 
46, ed. Mark P. Zanna and James M. Olson, San Diego, CA: 
Elsevier, 183–235.

Goffman, Erving ([1959] 1973), The Presentation of Self in 
Everyday Life, Woodstock, NY: The Overlook Press. 

Handy, Charles (1994), The Age of Paradox, Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard Business School Press.

Holt, Douglas B. (2004), How Brands Become Icons: The 
Principles of Cultural Branding, Boston, MA: Harvard 
Business School Press.

_____________ (2002), “Why Do Brands Cause Trouble? A 
Dialectical Theory of Consumer Culture and Branding,” 
Journal of Consumer Research, 29 (June), 70–90. 

Kozinets, Robert V. (2002), “Can Consumers Escape the Market? 
Emancipatory Illuminations from Burning Man,” Journal of 
Consumer Research, 29 (June), 20–38.

_____________, John F. Sherry Jr., Diana Storm, Adam Duhachek, 
Krittinee Nuttavuthisit, and Benét Deberry-Spence (2004), 
“Ludic Agency and Retail Spectacle,” Journal of Consumer 
Research, 31 (December), 658–72.

Lee, Jung Woo and Joseph Maguire (2009), “Global Festivals 
through a National Prism: The Global–National Nexus in 
South Korean Media Coverage of the 2004 Athens Olympic 
Games,” International Review for the Sociology of Sport, 44 
(March), 5–24.

Lewis, Marianne W. (2000), “Exploring Paradox: Towards a More 
Comprehensive Guide,” The Academy of Management Review, 
25 (October), 760–76.

Luscher, Lotte S., Marianne Lewis, and Amy Ingram (2006), “The 
Social Construction of Organizational Change Paradoxes,” 
Journal of Organizational Change Management, 19 (4), 
491–502. 

MacCannell, Dean (1973), “Staged Authenticity: Arrangements 
of Social Space in Tourist Settings,” American Journal of 
Sociology, 79 (November), 589–603. 

Maclaran, Pauline and Stephen Brown (2005), “The Center Cannot 
Hold: Consuming the Utopian Marketplace,” Journal of 
Consumer Research, 32 (September), 311–23.

Maffesoli, Michel (1996), The Time of the Tribes: The Decline of 
Individualism in Mass Society, London, UK: Sage.

_____________ (2007), “Tribal Aesthetic,” in Consumer Tribes, 
ed. Bernard Cova, Robert V. Kozinets, and Avi Shankar, 
Burlington, MA: Butterworth-Heinemann, 27–34.

Maguire, Joseph, Sarah Barnard, Katie Butler, and Peter Golding 
(2008), “‘Celebrate humanity’ or ‘consumers?’: A Critical 
Evaluation of a Brand in Motion,” Social Identities, 14 
(January), 63–76.

Mick, David Glen and Susan Fournier (1998), “Paradoxes of 
Technology: Consumer Cognizance, Emotions, and Coping 
Strategies,” Journal of Consumer Research, 25 (September), 
123–43.

Newholm, Terry and Gillian C. Hopkinson (2009), “I just Tend 
to Wear What I Like: Contemporary Consumption and the 
Paradoxical Construction of Individuality,” Marketing Theory, 
9 (December), 439–62.

O’Connor, Ellen S. (1995), “Paradoxes of Participation: Textual 
Analysis and Organizational Change,” Organization Studies, 
16 (September), 769–803.

O’Driscoll, Aidan (2008), “Exploring Paradox in Marketing: 
Managing Ambiguity towards Synthesis,” Journal of Business 
and Industrial Marketing, 23 (2), 95–104.

Otnes, Cele, Tina M. Lowrey, and L. J. Shrum (1997), “Toward 
an Understanding of Consumer Ambivalence,” Journal of 
Consumer Research, 24 (June), 80–93.

Paharia, Neeru, Anat Keinan, Jill Avery, and Juliet B. Schor (2011), 
“The Underdog Effect: The Marketing of Disadvantage 
and Determination through Brand Biography,” Journal of 
Consumer Research, 37 (February), 775–90.

Papanikolaou, Panagiota (2012), “The Spirit of the Olympics vs. 
Commercial Success: A Critical Examination of the Strategic 
Position of the Olympic Movement,” International Journal 
of Humanities and Social Science, 2 (December), http://www.
ijhssnet.com.

Poole, Marshall S. and Andrew H. Van de Ven (1989), “Using 
Paradox to Build Management and Organizational Theory,” 
Academy of Management Review, 14 (October), 562–78.

Prisching, Manfred (2008), “Paradoxien der Vergemeinschaftung,” 
in Posttraditionale Gemeinschaften: Theoretische und 
ethnographische Erkundungen, ed. Ronald Hitzler, Anne 
Honer, and Michaela Pfadenhauer, Wiesbaden, Germany: 
Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, 35–54.

Rahman, Momin and Sean Lockwood (2011), “How to ‘Use 
Your Olympian’: The Paradox of Athletic Authenticity and 
Commercialization in the Contemporary Olympic Games,” 
Sociology, 45 (October) 815–29.

Ropo, Arja and James G. Hunt (1995), “Entrepreneurial Processes 
as Virtuous and Vicious Spirals in a Changing Opportunity 
Structure: A Paradoxical Perspective,” Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 19 (Spring), 91–111.

Rose, Randall L. and Stacy L. Wood (2005), “Paradox and the 
Consumption of Authenticity through Reality Television,” 
Journal of Consumer Research, 32 (September), 284–96. 

Schneider, Kirk J. (1990), The Paradoxical Self: Toward an 
Understanding of our Contradictory Nature, New York: 
Insight Books.

Smith, Kenwyn K. and David N. Berg (1987), Paradoxes of Group 
Life, San Francisco, CA: Josey-Bass. 

Smith, Wendy K. and Marianne Lewis (2011), “Toward a Theory 
of Paradox: A Dynamic Equilibrium Model of Organizing,” 
Academy of Management Review, 36 (April), 381–403. 

Sproull, Lee and Sara Kiesler (1992), Connections: New Ways of 
Working in the Networked Organization, Boston, MA: MIT 
Press.



372 / The Two Sides of the Gold Medal: Paradoxes of the Olympic Experience

Stern, Barbara (1994), “Authenticity and the Textual Persona: 
Postmodern Paradoxes in Advertising Narrative,” 
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 11 
(September), 387–400.

Thompson, Craig J. and Diana L. Haytko (1997), “Speaking of 
Fashion: Consumers’ Uses of Fashion Discourses and the 
Appropriation of Countervailing Cultural Meanings,” Journal 
of Consumer Research, 24 (June), 15–42.

Tomlinson, Alan (2005), “The Commercialisation of the Olympics: 
Cities, Corporations and the Olympic Commodity,” in Global 
Olympics: Historical and Sociological Studies of the Modern 
Games, ed. Kevin Young and Kevin B. Wamsley, Bingley, UK: 
Emerald, 179–200.

Toohey, Kristine and Anthony J. Veal (2007), The Olympic Games: 
A Social Science Perspective, Wallingford, UK: CABI. 

Tumbat, Gülnur and Russell W. Belk, “Marketplace Tensions in 
Extraordinary Experiences,” Journal of Consumer Research, 
38 (June), 42–61.

Ulver-Sneistrup, Sofia, Søren Askegaard, and Dorthe Brogård 
Kristensen (2011), “The New Work Ethics of Consumption 
and the Paradox of Mundane Brand Resistance,” Journal of 
Consumer Culture, 11 (July), 215–38.  

Vince, Russ and Michael Broussine (1996), “Paradox, Defense 
and Attachment: Accessing and Working with Emotions and 
Relations Underlying Organizational Change,” Organization 
Studies, 17 (January), 17–21.

Wang, Nina (1999), “Rethinking Authenticity in Tourism 
Experience,” Annals of Tourism Research, 26 (April), 349–70.

Westenholz, Ann (1993), “Paradoxical Thinking and Change in 
Frames of Reference,” Organization Studies, 14 (January), 
37–58.


