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Abstract 

 
Book consumption is no longer only a solitary practice of one person sitting in an 
armchair with a bound volume of their favorite novel or the latest paperback bestseller. 
Books have become part of what Henry Jenkins has termed convergence culture. 
Books are no longer just books, they are also adapted into films, they are available as 
audiobooks and e-books, they are accompanied by websites, author blogs, and 
dedicated Facebook pages, they are continued by fans writing their own stories based 
on the original, they are discussed in online forums and communities, and they are 
being reviewed in Youtube videos, to just name a few. Convergence culture refers to 
the spread of content over different platforms and devices, the conglomeration of 
media companies on the production side, and the new possibilities for participation on 
the side of consumers. 

Media and communication studies have curiously neglected book consumption 
in its re-examination of audience studies in the light of convergence. This study 
assumes that audience studies, redefined to account for cross-media use and active as 
well as passive aspects of consumption, are well suited to investigate contemporary 
book consumption. 

The aim of this study is to explore media use surrounding books in the broad 
sense described above. It also investigates how commercial structures on the one hand 
and participation on the other shape book consumption. To do so, this study 
exemplarily analyzes the book related media use of members of an online reading 
community (Lovelybooks). 

Methodologically this study follows a mixed-methods approach by adopting 
the concept of media repertoires. Media repertoires describe patterns of habitual media 
use, thus integrating the quantitative mapping of media use with the analysis of the 
meaningful principles behind it. 

The results from a survey that was distributed to Lovelybooks’ members 
describe which media components are used, how they are combined and to what extent 
they are participatory. Semi-structured interviews complement the survey results by 
exploring which influence commercial structures and the attitudes towards them have 
on Lovelybooks members’ participatory media use. The interpretation is informed by 
critical political economy, discussing the implications of an online community being 
commercially owned and run, the consequences of commercial structures for 
participation, and the appropriation of personal data and labor by corporations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Keywords: convergence culture, audience studies, media repertoires, book 
consumption, explicit participation, implicit participation, exploitation, free labor, 
personal information  
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1. Books and cross-media use in the late age of print 

Digitalization has changed media use and the study of it in many ways. Media are no 

longer clearly linked to one delivery device, especially as the Internet allows for media 

content to be consumed on all devices that have Internet access. The Internet has also 

opened up new possibilities to communicate – both for audience members among each 

other and for media producers with their audiences. While much has been written 

about the changes that digitalization of music and lately also television entailed for 

producers and consumers, books have not received much scholarly attention. 

The work of Ted Striphas has been the starting point for this inquiry, as he 

analyzes book consumption in what he terms the late age of print. The “late age of 

print” (Striphas 2011, 3) signifies a period of ongoing change, a field of constant 

change in consumption practices and struggles over who may define them. Striphas 

engages in a critical analysis of different struggles over power relations in “everyday 

book culture” (Striphas 2011, 9), stretching from Oprah’s book club over Harry Potter 

fans to Amazon’s delivery structures. 

This thesis is inspired by Striphas’ work in two ways: it takes book 

consumption to include all media use related to books, and it questions the power 

structures underlying book consumption. Instead of picking exemplary cases for 

analysis, this study adopts an audience perspective. Using the example of an online 

reading community, this study aims to find out which other media people use in 

connection to books, how their media use is influenced by commercial structures and 

how they perceive commercial interests, which are shaping and potentially trading on 

book consumption practices. 

1.1 Convergence culture 

The complexity of media use described above can be summed up under the term 

Convergence culture, made prominent by the book with the same title by Henry 

Jenkins (2006a). The concept is not very accurately defined by Jenkins, and it will be 

used more as a keyword to emphasize a general blurring of lines. It refers to 

technological aspects, such as the spread of content over different platforms, the 

changes of ownership structures, as embodied by large media conglomerates with 

stakes in different media industries, and to new patterns in consumption, including 

cross-media use and consumers participating and producing their own media (Jenkins 
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2004, 34). In the case of book consumption, this would for example be film 

adaptations of books, blogs that are made into books, fan fiction (stories written by 

fans based on the characters of an existing book), self-published e-books, audiobooks 

or personal reviews posted on Amazon, via Youtube-videos, in personal blogs or on 

online book communities. 

What makes Jenkins’ work especially relevant as a point of departure for this 

study is his argument against purely technological conceptions of convergence. 

Jenkins shows how technological notions of convergence are prone to fall for what he 

calls the “Black Box Fallacy” (Jenkins 2006a, 13). The black box fallacy entails the 

belief that all media content will at some point be channeled through a single 

technological gadget, the yet unknown black box. The logical fallacy lies in the 

conflation of the technological device and practices of media use. In order to 

differentiate between the two, Jenkins adopts Lisa Gitelman’s model of media. 

According to her, media can be thought of on two levels. The first is the technological 

level, on which a medium takes the form of a certain delivery device. On the second 

level, a medium is “a set of associated ‘protocols’ or social and cultural practices that 

have grown up around that technology” (Jenkins 2006a, 13). Jenkins also refutes the 

black box argument on factual grounds, stating that technological convergence and 

divergence currently occur side by side (Jenkins 2006a, 15). While single devices (like 

smartphones) fulfill an increasing range of functions, the number of different devices 

is increasing at the same time. The key point though is the reevaluation of convergence 

as “represent[ing] a cultural shift” (Jenkins 2006a, 3) in media use. Put in the words of 

Gitelman and Jenkins, this study deals with the shifting social and cultural practices 

that constitute book consumption in the broader sense. It is not concerned mainly with 

technological developments but rather investigates how people are integrating different 

media components into their book consumption. 

The focal point of Jenkins’ analysis is “the struggle to define the terms of our 

participation in contemporary popular culture” (Jenkins 2006b, 2). Although Jenkins is 

aware that convergence is enforced by media companies in order to increase sales in 

various ways and bind customers, he choses to put emphasis on the chances that 

convergence opens for consumers to take part in media production (Jenkins 2004, 37). 

Jenkins has been criticized for giving insufficient attention to corporate structures, 

which is a weakness this study accounts for by incorporating critical political economy 

theories. The tension between corporate control over consumption and consumer 
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participation serves as the backdrop for the analysis of media use in this study. It raises 

questions with regard to media use, such as: Do corporate structures influence or even 

control media use? Are people aware of commercial structures and if so, how do they 

perceive them? 

1.2 Readers as audience 

As this study addresses book consumption in a very broad sense, conceiving it as the 

use of other media in relation to paper books, it demands a methodological framework 

that can include a range of different practices. The cultural changes in consumption 

that Jenkins collected under the headline of convergence culture have recently led to a 

reconceptualization of audience studies1. This reviewed approach acknowledges that 

there are two main areas of change affecting audiences: One is the increase of cross-

media use and the other is the growing range of possibilities for audience activity.2 

This study follows Carpentier’s (2011a, 518) argument that an updated audience 

theory provides a helpful theoretical framework to reflect about diverse practices, 

including ‘old’ and ‘new’ media use, niche and mass audiences and notions of passive 

versus active use. Chapter 4 will discuss why audience is a more fitting concept to 

investigate book consumption and related media use than other conceivable concepts 

as the reader or the user. 

The conceptual framework employed by this study was introduced by Uwe 

Hasebrink (Hasebrink & Popp 2006; Hasebrink & Domeyer 2012) under the name 

“media repertoires”. A media repertoire is defined as the “entirety of media that a 

person regularly uses” (Hasebrink & Domeyer 2012, 759). Hasebrink developed this 

inherently trans-media approach as a means to capture the complexity of media use in 

convergence culture. He claims that it closes the gap between quantitative audience 

measurement and qualitative explanations of media use as a meaningful practice 

(Hasebrink & Domeyer 2012, 757–758). It focuses on concrete and meaningful 

processes of choice-making and generalizes them by identifying patterns of behavior 

and relating them to lifestyles or social milieus. (Hasebrink & Domeyer 2012, 762–

764) In the context of this study, media repertoires will be limited to book 

                                                
1 This is evidenced by the European Communication Research and Education Association working 
group and resulting publication Audience Transformations: Shifting Audience Positions in Late 
Modernity. 
2 Both are not entirely new qualities but have intensified and become more complex (Carpentier et al. 
2014a, 8; Bjur et al. 2014, 15). 
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consumption, i.e. the entirety of media that a person regularly uses in relation to books. 

The concept and how it will be appropriated for the purposes of this study will be 

presented in chapter 4.2.  

The main point so far has been that in the current convergence culture, book 

consumption is more than the solitary practice of reading a paper book. It has to be 

understood as cross-media use that potentially includes forms of communication and 

participation. This study therefore uses audience studies, in particular the concept of 

media repertoires, to inquire which media practices are part of book consumption in 

the broad sense suggested by convergence culture. 

1.3 Research aim and questions: Lovelybooks members’ media use 

As book consumption and media use is a very broad field, this study is limited to one 

particular audience, that is, the members of Lovelybooks. 

Lovelybooks went online in December 2006 and is the largest German online 

reading community with 72.000 registered members and 430.000 unique visitors per 

month (Lovelybooks 2014). It is run by aboutbooks GmbH, a subsidiary company of 

the Holtzbrinck publishing group3. Lovelybooks presents itself as a reading community 

made by booklovers to continue the conversation about books in the digital world. The 

website offers a mixture of showcasing new book titles, online reading circles on 

selected titles and a classical catalogue and review system as familiar from for 

example Amazon.com. Members can get active in a lot of different ways: they can 

simply collect and rate books, write book reviews, they can start or participate in 

reading circles and reading challenges (e.g. reading a certain number of books on a 

specific topic in a given time frame), and they can converse with other members. 

Lovelybooks is chosen as an example as it is the largest German reading 

community. Germany is the largest European publishing market accounting for almost 

30% of the European publishing market in terms of value (MarketLine Industry Profile 

2014, 9). As will be shown in the literature review, most of the recent academic 

literature focuses on the American publishing industry. As Europe actually has 10% 

                                                
3 The Holtzbrinck publishing group is one of the three big German publishing conglomerates besides the 
Random House/Bertelsmann publishing group and the Axel Springer Media group. 
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more market share4 than America in the publishing market, it is relevant to study the 

European market as well.  

The members of Lovelybooks are selected as object of study because they 

exhibit all the key features that this study is meant to investigate. Following the 

assumption that convergence implies a shift in media use towards intensified cross-

media use, this study will throw light on media use in connection to books. It can be 

assumed that the members of Lovelybooks, by virtue of being members of an online 

reading community, do consume books and engage with books via at least one 

medium beyond the paper book, namely Lovelybooks. Further, media use in 

connection to books is to be analyzed in light of the opposing forces of increased 

concentration of power (through media conglomerates) and control on the one hand, 

and expanding possibilities for audience participation on the other hand. Lovelybooks 

is a corporately owned and driven site defining itself as a reading community. As such, 

it features both structures of corporate control and user activity and communication.  

This study is to describe which media Lovelybooks members use in relation to 

books and how they are influenced by corporate structures of control. Such patterns of 

media use are conceptualized as media repertoires. The research aim is accordingly 

broken down into a number of specific research questions that will be answered by 

combining the results from a survey and qualitative interviews. 

During the analysis, the term media repertoire will be used to refer to the 

specific patterns of media use surrounding book consumption. Of course, this specific 

media repertoire is constructed through the research focus and has to be understood as 

only part of a person’s overall media repertoire. 

RQ 1: How are Lovelybooks members’ media repertoires composed? 

(Which combinations of media components do Lovelybooks members use in relation to 

books?) 

RQ 2: To what extent do Lovelybooks members’ media repertoires include 

participatory media use? 

RQ 3: How do corporate structures that control consumption influence Lovelybooks 

members’ media repertoires and how do LovelyBooks’ members perceive them? 

                                                
4 Europe accounts for about 38% of the global publishing market value, making it the biggest market, 
while America comes third with about 28% after the Asian-Pacific market which is about as big as the 
European one. (MarketLine Industry Profile 2013, 9). 
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1.4 Limits and contribution of this study 

The expected outcome of this study is to gain an insight into audience’s media 

repertoires in connection to book reading. It will show how audiences compose their 

media repertoires around reading books and give some insight into possible 

motivations or principles of composition behind them. They will also be analyzed in 

terms of participation versus structural control, showing how these two tendencies are 

reflected in media repertoires and how audiences perceive them. 

While choosing a certain group as an example case for analysis inevitably 

limits the generalizability of results, Lovelybooks was selected partly because it 

represents a relatively large and average group. Compared to fan communities, 

Lovelybooks is more open and accommodates audiences with different levels of 

commitment.5 

Apart from describing patterns of book-related media use, this study is relevant 

on several levels: It is meant as a contribution to a recent reconceptualization of 

audience research in the wake of the exploration of cross-media use. It applies the 

relatively new concept of media repertoires and will test whether this concept is an 

adequate tool for researching patterns of cross-media use with a mixed-method 

approach. 

It is also intended as contribution to the discussion of the suggested tension 

between participation and corporate control. Hopefully, it will give a more balanced 

account than previous research, which has tended to put emphasis either on highly 

capable and engaged niche audiences (namely fan culture) or on macro-level industry 

structures. Finally, if this work serves to show that books can productively be 

examined from a media and communication studies perspective, it makes a case for 

putting books back on the research agenda of media and communication studies. 

The next chapter gives a short overview of literature treating the changes in 

book production and consumption over the last decade. After that, the tension between 

structures of corporate control and audience participation is discussed with the aid of 

selected theoretical literature. The following chapter introduces the methodological 

background, namely audience studies, and presents the concept of media repertoires. 

                                                
5 For a discussion of fans and fan communities departing from the five categories suggested by Henry 
Jenkins to define fan behaviour, see the chapter on fans in Janet Staiger’s Media Reception Studies 
(Staiger 2005, 95–109).  



 7 

After a presentation of the implementation of the methods, a survey and semi-

structured interviews, the results are interpreted and discussed. 

2. Literature review: Books in the digital age 

Academic research in media and communication studies has given little attention to 

books in the digital age (Murray 2007,12; Striphas 2011,187). The following literature 

review will identify academic accounts treating recent developments in book 

publishing and consumption. 

The most comprehensive account of changes in book publishing are John B. 

Thompson’s sociological in-depth studies about the book publishing industry, Book 

Publishing in the digital age (Thompson 2005) and Merchants of culture (Thompson 

2010). The first shows how general processes of concentration and conglomeration, as 

well as digitalization, affected the publishing industry. Mergers and acquisitions in the 

1980s and 1990s resulted in the dominance of a few media conglomerations in terms 

of market shares. (Thompson 2005, 54) As a result, many book publishers became 

parts of larger media corporations that operated in different media industries and on an 

international level (Thompson 2005, 55–56). Thompson (2005, 312–315) identifies 

four levels of digitalization: operating systems, for example for calculations or 

databases, content management and manipulation (for example editing manuscripts 

digitally), marketing, and content delivery. While his first study concentrates on 

academic and educational publishing as the forerunners in digital publishing, his 

second book covers trade publishing. However, Merchants of culture does not add 

much insight into the relevance of digitalization, the chapter devoted to it is an updated 

summary of Thompson’s earlier account.  

A very encompassing account of digitalization and digital products in the book 

publishing industry was recently written by Frania Hall (2013). It presents the 

technological background and developments in digital publishing across different 

publishing sectors, and explores possible issues relating to, for example, legal 

questions. Hall’s account is however written from a rather hands-on business 

perspective. A recent academic study about the German publishing industry (Janello 

2010), also written from a business angle, investigates different possible revenue 

models for the digital book publishing market and offers predictions about future 

developments. 
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From the disciplines of film, cultural, and media and communication studies 

come a few studies that inquire into practices that book publishing and reading have 

assumed in recent years. Simone Murray (2007, 17) claims that “[t]he contemporary 

book is no longer solely analogue, nor purely digital, but rather a complex combination 

of flows between simultaneous media formats.” She therefore advocates that books be 

reintegrated into the media and communication research agenda (Murray 2007, 12–

13). In an article, she explores new possibilities for collaborative online writing, taking 

the idea of open access publishing from academic to literary works (Murray 2010).  

Ted Striphas’ (2011) The late age of print: Everyday book culture from 

consumerism to control is concerned with the structures underlying everyday book 

consumption. Through his investigation of e-books, big bookstores and the copyright 

struggles about Harry Potter, Striphas traces a trend towards increasingly controlled 

book consumption. His argument will be laid out in more detail in the theory chapter. 

Jim Collins’ (2010) Bring on the books for everybody: How literary culture 

became popular culture shares Striphas’ broad definition of book consumption. He, 

too, analyzes big bookstores and Oprah’s book club, as well as film adaptations, as 

parts of contemporary book culture. His emphasis is on changes in cultural and social 

value that are ascribed to books and those who consume them. Even in his view, 

consumer culture has a double-edged character: On the one hand, it popularizes what 

was formerly high literature restricted to a cultural elite and constitutes a way for 

consumers to construct their identity. On the other hand, it preys upon consumers by 

promising self-fulfillment. 

An article by Lisa Nakamura (2013) shows how Striphas’ structural approach 

can be applied to the analysis of reading communities. She examines how the 

structures of the largest reading community Goodreads6 lay the ground for consumers 

to construct themselves as readers. The platform allows people to catalogue and 

display their books publicly online. Additionally, the site adopts functions known from 

other online communities and networks, such as adding people as ‘friends’, 

‘following’ people and topics or checking taste compatibility, making it a social 

network as well as a catalogue (Nakamura 2013, 240). Nakamura concludes that 

Goodreads is an exemplary case of what Striphas calls controlled consumption. Its 

                                                
6 The term reading community was adopted from Lovelybooks self-description. However, other terms 
are just as plausible as no established term exists. Lisa Nakamura choses to call Goodreads a social 
reading network, Wikipedia suggest social cataloguing site. 
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business model is to provide the structures for consumers to rate books, submit 

reviews and present themselves by displaying their preferences and habits. In the 

meantime, Goodreads keeps all legal rights over its members’ profiles and data, 

allowing it to profit from the generated content by collecting and selling it (Nakamura 

2013, 141–142). What makes Goodreads a success of controlled consumption, 

Nakamura (2013, 241) claims, is that its members are unaware of their being 

exploited. Nakamura’s apt analysis of the structure of Goodreads largely applies to 

Lovelybooks as well. However, without any data on how audiences actually use and 

make sense of the site’s offers, it would be premature to just accept her claim that 

consumers are unaware of the site’s profit model. 

3. Theoretical background 

The previous literature review shows that book consumption and related media use are 

only just starting to become the object of media- and communication or cultural 

studies research. A few articles treat topics related to new digital forms of interacting 

with books, such as collaborative writing initiatives and online book communities. The 

purpose of this chapter is to place this study in the theoretical context of media and 

communication studies.  

This study takes its departure from the assumption that book consumption (as 

well as other media use) is affected by processes of convergence, which is why a study 

of contemporary book consumption needs to take cross-media use into account. 

Taking its starting point from the theory of cultural convergence as introduced by 

Henry Jenkins, this chapter complements Jenkins’ account with a more critical 

perspective. Although Striphas does not refer to Jenkins, his analysis can be read as an 

investigation of cultural convergence in contemporary book culture, yet with a focus 

on structures of control rather than on acts of participation. While Striphas shows how 

corporate structures control what consumers can and may do or not do, Oscar Gandy 

(2011) and Mark Adrejevic (2013) extend the issues raised by Striphas. From a critical 

political economy background, they discuss how corporations use these structures to 

profit from consumers through the appropriation of personal information and the 

exploitation of voluntary work. Cultural (audience) studies and political economy are 

no longer opposed approaches (Biltereyst & Meers 2011, 424), which Striphas’ 

analysis already shows. This study extends Striphas’ work by adding an explicit 

critical political economy perspective. This allows a more nuanced critique of the 
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mechanisms and power structures governing the interaction of corporations and 

audiences that are only mentioned fleetingly by Striphas. 

From the audience perspective the tension between consumer activity and 

structures of corporate control will be explored through the dimension of participation. 

Chapter 3.3 will shortly discuss participation and introduce Mirko Tobias Schäfer’s 

concept of implicit participation, which is particularly helpful to understand the 

interplay between the structures of online platforms and audience activity. 

3.1 Convergence culture 

Henry Jenkins (2006a) introduced the term Convergence Culture in his book of the 

same title to point out that convergence needs to be considered as more than just a 

technological development. Technological media convergence entails that content is 

spread over a variety of platforms and that technological devices (such as mobile 

phones or game consoles) can be used for a number of different functions. Some 

understand convergence as a development towards the point where all content will be 

flowing through one technological device. Section 1.1 presented Jenkins’ rejection of 

this interpretation as false on the factual and especially the logical level. While 

technological convergence is one aspect of convergence culture, Jenkins also takes it 

to include the process of conglomeration and a change in consumption practices 

towards increased interaction with media content and participation in content 

production (Jenkins 2004, 34). All three, technology, production and consumption, are 

interrelated and make up convergence culture, which Jenkins conceptualizes as a 

process, not a projected end result (Jenkins 2006a, 16). 

From a cultural or media and communication studies perspective, the relevant 

change lies in the shifting social and cultural practices that constitute media use and in 

the struggles arising out of the tension between corporate control and consumer 

participation.7 Jenkins describes convergence as “both a top-down corporate-driven 

process and a bottom-up consumer-driven process” (Jenkins 2004, 37). According to 

his assessment, media companies promote convergence by offering content across 

different platforms in order to gain new markets, open new income revenues and bind 

costumers. Consumers further convergence by actively choosing which media they 

                                                
7 James Hay and Nick Couldry (Hay & Couldry 2011, 473–482) give a historical account of the 
connection between Cultural Studies and Media/Communication Studies. Their main concern in 
theorizing about convergence culture from a Cultural Studies background is putting renewed emphasis 
on examining power structures and the possibilities of political participation. 
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use, by interacting with each other and by producing their own media content. By 

developing his theory around case studies of fan culture, Jenkins chooses to highlight 

the possibilities for active engagement and new forms of learning and collaboration 

that convergence gives rise to (Jenkins 2006a, 257–258). 

3.2 Structures of control and exploitation 

While Jenkins does discuss the concentration of media ownership, structural obstacles 

for participation and instances of corporate clamping down on fan activities, he clearly 

stresses the chances for audience participation. To balance that account, the following 

three sections provide a more critical account of convergence. Ted Striphas identifies 

his as a work of cultural studies (Striphas 2011, 13), but incorporates influences from 

political economy. Since first conceptualizing TV audiences as a commodity that is 

sold to advertisers, critical political economy has concerned itself with audience 

research (Biltereyst & Meers 2011, 424, 426). Oscar Gandy’s political economy of 

personal information and Mark Andrejevic’ conception of the exploitation of free 

digital labor are presented as key references in this chapter.  

3.2.1 Controlled consumption 

Ted Striphas’ The late age of print is an investigation into contemporary book 

consumption and its underlying legal, institutional, social and historical structures. The 

title is meant to indicate what Striphas sees as a period of change in book consumption 

with both old and new forms existing side by side. Just as Henry Jenkins, Striphas 

emphasizes that there is an ongoing struggle over power relations between consumers 

and producers, which has not been decided in favor of one side or the other. However, 

where Jenkins focuses on the power of consumers, campaigning for new forms of 

collaboration and participation, Striphas puts structural changes at the center of his 

analysis, concluding that structures are becoming more restrictive. 

Striphas conceptualizes this structural change as a shift from consumer 

capitalism towards controlled consumption. The model of consumer capitalism 

basically refers to a system based on “private ownership and accumulation of mass-

produced goods” (Striphas 2011, 39). To put it simply, consumers buy mass-produced 

products thus sustaining the industry. According to Striphas, this was the model 

prevalent during the first three quarters of the twentieth century. The criticism that may 

be leveled against this system is that it exploits people’s desires in order to stimulate 

purchases and in turn boost production (Striphas 2011, 178). While Striphas accepts 
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this criticism, he points out that consumers do not simply use up goods, but may 

interpret and use them in creative ways. Consumer capitalism therefore implies a 

potential for consumers to engage creatively, actively, and critically (Striphas 2011, 

177–179). Striphas identifies three main principles of consumer capitalism: “the belief 

that the widespread private ownership and accumulation of mass-produced consumer 

goods is desirable from the standpoint of capitalist production; the assumption that the 

sale of a certain item implies the more or less complete transfer of ownership rights to 

that item; and the principle that commodity ownership consists, in part, in the right to 

make use of the goods you’ve purchased with minimal […] outside interference by the 

party from whom you’ve purchased them” (Striphas 2011, 45). 

These principles are, Striphas observes, currently being challenged due to a 

change in the logic of capitalism that Striphas traces back to the last quarter of the 

twentieth century: The accumulation of goods by consumers that had been the engine 

for capitalism was becoming problematic, the question was rather how to restrict 

access to consumer goods to keep up the demand (Striphas 2011, 180). Striphas (2011, 

180) adopts the term “controlled consumption” from Henri Lefebvre to denote a new 

regime of structures of control that substitute the system of consumer capitalism. 

According to Striphas’ interpretation of Lefebvre, societies of controlled consumption 

are characterized by a logic of control. This logic of control is actualized in four ways: 

A critical infrastructure, programming, obsolescence and the reorganization of specific 

practices of everyday life. 

First, infrastructure is understood as being more than “mere technical 

infrastructure whose purpose is to convey information” (Striphas 2011, 181). 

Infrastructure is not a neutral channel but rather guides and possibly restricts actions. 

One manifestation of this aspect of control could be implicit participation as defined 

by Mirko Tobias Schäfer (presented in chapter 3.3.2). Implicit participation relies on 

the idea that structures may be so suggestive as to facilitate actions so that they are 

carried out without any conscious decision to do so.  

Striphas explains programming in comparison to advertising. While advertising 

does promote a product, its success is relatively uncertain. Programming aims to 

“minimize […] [the] freedom of choice” consumers have (Striphas 2011, 181). The 

appropriation of personal information and targeted advertising that are discussed in the 

following two chapters can certainly be seen as attempts to eradicate the unpredictable 

element of consumer choice as far as possible. 
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Obsolescence limits the time a purchased good is available to the consumer. It 

does not mean that goods have a limited lifespan because they are constructed to break 

easily or because they are outdated, but indicates that consumers actually lose control 

over goods they have purchased (Striphas 2011, 182). This logic underlies streaming 

services as have become popular for music and films and are even available for 

audiobooks and e-books. Titles can simply be removed from one day to the next 

without the consumer’s consent. 

Last, practices of everyday life are transformed to adhere to the logic of 

control. For example, the practices of lending and reselling books become impossible 

as soon as one purchases e-books that are protected by digital rights management 

software (Striphas 2011, 182). 

What the shift from consumer culture and controlled consumption (literally) 

signifies is “a transformation of the figure of the consumer from subject to object of 

capitalist accumulation – despite the rhetoric of ‘empowerment’ and ‘interactivity’” 

(Striphas 2011, 183). Interactivity or customization disguise control as a promise to the 

customer, suggesting that consumers are actually given more control over the goods 

they consume. The option to personalize products and benefit from loyalty card 

programs, however, is also a means to control costumers via collecting data about 

them and their consumption habits (Striphas 2011, 185). 

3.2.2 Personal information 

In The political economy of personal information, Oscar Gandy conceptualizes forms 

of economic exchange that can describe trades in personal information, such as the 

loyalty card programs mentioned by Striphas. Gandy (2011, 437) defines personal 

information as including all information about individuals that helps to identify, 

classify and evaluate them. 

The value generated through trades in personal information can best be 

understood in the frame of unpaid labor. Unpaid labor contributes to the economy but 

is largely ignored by mainstream economics, as it isn’t paid for directly. Feminist 

theory for example has criticized that value that is created in the household thus goes 

unrecognized. Another problem is how to measure the value that is created by unpaid 

labor, especially when the goods produced are intangible (Gandy 2011, 438, 442). 

Gandy identifies three forms of economic exchange that describe the exchange 

of personal information. First, it may be given in exchange for “some monetary 
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equivalent” (Gandy 2011, 439). This is what marketing theory calls a primary 

exchange. In a secondary exchange, personal information is given for some less 

immediate compensation, like the chance to receive special offers in the future. The 

problematic nature of such secondary exchanges is that consumers are seldom aware of 

the exact “terms of trade governing this ‘exchange’” (Gandy 2011, 439). Third, 

personal information may be offered voluntarily, for example by responding to a 

survey. The following chapter discusses the concept of free labor, which refers to the 

voluntary surrender of personal information and content produced by the audience. 

As personal information is used to identify types or groups of consumers that 

are considered relevant as markets for certain corporations, it is difficult to establish 

the worth of single units of personal information (Gandy 2011, 444). Because 

consumers cannot assign value to their personal information, they tend to accept use of 

their data unless it is used to discriminate or harm them (Gandy 2011, 446). As 

consumers can hardly know how their information is being used (possibly against 

them), they tend to underestimate that risk (Gandy 2011, 447). 

Gandy identifies several issues that inhibit establishment and enforcement of 

ownership rights over personal information. As consumers generate information about 

themselves by everyday behavior, such as purchases or online searches, it is mostly not 

thought of as labor and is not covered by any contract. Most often, consumers do not 

notice or consent to the collection of their information. Even if consumers were aware 

of the collection of their data, ownership rights in personal information “are of little 

value to consumers in that corporate actors have many ways to compel disclosure of 

that information” (Gandy 2011, 450). 

3.2.3 Free digital labor 

Mark Andrejevic (2013, 152) points out that apart from using consumer data for 

advertising or selling it, the value of companies such as Facebook lies in the 

consumers’ using them. Andrejevic follows Tiziana Terranova in conceptualizing such 

value-creating activities as free labor. Free labor is “simultaneously voluntarily given 

and unwaged” (Terranova 2013, 34). While by no means specific for or restricted to 

the Internet, free labor is an important source of value creation in the digital economy.  

Andrejevic argues that all these new forms of value creation should be 

understood as the exploitation of free labor, rather than being treated as privacy issues. 

(Andrejevic 2013, 150–151) Typically, the privacy argument follows the logic that it is 
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up to each person to choose whether they want to join a certain community, for 

example Facebook, and live with the implicated loss of privacy or not. Privacy 

concerns may be countered by arguing that data mining is not concerned with the 

single individual behind each bit of data (Andrejevic 2013, 150). 

Andrejevic is well aware that the application of the term exploitation may be 

contested, as it transfers a “critical concept traditionally associated with industrial 

labor’s sweatshop conditions” (Andrejevic 2013, 153) onto leisure time Internet use, 

which presupposes a relatively high material status. While accepting that these two 

cases of exploitation should not be conflated, he argues convincingly that they do 

share structural similarities. 

His main point is that the structures for online communication are privately 

owned, which means that the owners may control and profit from the use of these 

structures. To use the infrastructure, consumers have to surrender the rights to their 

data and whatever forms of content they may produce (as often stated in a website’s 

terms of use) (Andrejevic 2013, 154–156). In the case of data mining, the labor 

invested – in for example creating profiles and collecting things one likes – is actually 

turned against the user in the form of targeted advertising (Andrejevic 2013, 158). In 

that sense, the free labor on the Internet – regardless of being pleasurable and willingly 

given – is exploited. It is part of a system in which a few own the structures of 

production, allowing them to profit from the activities of many who have to give up 

control over their productive and creative activities in order to gain access to the 

infrastructure enabling it. The term exploitation is helpful because it highlights the 

imbalance of power in the social structures. 

3.3 Participation 

The central motif of the discussions of convergence presented above is the relation 

between consumers and the producers (or structures in which consumption takes 

place). As this study is conducted from an audience perspective, this struggle is best 

explored via the concept of participation. The problem that poses itself though, is that 

there is no ready-to-use definition of participation. Nico Carpentier’s discussion of 

participation is one of the most developed ones in media- and communication studies. 

However, it is inhibited by its insistence on defining participation as a decision making 

process on equal terms. Mirko Tobias Schäfer’s distinction between explicit and 

implicit participation overcomes that problem. 
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3.3.1 The political dimension of participation 

Nico Carpentier criticizes Jenkin’s accounts of participation as confusing interaction 

and participation. Nevertheless, Carpentier and Jenkins both focus on the political 

dimension of participation, in the sense that Striphas described as the upside of 

consumer capitalism. 

Carpentier has a two-fold approach to defining participation: On the one hand, 

he defines it ex negativo (juxtaposing it to access and interaction), and on the other 

hand, he defines it with recourse to democratic theory. Carpentier defines participation 

as a political process of decision-making between several actors based on (relatively) 

equal power structures between them (Carpentier 2011c, 31). Carpentier’s definition of 

political processes assumes that social practices have a political dimension and that 

participation is not confined to institutionalized politics (Carpentier 2011c, 22–23). 

This political dimension is what makes participation different from interaction and 

access, which Carpentier identifies as conditions for participation (Carpentier 2011c, 

31). By interaction Carpentier means all forms of interpretation on sides of the 

consumer, identity work and ritual forms of media use (that in the history of audience 

theory have been associated with the active dimension) (Carpentier 2011a, 518–519; 

Carpentier 2011b, 66). Interaction however does not mean that consumers are involved 

in decision-making on media structures or content. 

Carpentier’s conceptualization becomes problematic though by his introduction 

of minimalist and maximalist forms of participation. While he insists that participation 

can be defined by distinguishing it from interaction, he blurs that line by adopting the 

concept of minimalist participation. Opposed to maximalist participation, the power 

structures underlying decision-making processes in minimalist participation are 

unequal. The power position of media corporations in processes of minimalist 

participation is so strong as to restrict “participation to access and interaction” 

(Carpentier 2011b, 69). Carpentier himself admits that it is questionable whether the 

term participation is even applicable for minimalist participation. Thereby, the line 

between interaction and minimalist participation becomes blurred. Clearly, the concept 

of minimalist participation is very problematic as its definition contradicts Carpentier’s 

definition of participation. One may wonder why Carpentier dilutes his own definition 

by introducing the distinction between maximalist participation and minimalist 

participation (which can’t actually be called participation). The reason might be that 
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there are forms of consumer participation that are not decision making processes based 

on relatively equal power structures and thus fall out of Carpentier’s concept of 

participation. Such instances of participation are still political in the broad sense that 

they are structured by power relations, but they do not fulfill Carpentier’s definition of 

being political decision making processes. 

3.3.2 Explicit and implicit participation 

Therefore, it might be helpful to look at yet another definition of participation. While 

Carpentier accuses Jenkins of conflating the notions of access, interaction and 

participation (Carpentier 2011a, 520; Carpentier 2011b, 69), Jenkins does actually 

provide a distinction between what he terms interactivity and participation. His 

distinction lies in the different origins of the structures that guide activities. 

Interactivity, according to Jenkins, refers to the way in which technologies are 

designed to allow or encourage consumer feedback. Participation is not 

technologically structured but shaped by cultural and social protocols (Jenkins 2006a, 

137). Jenkins does not further elaborate on this definition, but Mirko Tobias Schäfer’s 

concept of implicit participation is somewhat similar to Jenkins’ interactivity. Schäfer 

rightly observes that Jenkins’ analysis is limited by his focus on fan culture. The forms 

of participation that Jenkins accordingly investigates are “intrinsically motivated 

actions exercised in social formations which share a high degree of interaction, 

common objectives, and interests” (Schäfer 2011, 44). This form of participation 

demands a conscious choice by the consumer to become active and is termed explicit 

participation. Implicit participation on the other hand denotes consumer activities that 

are led by the technological structure of the used platform (being reminiscent of 

Jenkin’s interactivity). Implicit participation is often not even reflected upon by 

consumers (Schäfer 2011, 44). So, where explicit participation is led by motivation 

and requires an active choice, implicit participation is channeled by technological 

structures that invite nonreflective, habitual use. Implicit participation may be the 

uploading of files, creation of tags, sharing and rating of content (for example by 

liking posts on Facebook or re-pinning photos on Pinterest), but even the simple 

viewing of content (e.g. on YouTube), which creates data about viewing numbers. 

Implicit participation can of course not be reduced to the technological structures and 

interfaces that enable it, but it can occur even when consumers are not aware that they 

are actually making a contribution to the media they are using (Schäfer 2011, 52). 
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Before continuing to methodological considerations that arise from studying 

cross-media use, I’ll summarize the theoretical background that was just introduced: 

Convergence suggests that a study of book consumption has to consider cross-media 

use. Convergence culture moreover describes a blurring of lines that comes with new 

possibilities for interaction and participation, but also corporate efforts to control 

consumption. This double-edgedness of participation is accounted for by introducing 

the concept of implicit participation, meaning a nonreflective response to structural 

design. Implicit participation on online platforms often contributes to the value of the 

platform (by adding, rating and sorting information) and may be critically 

conceptualized as free labor done by consumers. The concept of exploitation serves to 

highlight the unequal power structures that allow companies to profit from free labor 

and the collection of user data.  

4. Methodological framework and mixed-method approach 

Audience studies have recently been critically re-examined by research groups in order 

to address changes in media consumption habits.8 Nico Carpentier (2011a; Carpentier 

et al. 2014a) has argued that audience theory is capable of accounting for the diverse 

practices of cross-media use and audience activity that have intensified in the last 

decades. This chapter explains why audience is chosen over other theoretical concepts 

such as the user or the reader. It then introduces media repertoires as an instrumental 

concept for the analysis of patterns of media use and reflects on the implications of 

using a mixed-method approach. 

4.1 Audience studies 

There are two main areas of change affecting audiences: One is the increase of cross-

media use and the other is the growing range of possibilities for audience activity.9 As 

Nico Carpentier remarks with Livingstone’s words, there is an uncertainty over how to 

“’label people in terms of their relationship with new media’” (Carpentier et al. 2014a, 

5). Due to the omnipresence of media in everyday life, technological convergence and 

cross-media strategies pursued by media industries, cross-media use has become a 

prevalent and natural form of media use (Bjur et al., 2014, p. 15). The difficulty of 
                                                
8 The Action IS0906 Transforming Audiences, Transforming Societies by the European Cooperation in 
Science and Technology (COST) has resulted in the publication of two anthologies on transformations 
of European audiences that inspired this study (Carpentier et al. 2014b; Patriarche et al. 2014). 
9 Both are not entirely new qualities but have intensified and become more complex. (Carpentier et al. 
2014a, 8; Bjur et al. 2014, 15) 
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finding a label, as Livingstone puts it, is even more relevant for people’s relationship 

to cross-media use. 

Typically, consumers are labeled in relation to the specific medium that is the 

object of research; TV has its viewers, radio its listeners. As this study aims to inquire 

book culture, the first impulse might be to speak about readers. The problem of using 

this term is that it connotes a solitary practice (Collins 2013, 208) and thus excludes 

other aspects or broader meanings of book consumption. One might emphasize that 

contemporary reading may include digital media and be social in nature (Collins 2013, 

208), or define reading more broadly as “a range of techniques and activities whereby 

individuals and groups interact with the manifest content of books” (Striphas 2011, 

11). While I agree with the assertions that are made, I consider it helpful to choose a 

more open concept to begin with. 

As I am analyzing members of an online platform, the term user suggests itself. 

The concept of the user however implies the consumption of online media and active 

behavior. This is problematic as it tends to privilege active consumption practices and 

in contrast enforces a notion of audiences as passive receivers. If the term audience is 

taken to include users, research often tends to focus on the aspects of audience activity, 

indirectly “render[ing] passive consumption either absent or regrettable” (Carpentier et 

al. 2014a, 5). This might well be the reason for the lack of studies of the ‘mere’ 

reception of online content. Being aware of these implications, this study takes the 

term audience to include both ‘active’ or participatory and ‘passive’ or receptive 

practices. 

Of course, audiences are not natural groups but are always constructed by the 

researcher’s focus of inquiry. Audiences have often been cast as either passive when 

analyzed in the context of mass media or as active against the background of new 

media (Radojkovic & Milojevic 2011). This study follows Carpentier’s argument that 

a broadly defined concept of audience provides a helpful theoretical framework to 

reflect about diverse practices, including ‘old’ and ‘new’ media use, small or niche and 

mass audiences, and notions of passive and active use (Carpentier 2011a; Carpentier et 

al. 2014a, 6).  

4.2 Media repertoires: An instrumental mixed-method concept 

The study of “cross-media audiences” (Bjur et al. 2014, 16) is still a young research 

field and different approaches to empirical research exist alongside each other. Uwe 
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Hasebrink has developed the concept of media repertoires that will guide the empirical 

part of this study. In first suggesting the model of media repertoires, Hasebrink and 

Popp start from the assumption that new media types do not substitute old media types, 

but rather coexist. This poses the question how different media components are 

meaningfully combined and integrated into patterns of media use (Hasebrink & Popp 

2006, 370). Rather than focusing on one aspect, like one medium, or one genre, or one 

type of behavior and their respective explaining factors, the media repertoire approach 

looks at “the result of different forms of selectivity” (Hasebrink & Popp 2006, 371). It 

combines approaches that are interested in “concrete selective behaviors” (Hasebrink 

& Popp 2006, 372), most prominently represented by the Uses and Gratifications 

approach, with approaches concerned with identifying audience groups on the basis of 

shared lifestyles or social background.  

A media repertoire is defined as the “entirety of media that a person regularly 

uses” (Hasebrink & Domeyer 2012, 759) and is regarded as being relatively stable. 

Media repertoires do not explain why a specific medium is chosen at a specific time or 

location, but rather which media are habitually used in certain contexts or for certain 

aims. The concept puts the audience10 and their media use in the focus, it considers all 

the media that are used instead of singling out and concentrating on one medium, and 

analyzes the relations between the different media components that a person uses 

(Hasebrink & Domeyer 2012, 759). Media repertoires thus denote patterns of media 

use that are composed according to meaningful guiding principles (Hasebrink & 

Domeyer 2012, 760).  

Hasebrink (Hasebrink & Domeyer 2012, 760–761) proposes five main 

categories as analytical framework for the empirical analysis: (1) First, one needs to 

identify the relevant components that constitute a person’s media repertoire. Those 

components may be identified on different levels, such as types of media (TV, radio, 

etc.), genres, topics or concrete brands. It is part of the analysis to find out on which 

level (or across which levels) people compose and speak about their media repertoires. 

(2) Second, empirical indicators specify the relation that audience members have 

towards different components of their media repertoire. This can be understood as an 

adaption of tools of classical quantitative audience studies, such as measuring actual 

exposure in terms of frequency and duration. (3) Thirdly, to transcend the mere 

                                                
10 Hasebrink speaks of users, but as explained in chapter 4.1, I will use the term audience. 
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measurement of amounts of media use, the components are analyzed in relation to each 

other. Relations between the different media components are explored by asking 

whether they complement or compete with each other. To describe and compare media 

repertoires, it is also relevant to consider its overall diversity, that is, the number of 

components it consists of. (4) The fourth category consists in general principles of 

composition, relying on the assumption that media repertoires are created by 

meaningful choices. One could say that the principles of composition are the conscious 

or unconscious general motivations that underlie the choice of media components. (5) 

Finally, patterns of media use are related to the person’s social context, values and 

everyday practices in order to allow for describing audience groups not just based on 

shared patterns of media use but also social factors.  

As Hasebrink (Hasebrink & Domeyer 2012, 777) points out, defining a specific 

topical area of investigation11 is helpful to limit the complexity of the repertoire 

approach. This study is designed to map the media repertoires of LovelyBook members 

that are composed around their book consumption. Specifying the fourth and fifth 

category suggested by Hasebrink, this study will consider which levels of activity or 

participation the media repertoires of LovelyBook members’ indicate, and investigate 

the how corporate commercial structures (and the perception of audiences thereof) 

influence the composition of media repertoires. 

5. Methods 

In adopting Hasebrink’s concept of media repertoires, this study subscribes to a mixed-

methods approach. It combines the use of a quantitative method (a survey) with the use 

of a qualitative method (semi-structured interviews). Quantitative and qualitative 

methods were traditionally grounded in different epistemological theories, that is, 

different assumptions about what a researcher can learn about his object of inquiry, 

seated in more general beliefs about the possibility of gaining knowledge about the 

world. Quantitative methods presuppose a positivist epistemology, the belief that there 

are certain structures and laws operating in the world, which can be observed and 

measured. Social sciences often adopt a more moderate epistemological stance, 

assuming for example that human action has to be understood rather than counted, and 

                                                
11 Hasebrink (Hasebrink & Schmidt 2012) has for example applied the media repertoire approach to an 
analysis of news media use, investigating which media components people combine to fulfil their 
information needs. 



 22 

that social facts do not just exist naturally, but are constructed through acts or 

language. Qualitative methods are therefore commonly employed (Schrøder 1999, 39). 

This division is not as strict as it might once have been though; many researchers have 

suggested combining different methods in what Norman Denzin has called “across-

method triangulation” (Denzin 1978, 302). Across-method triangulation refers to the 

use of different methods on the same object of study and is based on the assumption 

that quantitative and qualitative methods have different strengths and weaknesses that 

can complement each other. 

As media repertoires are taken to be meaningful patterns of media use, a 

combination of quantitative and qualitative methods follows the maxim that the chosen 

methods should be relevant to the theory and fit the research problem (Denzin 1978, 

303). The survey is a means to explore patterns of media use, while the qualitative 

interviews complement the survey in explaining the meaningful structures underlying 

them.  

5.1 Survey 

The design of the survey largely followed the categories that Hasebrink proposed as an 

analytical framework for the study of media repertoires. It included questions about the 

frequency of media use (both in general and in relation to books), questions about the 

importance attributed to media components used in connection with books, attitude 

statements about Lovelybooks, questions about the importance of certain motivations 

to use other media components in addition to books, and demographic data. To 

become familiar with the specifics of the Lovelybooks platform, the researcher created 

a profile and visited the community almost daily for one month prior to the 

construction of the questionnaire.  

5.1.1 Design, sample and data collection 

The survey was constructed using the QuestBack EFS Survey software, which allowed 

exporting all raw data into IMB SPSS Statistics, the program that was used to analyze 

the data. A pretest was done to ensure that the questions were well-formulated, no 

important answers missing and the technical solution working smoothly. The ten 

respondents for the pretest were both Lovelybooks members (who were contacted by 

the researcher over a group on Lovelybooks) and people without a Lovelybooks 

account. After collecting feedback (mainly via the feedback option offered in EFS 

Survey where respondents could leave comments on each question), the questionnaire 
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was adjusted accordingly. The responses from the pretest were deleted and the survey 

was then distributed to all of Lovelybooks’ members. This was only possible because 

the head of social media of Lovelybooks (contacted by the researcher in advance via 

Facebook) agreed to include the link to the survey in Lovelybooks’ weekly newsletter. 

Due to technical problems, the link had to be sent a second time. The survey was open 

from 18 March 2014 until 5 April 2014 with almost half of the responses coming in on 

24 March, the evening the second newsletter including the link to the survey was sent. 

Out of a total of 415 respondents, 351 (84.58%) completed the survey. After cleaning 

the data (deleting cases of respondents who had not answered all the questions or had 

obviously entered unrealistic numbers), 349 cases remained. 

5.1.2 Data analysis 

The data was exported to SPSS for all following analysis. There was one open question 

asking respondents to name three media components that they used relating to books. 

The answers to that question were exported as an Excel-file and coded into numeric 

values before being imported to SPSS. In coding the open answers, the first approach 

was to give every answer an individual label. However, during coding this approach 

was abandoned, as it would have resulted in an unmanageably high number of 

different labels. Therefore, answers that didn’t occur more than 4 times were coded 

either 9999 if they indicated specific brands (for example: neobooks.com, Skoobe app) 

or 5555 for other more general resources (public library, author readings, friends). 

Answers that denoted the same thing but were spelled differently or used synonyms 

(for example: PC and computer) were assigned the same label (for all codes see table 

A19). 

5.1.3 Validity, reliability and generalizability 

Validity in surveys can be limited by the fact that the researcher cannot be sure that the 

questions and answer options reflect the understanding of respondents (Schrøder 1999, 

44). Questions may be misunderstood and multiple-choice options may influence the 

resulting answers. A pre-test was done to minimize these effects. As explained above, 

there was also one open question asking which other media components respondents 

used relating to books. This question was asked before the multiple-choice questions 

so that respondents would not be influenced by items given as answer possibilities in 

later questions. If validity is ensured as far as possible, reliability of surveys is 

generally high due to its standardized form (Schrøder 1999, 49). 
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Sampling for this survey was not random but rather relied on self-selection of 

the respondents. Results can therefore not be generalized to the whole population 

(Schrøder et al. 2003, 236). However, this survey avoided at least two drawbacks of 

online surveys, namely an unclear target population and unknown sample frame 

(Schrøder et al. 2003, 189, 236). It has a known population (all of Lovelybooks 

registered members) and it was distributed to the whole population (via Lovelybooks’ 

newsletter). This means that it reached all registered members that visited the site and 

checked their inbox during the time the survey was online. Also, the number of valid 

responses (349) is high enough to allow for meaningful statistical analysis. According 

to Schrøder et al. (2003, pp. 191) precision of results doesn’t improve greatly for 

sample sizes over 200.  

5.2 Semi-structured interviews 

Hasebrink’s concept of media repertoires is meant to combine quantitative and 

qualitative methods in order to both describe patterns of use and explain the meaning 

they have to the audience members. The interview questions were constructed after the 

analysis of the survey results was completed. Therefore, they were not only meant to 

complement the results from the survey but also to explain survey results that raised 

questions. 

5.2.1 Interview guide 

The interview guide was comprised of six rather broad questions. The first covered the 

interviewee’s media repertoire, that is, the media components used as part of book 

consumption. The answer to this question provided a common ground of talking about 

the interviewee’s media consumption in relation to books. The following question 

inquired whether the interviewee writes book reviews and if so, why. As the survey 

showed that a high percentage of respondents wrote reviews, this question was 

included to examine the motivations for active participation (in the form of writing 

reviews). Using the example of Lovelybooks, three questions surrounded the tension 

between participation and community culture and corporate interests inherent in 

commercially owned and driven online community platforms. The last questions 

complemented and broadened that aspect by inquiring about the interviewee’s opinion 

on the collection and analysis of user data by online services in general. 

The results from the survey aiming to map the respondents’ attitude towards 

Lovelybooks were quite ambiguous. The statements designed to capture whether 
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people saw Lovelybooks as a community that they belonged to, or whether they were 

more skeptical and distant, did not show those two underlying tendencies very clearly. 

Instead, many respondents agreed both with very positive statements about the 

community character of Lovelybooks and with more skeptical statements about the 

profit that Lovelybooks makes through its members. Therefore, the interviews were 

mainly dedicated to understanding how interviewees defined and perceived 

communities as opposed to commercial services. This included understanding how 

they deal with issues of privacy, data collection and advertisement and whether these 

concerns affect participation and sense of community. 

The interviews were semi-structured (Rubin & Rubin 2005, 5): The interview 

guide contained six formulated questions and all six points were covered in all 

interviews in about the same order. However, the exact wording changed in each 

interview according to what felt most natural and a different number of probes and 

follow-up questions were asked. 

5.2.2 Choice of respondents, data collection and analysis 

When answering the survey, respondents were asked to leave their email address if 

they were interested in taking part in an interview. 36 respondents left their email 

address and were contacted by the researcher about six weeks after they had taken the 

survey. As the response rate was very low, a second reminder email was sent about ten 

days later. In total, 11 people responded, out of which two dropped out and another 

two did not want to do an oral interview. The remaining 7 people were all interviewed 

either via Voice-over-IP (Skype) or telephone call. The interviews mostly took between 

20 and 30 minutes. All conversations were recorded with the consent of the 

interviewee and transcribed afterwards.  

Defining the adequate sample size for qualitative interviews is not a precise 

science. A useful criterion is data saturation, that is, the point at which further 

interviews add little or no new information (Guest et al. 2006, 65). Guest et al. (2006, 

78) found that under certain circumstances, six interviews already provide all the 

prevalent themes and helpful interpretations. The interviews in this study fulfill all the 

criteria for a sample of six to be largely sufficient: It has a “relatively homogeneous 

population[,] fairly narrow objectives” (Guest et al. 2006, 75) and all interviews 

followed the same structure (all questions were posed to all interviewees in the same 

order). 
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All interviews were transcribed for analysis, which largely followed the steps 

suggested by Rubin & Rubin (2005, 207–237). A short description of each 

interviewee’s media repertoire was written by analyzing and summarizing their 

account of the media components they use relating to books, and by referring to the 

diversity of their media repertoire as indicated by their survey results (see appendix E). 

The analysis of the answers to the remaining questions (see appendix C) was guided 

by the interview questions. In this first step, common concepts and themes relevant to 

the research questions were identified. This was the basis for codes, which were 

written down including a short explanation and an example (see appendix D). After 

identifying and marking all relevant passages according to those codes, all paragraphs 

with the same code were copied into a respective new document (see appendix F). 

Each transcript was given a certain color so that the source of the quote was visible in 

the collection of passages referring to each code. If passages were marked with two or 

more codes because they were interrelated, that passage was copied to all respective 

topical collections. Finally, interrelated codes were combined under three main topics.  

5.2.3 Validity and reliability 

Qualitative interviews permit respondents to use their own words and give the 

researcher the option to probe. This allows for great internal validity and depth that 

quantitative methods can hardly achieve (Schrøder 1999, 49). Interviews via email 

exchange are problematic in several ways. As the conversation is asynchronous, 

interviewees have time to (re-)consider their answers. This undermines spontaneity 

and makes it hard for the interviewer to pose probing questions. It also carries the risk 

that questions are misunderstood and in the worst case results in self-censorship if 

respondents are very careful in drafting their answers (O’Connor et al. 2008, 273–

274). Therefore, respondents that offered to answer only via email were not 

interviewed. 

Interviews are interactions between two humans and as such are necessarily 

shaped by both the interviewer and the interviewee (Rubin & Rubin 2005, 14; Holstein 

& Gubrium 2004, 155). The results are always dependent on the situation and the 

interplay of both conversation partners. This need not be a flaw but it has to be taken 

into consideration when interpreting the results (Holstein & Gubrium 2004, 141–142). 

Building trust is an important prerequisite for qualitative interviews but it may 

be harder to accomplish credibility in the relatively anonymous online world 
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(O’Connor et al. 2008, 18). In the email to potential interview partners, this issue was 

addressed by referring to the survey that recipients had completed earlier (explaining 

how the researcher had obtained their email address). This first email also gave 

background information on the study, the interview (length, aim and assurance of 

anonymity) and suggested that they could ask further questions before actually 

agreeing to be interviewed. After this first very formal email, exchanges to agree on a 

date and time for the interview were more informal and all except for one respondent 

switched from the formal address (“Sie” “Ms Dörrich”) to the informal one (“du”). 

Especially in telephone interviews that lack facial contact, it is important to use other 

ways of building trust. (Rubin & Rubin 2005, 125) The contact in setting up the 

interview dates was one way to do so. Another way of establishing both credibility and 

trust was having an active profile on Lovelybooks. Being part of the same online 

community served as a shared background (Rubin & Rubin 2005, 98) and registering 

the profile under my real name gave me extra credibility as a reliable person. In order 

to make interview partners feel at ease, it was left up to them whether they wanted to 

turn on the video during Skype calls. 

6. Interpretation of results from the survey 

As explained in the method section, the following analysis is based on 349 cases 

unless indicated otherwise. 

6.1 Describing Lovelybooks members as a group 

The main aim of the survey was to map media use in relation to books, paying special 

attention to levels of participation and attitudes towards commercial structures. This 

aim shall be answered by describing the media repertoires of Lovelybooks members. 

To put the results into context, this first part will describe the survey respondents as a 

demographic group, it will compare their general media use to that of the average 

German, and it will explain which functions of the Lovelybooks platform they mainly 

use. 

6.1.1 Demographics 

As for basic demographics, the large majority of respondents were female, with 93.4% 

females and 6.6% males (see table A1). The largest age group was between 20 and 29 

years old, making up 35.8% of respondents (see table A2). The second largest groups 

were the 13-19 year-olds (20.1%) and people aged 30-39 (20.9%). The group between 
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40-49 was also relatively large (16.0%). Together, the age group from 13-49 accounts 

for 92.8% of the whole sample. It is probably not surprising that higher age groups are 

underrepresented, as their use of the Internet has been known to be less intensive (Best 

& Engel 2011, 530). It might be more interesting that no respondent was under 13 

years old (which is why the provided category “12 years or younger” does not show up 

in table A1). This could be explained by the fact that – as of now – the number of 

online activities that children engage in increases with age and years of Internet use 

(Hasebrink et al. 2011, 27). The age of 13 seems to be the threshold after which more 

than half of the children in that age group engage in a broad range of online activities 

including participatory ones such as writing a blog (Hasebrink et al. 2011, 28). 

Due to the relatively young audience structure, 34.4% of respondents were 

pupils or students (see table A3). 53.9% were working, while 7.4% were housewives 

or -husbands.12 Out of the working respondents, the largest group of 41.8% (of total 

respondents) were clerks. People who identified themselves as clerks were forwarded 

to a question about the type of work they do, which differentiated their occupational 

tasks by different levels of autonomy13 (see table A4). These additional categorizations 

about the level of autonomy are indicative of the prestige ascribed to that occupation, 

which in turn can be used as an index of social hierarchy (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik 2003, 

119–124). Most people who identified themselves as clerks belonged to subcategories 

that correspond to values between 42 and 63 on the Standard International 

Occupational Prestige Scale (SIOPS) (Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik 2003, 120–122). As the 

whole scale reaches from 14 to 78 this indicates a relatively high level of social 

prestige, which suggests that Lovelybooks’ audience belongs mainly to the middle 

class.  

6.1.2 General media use 

In order to evaluate in how far Lovelybooks members constitute a special subgroup of 

the German population in terms of media use, respondents were asked to indicate their 

general use of different media in minutes per day (see table A5). These numbers were 

compared to the 2010 results of the reputable study about mass communication 

                                                
12 The last 4.3% were pensioners, people in military or social service and those currently unemployed. 
13 Autonomy was measured in terms of difficulty and responsibility, ranking from clerks performing 
simple tasks (salesperson) over clerks performing complex tasks and carrying responsibility for the 
work of others (research assistant, head of department) to clerks with comprehensive managerial 
functions and decision-making power (executive director).  
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Langzeitstudie Massenkommunikation (Ridder & Engel 2010, 526), which has been 

conducted every five years since 1967 to measure the media use of the German 

population (aged 14 and older). 

Comparing the results of the 2010 mass communication study with this study, 

the general tendencies are the same: TV, Internet and radio are used rather a lot, while 

relatively little time is spent on consuming magazines, daily newspapers and 

video/DVD. The use of books constitutes an exception, as it is much higher for 

Lovelybooks members with a reported average use of almost 2 hours a day. The study 

of the German population shows an average of 22 minutes a day for the whole 

population and 30 minutes per day for the subgroup aged 19-29.  

Table 1: Daily media use in minutes (mean) of Lovelybooks members and the German 
population according to the Langzeitstudie Massenkommunikation 2010 

 

This finding corresponds with the finding that Lovelybooks members are avid readers. 

The largest group (33.2%) answered that they had read between 6 and 11 books in the 

last three months (see table A6). Another 23.8% had read 12-20 books and 23.5% even 
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more than 20 books. That means that about half of the respondents read at least one 

book per week during the last three months.  

With an average use of 135 minutes daily, the Internet is the most used medium 

of Lovelybooks members. The Internet use reported by the Langzeitstudie 

Massenkommunikation for 2010 amounted to 83 minutes for the whole population and 

144 minutes for the subgroup of people aged 19-29. As the main group of the 

Lovelybooks audience is aged 20-29, it is consistent that the average Internet use of its 

members is relatively close to the average Internet use of that group. The number of 

minutes spent on TV and radio reported by Lovelybooks members was lower than in 

the mass communication study for Germany. This might be explained by the fact that 

the average time budget for media use reported by Lovelybooks members was 

generally lower (454 minutes) than the one found by the study Massenkommunikation 

(583 minutes) (Ridder & Engel 2010, 525). Whether Lovelybooks members do spend 

less time on media use or whether media use was underreported can’t be decided on 

the basis of the data.14 With the exception of book consumption, the self-reported 

media exposure does not differ dramatically from the average German population. 

6.1.3 Use of features of the Lovelybooks platform 

Lovelybooks offers a range of things that members can do such as collecting, rating 

and sorting books in their library, writing reviews and taking part in reading circles. 

Survey respondents were asked to indicate how frequently they used eleven different 

functions of Lovelybooks. 

Seven functions were used at least sometimes; three of them were – on average 

– used often or very often (see tables A7-A17). Those three were collecting books one 

had read, finding new books to read and getting information about new book releases. 

So mostly, members use Lovelybooks to get recommendations and reading inspiration 

and to keep track of their reading and build their own digital library. These libraries 

can be seen as “curated articulations of personal taste” (Collins 2013, 209). I will 

return to this notion later on in the interpretation of the interviews. 

                                                
14 It should be noted that the question about the daily media use referred to the media use the previous 
day. The question was phrased that way because it has been shown that people answer more reliably 
when asked about a short, recent amount of time rather than having to guess an average. Almost half of 
the respondents completed the survey on a Monday, thus indicating their media use on a Sunday. 
However, the study Massenkommunikation did not indicate large differences in the time budget for 
media use on Sundays compared to workdays. (Ridder & Turecek 2011, 575) 
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Looking at the features that were considered most important by survey 

respondents (based on the same eleven features), collecting and finding books are the 

top two most important ones, while information about new releases comes fourth after 

taking part in reading circles (see table A18). Writing reviews and discussing books 

with others also ranked high on the list. The one activity that respondents did often but 

did not judge to be important was taking part in book lotteries.15 This is noteworthy 

because it shows an inconsistency between the use and the understanding of the 

platform that needs explaining: Commercial incentives seem to be embraced and to 

succeed in inspiring participation. At the same time, they are not considered a vital part 

of the platform. 

6.2 Media repertoires of Lovelybooks members 

After this rough classification of Lovelybooks members in respect to basic 

demographic categories and in relation to their overall media use as well as their use of 

Lovelybooks, the remainder of this chapter focuses on the media components that make 

up the specific media repertoires of book consumption. 

6.2.1 Perception of media repertoires – main components  

In order to understand which media components are used as parts of book 

consumption, respondents were asked three different questions. First, they were asked 

to consider which other media components they had used in connection to books and 

to name the three most important ones. Through this open question, it could be 

assessed on which level (media type, genre, specific brands, etc.) respondents think 

about their media repertoires when asked to reflect upon them spontaneously 

(Hasebrink & Domeyer 2012, 760). 

About 30% of answers stood for media types or devices, such as the Internet, 

audiobooks or mobile phones (see table A20). Another 20% of answers were 

accounted for by different types of Internet-based services (such as social networks, 

blogs and online shops). About 45% of answers indicated specific brands such as 

Amazon or Facebook. 

Some respondents answered on one level, naming only media types (for 

example “Internet, television”) or just media brands (for example “Lovelybooks, 

                                                
15 Features that were neither used frequently nor considered important were: chatting about other things 
than books, communicating with authors, taking part in reading challenges and seeing readings by the 
author via livestream. 
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Amazon, Facebook”) but most answers were compiled on different levels (including, 

for example, a brand, an Internet service and a device: “Goodreads, Blog, 

Ebookreader”). Responses on the media type level indicate a rather diffuse or general 

use of that medium, for example the Internet for further information. Responses that 

are compiled on the brand level often bear witness to a highly differentiated media 

repertoire that is dominated by less-known, specialized Internet-based services (for 

example “vorablesen.de, wasliestdu.de, buchgesichter.de”).  

As answers were very diverse, the percentages are relatively low for all single 

items. The ones that had the widest reach were Amazon, which was mentioned by 

30.2% of respondents, blogs (21% of respondents), the Internet (19.6%), film 

adaptations of books (13.7%) and Facebook (13.1%).  

6.2.2 Frequency of use 

Secondly, a five-point scale indicating frequency of use was applied to measure media 

use in terms of self-reported exposure (see tables A21-A40). This is a more traditional 

quantitative empirical indicator of media use. In this case, the question was formulated 

to weigh in problems of availability.16 The media component that respondents used 

most were film adaptations based on books, which 83.1% of respondents used at least 

sometimes and over half of respondents used often or very often. Book reviews were 

also written very frequently: 79.9% of respondents indicated doing so at least 

sometimes, more than half of all respondents even did so often or very often. 

Websites from publishers and websites from authors were visited at least 

sometimes by 75.4% and 73.6% of all respondents respectively. However, the majority 

of those indicated that they used them sometimes; so while they also have a great 

reach, they are used less frequently than films and reviews. The same can be said for 

TV productions based on books, which 57.9% of respondents saw at least sometimes. 

61.0% of respondents answered that they discussed about books in online forums at 

least sometimes. 

                                                
16 The question indicated potential rather than actual media contacts to account for unequal availability 
of different media components. The question read: “How often do you use the following media in 
connection to books that you have read? Please indicate how often or intensely you use that medium. 
(For example: If you try to see every film based on a book you read – choose “very often” even if, of 
course, you may have read a lot of books that were not made into films. If you regularly write fan fiction 
– choose “very often” even if you write about one or two books only.)” 
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6.2.3 Importance of media components 

In order to determine whether frequency of use and perceived importance of the 

availability of certain media components were the same, respondents were asked to 

choose up to three media components that they considered most important. Importance 

was qualified as those media components that they would not want to live without if 

they could only use up to three. 

Table 2: Frequency of most important media components 

 Responses Percent of 
Respondents N Percent 

Adaptions/films based on books 201 19.9% 57.8% 
TV adaptions/series based on 
books 

53 5.3% 15.2% 

Apps based on books 7 0.7% 2.0% 
Audiobooks 109 10.8% 31.3% 
E-books 123 12.2% 35.3% 
Magazines about books 62 6.1% 17.8% 
Publisher’s website 88 8.7% 25.3% 
Author’s website 73 7.2% 21.0% 
Author’s blog/video-log/Twitter 19 1.9% 5.5% 
Private blog 80 7.9% 23.0% 
Private/(fan-) website 6 0.6% 1.7% 
Fan fiction 13 1.3% 3.7% 
Fan art 7 0.7% 2.0% 
Private/(fan-) video 20 2.0% 5.7% 
Internet book community/forum 148 14.7% 42.5% 
Total 1009 100.0% 289.9% 

The table is based on 348 respondents. 
Not all respondents picked three options, which is why the total number of responses is 1009 
instead of the possible maximum of 1044. All answers add up to 100%, the percentages in this 
column can be seen to represent the market share of each medium. 
The percentages in the last column indicate the proportion of all respondents that chose the 
respective medium as one of their up to three most important ones. This is indicative of the 
reach of that medium. 

The media components that were chosen as most important were film 

adaptations (with 19.9% of the answers), online book communities and forums 

(14.7%) and e-books as well as audiobooks (with 12.2% and 10.8% respectively). The 

fact that book communities and forums are among the most important media 

components is not surprising as all respondents are members of a book community. 

The perceived importance of films and online communities and forums corresponds to 
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the frequency of use where films and writing book reviews were the most common 

forms of media use related to book consumption. 

After films and book communities, e-books and audiobooks are the media 

components that respondents would not want to miss. While films and book 

communities are complementary to reading the book in as far as they contribute some 

kind of new experience (for example, the visual interpretation of a book or discussion 

with others), audiobooks and e-books represent mainly other technological forms of 

consuming the original book. That these other media types are considered to be 

important may be due to the fact that Lovelybooks members are very avid readers and 

thus value the fact that audiobooks and e-books broaden reception opportunities, such 

as listening to a book while driving to work or bringing a huge number of titles on a 

trip with only an e-reader to carry. It is interesting to note though, that only 37.8% of 

respondents used audiobooks at least sometimes, and 44.1% read the e-book version at 

least sometimes. In both cases, the largest group was using audiobooks and e-books 

only sometimes. Also, there are almost as many respondents that have never or only 

once used audiobooks (32.4%) and e-books (39.0%). One may conclude that there is 

one very traditionally oriented group that completely relies on paper books for the 

primary consumption of the book, while another group values the possibility to use 

audio and digital text versions.17 

6.2.4 Range of media components 

Media repertoires can also be described and differentiated by their inherent diversity, 

that is, the range of different media components that are regularly used (Hasebrink & 

Domeyer 2012, 769). 

On average, Lovelybooks members used 8 (rounded) different media 

components in connection to books (see tables A42-A43). 18  “Sometimes” was 

collapsed with “often” and “very often” to indicate use, because it might lie in the 

nature of some activities – like writing a review or writing a blog entry – that even if 

used regularly, they might be qualified as occurring sometimes rather than often. 
                                                
17 There was no significant correlation between e-book or audiobook use and age. A small but highly 
significant correlation (r= .219, p < 0.01) was found between the amount of books read during the last 3 
months and the use of e-books, indicating that intense readers are more likely to use e-readers than 
casual readers (see table A41). 
18 The analysis is based on 18 media components for which respondents were asked to indicate their 
frequency of use on a 5 point scale ranging from “never or just once” to “very often”. Active and 
participatory use were differentiated, reading blogs for example was counted as one instance of media 
use and writing a blog as another. 
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For further analysis, three groups were computed based on the diversity of 

media use (see table A44). People who use between 0 and 5 media were taken to have 

media repertoires of low media diversity. They account for 25.2% of respondents. 

Usage of 6-10 different media was taken to indicate a media repertoire of moderate 

range and responses for that group amounted to 52.4%. Respondents that used 11-18 

different media components, indicating a highly diverse media repertoire, accounted 

for the remaining 22.3%. 

6.2.5 Relations between different media components 

To describe the relations between the components that make up a media repertoire, 

Hasebrink suggests looking at the personal importance that is ascribed to certain 

components, at the diversity within the repertoire and at the compatibility or 

competitiveness of the different components (Hasebrink & Domeyer 2012, 761). 

Having discussed the most important components and the range of media, the relations 

between the different media components were explored by a cross tabulation (see table 

A45). The correlation coefficient for two frequencies of use shows whether there is 

any connection between the use of one medium and another. A negative correlation 

coefficient indicates that the two media components tend to be mutually exclusive, 

while a positive correlation coefficient implies that the use of one component likely 

goes along with the use of the other component. To maximize relevance and 

readability, correlation coefficients lower than .30 were not taken into account for this 

analysis even when they were significant. 

There were no significant negative correlations indicating that use of some 

components excludes other components from a media repertoire. However, a number 

of components are positively correlated, suggesting that they are likely to be combined 

in one media repertoire. Films and TV productions based on books were strongly 

correlated (r= .661, p < 0.01), which means that they are likely to both be part of a 

media repertoire, maybe one that is characterized by audio-visual media in addition to 

books. The frequency of visiting publisher’s websites is strongly correlated with 

visiting an author’s website (r= .632, p < 0.01), and moderately correlated with reading 

an author’s blog, video-blog or Twitter, with visiting private or fan-websites about 

books or authors, discussing in online book forums and writing reviews. The media 

repertoire including these components could be described as online-affine and centered 

around information and discussion of book and author. A similar set of correlated 
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components, although with more emphasis on private sources and without the aspect 

of discussing the book, is made up of correlations between visiting the author’s 

website, reading an author’s Twitter, blog or video-blog, visiting private/(fan-

)websites, following a Facebook-page and watching private/(fan-)made videos. 

Writing a blog is not correlated – as one might expect – to other forms of active 

creation, but rather to similar online platforms by others: private/(fan-)websites and the 

author’s blog/video-log/Twitter. Writing fan fiction is correlated to reading fan fiction 

and strongly correlated to making fan art (r= .567, p < 0.01), marking a media 

repertoire of creative activity. 

Overall, it can be established that similar media components seem to reinforce 

and complement each other. They can be similar in the kind of information they offer 

(information and exchange about book and author), they can belong to a similar media 

type (online media, audio-visual media), or they may be creative interactions with the 

book content (fan fiction and fan art). Of course, these small media clusters do not 

necessarily make up whole media repertoires yet. For example, someone engaged in 

writing fan fiction and making fan art might also go and see all adaptations of the book 

he or she likes. 

 

The idea behind the media repertoire concept is to exceed the basic measurement of 

media exposure by exploring connections and identifying patterns. Statistically, this 

can be achieved by a cluster analysis (a tool commonly used in market research). Some 

features of media repertoires have already been described; ideally all of them would go 

into the cluster analysis as well. However, in practice, this did not give a clear 

clustering solution. The cluster solution presented here therefore relied mainly on the 

three ranges of media diversity (low, moderate, high) and the use of different media 

components. Nevertheless, the quality of the cohesion within each cluster and 

separation between different clusters was only just fair, so from a statistical point of 

view the clustering solution is not very good. It was still used as an exploratory tool, to 

show tendencies and to demonstrate how a larger analysis may be conducted. 

According to the chosen clustering solution (see table 3 on the following page), 

a media repertoire with a low diversity consists of only two components in addition to 

books: film adaptations and writing reviews. Media repertoires with a moderate 

diversity include watching film and TV adaptations, visiting publishers’ and authors’ 

websites, and discussing books in forums as well as writing reviews. The highly 
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diverse media repertoire includes all of these and in addition the use of e-books and 

audiobooks, reading book magazines, reading authors’ Twitter/blog/video-log, visiting 

private/(fan-)websites, following Facebook-pages, watching private/(fan-)made videos 

and writing a blog. The fact that writing reviews is part of all media repertoires is 

certainly due to the population of the survey being active members of a reading 

community. Apart from that, one can observe that as the range of the media repertoire 

increases, the components include more forms of participation and more media content 

produced by private persons. 

Table 3: Media repertoire clusters based on diversity and used media components 

Cluster 1 

Low range/diversity 

Cluster 2 

Moderate range/diversity 

Cluster 3 

High range/diversity 

Adaptations/films based 

on books 

Adaptations/films based on 

books 

Adaptations/films based on 

books 

 Television productions based 

on books 

Television productions based 

on books 

  Reading e-books  

  Listening to audiobooks 

  Reading book magazines  

 Visiting publishers’ webpages Visiting publishers’ webpages 

 Visiting authors’ webpages Visiting authors’ webpages 

  Reading authors’ blog/video-

log/Twitter 

  Following Facebook page on 

book/author 

  Visiting private/(fan-)made 

webpages 

  Watching private/(fan-) made 

videos 

Writing book reviews Writing book reviews Writing book reviews 

 Discussing books in forums Discussing books in forums 

  Writing a blog 

This table presents the same results as table A46 in the appendix. 
Media components are accounted for in a cluster if they are used by more than 50% of 
persons in that cluster. Components with a grey background are used by more than 75% in 
that cluster. 
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6.2.6 Guiding principles 

The concept of media repertoires assumes that they are patterns that are not only 

quantitatively observable but also are meaningfully structured (Hasebrink & Domeyer 

2012, 760). One can simplify the complex process of choices resulting in the 

composition of a media repertoire by assuming that it is based on a few underlying 

guiding principles (like entertainment or information). To get a first impression of why 

Lovelybooks members integrate certain media components into their book related 

media repertoires, they were asked to choose the three most important reasons for them 

to use other media components in combination with books. 

By far the most often mentioned reason was to find new books, which was a 

reason for 85.1% out of 348 respondents (see table A47). Second most often 

mentioned were the motivations to discuss books with others (44.8%) and to 

communicate one’s own opinion about books (44.3% of respondents). Third came two 

other distinct motivations, namely finding information about the author (mentioned by 

35.1%) and prolonging staying in the story world of the book (35.9%). 

Table 4: Guiding principles in different media repertoires/clusters 
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% within low 

diversity cluster 

33 

 

37.9% 

76 

 

87.4% 

29 

 

33.3% 

27 

 

31.0% 

28 

 

32.2% 

14 

 

16.1% 

22 

 

25.3% 

87 

Count 

% within moderate 

diversity cluster 

66 

 

36.1% 

160 

 

87.4% 

87 

 

47.5% 

87 

 

47.5% 

68 

 

37.2% 

21 

 

11.5% 

46 

 

25.1% 

183 

Count 

% within high 

diversity cluster 

23 

 

29.5% 

60 

 

76.9% 

38 

 

48.7% 

42 

 

53.8% 

29 

 

37.2% 

18 

 

23.1% 

24 

 

30.8% 

78 

Count 122 296 154 156 125 53 92 348 

Valid N: 348. Percentages and totals are based on respondents. 

If one cross tabulates these answers with the three media repertoires suggested by the 

cluster analysis above, one can see that the importance of the guiding principles differs 
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from cluster to cluster (see table 4). The media repertoire with low diversity is mainly 

guided by the urge to find new books, by the interest in information about the author 

and by the desire to share one’s opinion of books. The largest cluster with a 

moderately diverse range of components has slightly shifted guiding principles, which 

are finding new books, sharing one’s opinion about books and discussing books with 

others. So the focus is stronger on the aspect of communication. The third, high range 

cluster, has the same three main principles as the moderate one, yet percentages are 

higher for the two communicative aspects and lower for the finding of new books. 

Compared to the other two, the interest in the author is less important in the last media 

repertoire, while the motives “reliving the story once more” and “getting to know 

everything about the book/the story (becoming an ‘expert’)” are comparatively more 

important (about 10% more). Recalling the kind of components that composed the 

three repertoires, the principles of composition seem to match. 

 6.2.7 Perception of and attitude towards commerciality 

In light of the theories about controlled consumption (resulting in an exploitation of 

free labor) and the creation of more equal, participatory communities, the third 

research question asked how corporate structures controlling consumption influence 

Lovelybooks members’ media repertoires and how they are perceived. 

A set of statements was used to determine how its members see the 

Lovelybooks platform (as a community of equals or as a commercial service), and what 

attitude they have towards the commercial nature of the site. Respondents indicated on 

a five-point scale whether they agreed or disagreed (with the option neutral/no opinion 

in the middle of the scale) to the statements about Lovelybooks (see table A48). 

Overall, respondents displayed a very positive attitude towards Lovelybooks. 88.8% 

agreed (with 59.3% even indicating strong agreement) that “Lovelybooks is a 

community from readers for readers.” So, although Lovelybooks was founded and is 

administered by a commercial company that is part of a large publishing group, its 

members perceive it as a community platform. 88.5% agreed (61.3% indicating strong 

agreement) that Lovelybooks is open for everybody. In fact, anyone can register as a 

member but the structure of the site and the database are closed systems. Thus, 

ordinary members can’t add authors or books from outside the integrated catalogues as 

they might in any wiki-like database. 
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75.1% of respondents could identify with Lovelybooks, which is taken to 

indicate that they recognize the values or lifestyle presented by Lovelybooks as their 

own. 82.5% said that they trusted Lovelybooks and the handling of their personal data. 

This constitutes a strong vote of confidence, especially considering that the lack of 

security of personal data had been widely discussed and criticized in the months before 

the survey was conducted (owing to the leaking of NSA documents by Edward 

Snowden). 

Considering the positive attitude towards Lovelybooks expressed by such great 

numbers of respondents, it would not be unreasonable to expect that agreement to 

more skeptical statements about Lovelybooks would be relatively low. However, 

89.4% of respondents agreed (52.4% out of all respondents strongly agreed) that 

publishing companies and authors used Lovelybooks to promote their books, 

effectively using it as an advertising platform. 76.5% agreed (50.1% strongly agreed) 

to the statement that Lovelybooks profits from its members. Only the statement 

“Lovelybooks is a commercial website.” received agreement from only 30.7% of 

respondents. 

One way to make sense of these results is that respondents do not see a 

contradiction in trusting a platform and seeing it as community-based, and the fact that 

this platform may indirectly gain some kind of surplus value from its members. It is 

interesting that the factual statement “Lovelybooks is a commercial website” was 

mainly met with the answer “neutral/do not know”. This raises the question whether 

respondents don’t realize that Lovelybooks profits both by selling advertising spots on 

the site and from the value created by members through writing book reviews and 

engaging on the site. The general terms and conditions of Lovelybooks state that 

members grant aboutbooks GmbH, the company owning Lovelybooks, the temporally 

and spatially unlimited unconditional legal right of use over comments, reviews and 

ratings. As respondents seemed aware of some kind of gain on Lovelybooks side, it 

might be more reasonable to assume that this kind of indirect profit is accepted and 

that the term “commercial” might rather be associated with direct selling of products. 

One can therefore conclude that the kind of advertising that makes use of free 

giveaways (through book lotteries), addresses consumers as experts (asking for 

feedback on books and covers in “reading circles”) and is tailored to suit a very 

specific audience is successfully implemented in Lovelybooks.  
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7. Interpretation of results from the semi-structured interviews 

As explained in the chapter on methods, seven semi-structured interviews were 

conducted over telephone and Skype. Four of the interviewees had moderately diverse 

media repertoires and three had highly diverse media repertoires. They were aged 

between 25 and 45 years, and except for one none were currently working full-time. 

One was a housewife, the others were currently studying at least part-time. Of the 

survey population, roughly 45% were not currently working, so this group is 

overrepresented in the interviews (probably because they had more time for doing the 

interviews). Like the survey population, most interviewees were well-educated, having 

gained a bachelor’s or master’s degree. A short description of the interviewees and 

their media repertoires can be found in appendix E. 

7.1 Understanding of and attitudes towards commerciality 

As Lovelybooks is owned and run by one of the three big publishing houses in 

Germany but presents itself as a community, it constitutes an exemplary case to 

examine how audiences make sense of the tension between participation and corporate 

structures of control. In his discussion of participation, Henry Jenkins contrasts online 

communities and commercial media owners. The interpretation of for example the so 

called Potter Wars, which is analyzed by Striphas and Murray as well, is also framed 

as a struggle between fans for their right to participate and media corporations 

protecting the control over their property. By asking audience members directly, the 

interviews shed light on the knowledge that interviewees have about the commercial 

nature of the platform but also explore their attitudes towards it and how it influences 

their choice of media components. 

7.1.1 Knowledge about Lovelybooks’ commercial model 

When asked whether they thought that Lovelybooks had commercial aspects, all 

interviewees conceded that it did. Most did not have any ready answer though, as to 

what those commercial aspects looked like. Most people named the example of 

reading circles19 that people join in order to win a book. One line of reasoning was that 

                                                
19 Reading circles can be initiated by Lovelybooks administrators, authors or members. They entail 
reading one book together and discussing it. Reading circles initiated by Lovelybooks administrators are 
announced on the starting page and in newsletters and often offer a number of free books that members 
can win if they apply to join the reading circle. Those who win a book are required to actively take part 
in the reading round (writing comments on each chapter and the cover) and to write a review upon 
finishing the book. 
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all those that had applied but did not win a book were likely to buy the book as they 

had already planned on reading it. The other argument was that the reviews written as 

part of the reading circle could potentially interest others for the book. Many also 

named advertising for books by publishers or authors without mentioning any concrete 

examples. One person thought that Lovelybooks had to offer the publishers advertising 

space so that the publishers would in turn provide them with books to give away in 

lotteries. In fact, publishers pay Lovelybooks for reading circles (3.500€) as well as 

book lotteries (from 1.500€) (Lovelybooks 2014). Overall, while interviewees were 

aware of commercial nature of Lovelybooks, they were not well-informed about its 

actual business model. The 30-year old evening school pupil summarized this 

exemplarily reflecting, “one doesn’t really know how this site actually finances itself”. 

This might explain the inconclusive attitudes towards the statement that Lovelybooks is 

a commercial site, which was included in the survey. 

7.1.2 Acceptance of commerciality 

All interviewees stated that they did not mind the commercial nature of Lovelybooks. 

One reason was that it was accepted as necessary financing. Interviewees appreciated 

the service and the work invested in it from the side of the commercial owner running 

it. The other reason was that LovelyBooks’ advertising was perceived as unobtrusive. 

Statements such as “I click on what I think is interesting.” (second degree teacher 

student, 35) and “I don’t have to react to it.” (trainee, 25) show that interviewees felt 

that it was their choice whether they wanted to react to the advertising or not.  

Accepted forms of advertising were also defined ex negativo by describing 

forms that were deemed unacceptable. Characteristics of intolerable advertising were 

being visually distracting (pop-ups and banners), a high amount or frequency of 

advertising (“being bombarded with advertising” evening school pupil, 30) and 

pressure to buy (“come on, now, click and buy” second degree teacher student, 35). 

These forms can be described as aggressive advertising. Scams (in form of false 

payment requests) were also mentioned as undesirable byproducts of commercial 

Internet sites. 

One consideration that applied especially to Lovelybooks was that, although 

owned by a publishing group, it includes books from other publishers and is not used 

as a sales channel. There are two concerns behind this: the skepticism towards direct 
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sales’ intentions and a critical attitude towards monopolies (embodied in the interviews 

by Internet book selling giant Amazon). 

7.1.3 Notions of community 

Despite its commercial nature, all interviewees perceived Lovelybooks as a 

community. The feature most often mentioned as marking it as a community was the 

exchange through communication with others. The crucial difference to online shops 

or blogs was seen in the fact that while those do offer the possibility to comment or 

discuss, it is not their main purpose. Lovelybooks however was seen as being first and 

foremost about communicating and exchanging views about books. Another 

characteristic of being a community was having a shared interest (namely books). This 

pertained not only to the members but also to the platform itself which was described 

as “holding the interest in books in high esteem” (marketer, 30) and being “from book 

lovers for book lovers” (second degree teacher student, 35). A third aspect named as an 

attribute of a community was that members took initiative and organized themselves 

by starting discussion groups and their own reading circles.  

7.2 Participation 

Mirko Tobias Schäfer (2009, 153) argues that accounts of active participation such as 

given by Jenkins over-emphasize explicit participation that is intrinsically motivated 

and often a cooperative effort. While he doesn’t deny the existence of active 

participation, he warns against idealizing participation as a critical, collaborative 

practice. Participation may also be the product of design that channels activities 

through its structures. In that case, community aspects are “an optional function in the 

system’s design and not a precondition for the cultural production it generates” 

(Schäfer 2009, 155). Schäfer calls this automated form of participation implicit. In the 

interviews, several factors for participation could be discerned. 

7.2.1 Commercial incentives 

The chance to win books and the possibility to collect points and to trade them for 

books are clearly commercial incentives. The blogger (31) most clearly stated that for 

her the possibility to win books on Lovelybooks was “the main incentive to be there”. 

Others said that winning books motivated them to write reviews or take part in reading 

challenges. The attitude towards commercial incentives was ambiguous. Interviewees 

utilized the system for their own ends, uploading a review they had written not only to 
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Lovelybooks but also to other sites (wasliestdu.de) that reward reviews with points that 

can eventually be swapped for books. At the same time, they seemed to feel 

uncomfortable about profiting from their reviews. This was noticeable because people 

would give a short embarrassed laugh after admitting to being interested in getting free 

books. Some also directly acknowledged that being in it for the freebies was probably 

socially disreputable (“I really enjoy being on sites as Lovelybooks because there you 

can – even if this sounds somewhat antisocial now, but, uhm – get books for free.” 

evening school pupil, 30). Some defended their commercial gain by saying that they 

still bought books as well. 

Three interviewees mentioned different downsides to commercial incentives. 

One said that she felt conflicted when she had to write a review about a book that she 

had won that she had disliked. She had the obligation to write a review but felt 

uncomfortable publicly criticizing the book as someone else might nevertheless enjoy 

it. Another described that she had registered on a lot of other platforms in order to 

upload her book review there because she was asked to do so in a reading challenge. It 

made her feel uneasy and she decided that is was not worth doing just to get some 

points in a competition. The blogger (31) was again most critical and outspoken, 

describing how authors on Lovelybooks would put pressure on reviewers to spread the 

word even outside of Lovelybooks. She also linked such “mass distribution” to loss of 

quality: „everybody posts somehow the same [laughs] on Facebook, 50 identical status 

updates, and, well, that is also boring“. 

7.2.2 Structural incentives 

In the case of reading challenges, the commercial incentive is a book prize. However, 

the challenge is structured as a competition with weekly tasks that are rewarded with 

points. The points are only structural incentives, showing the progress one is making. 

In the end, only the top ten actually win a prize. The point reward system and the 

competitive element work as structural incentives. The trainee (25) described this 

mechanism: “Take the last reading challenge for example, there I was in place 12, so 

close! Of course, that motivates me even more to invest even more this time.” 

Another incentive built into the architecture of the site are hearts beside each 

book review that users can click on if they like the review. Two interviewees 

mentioned the hearts as incentives to write reviews, they took them as affirmation and 

a virtual thank you from other members. 
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7.2.3 Structures that invite implicit participation 

Aside from those explicit structural incentives, structures may invite actions simply by 

offering them and making them easy to accomplish. A Lovelybooks profile includes a 

user name and picture and just as prominently a virtual bookshelf. From Lovelybooks’ 

database, books can be virtually added (free of charge) to the personal library. They 

can then be sorted into customized shelves and rated; tags and reviews can be added. A 

user profile prominently features the last books added to the library as well as the 

books marked as current reads (see appendix G). Most interviewees started adding 

books and even writing reviews almost automatically upon joining Lovelybooks. This 

is reflected in the use of words like “naturally” and “automatically” and also in the fact 

that interviewees often don’t actually know how or why they started writing reviews. 

The answer of the trainee (25) is exemplary: 

And, uhm, reviews, I don’t know, well [pause] I somehow, I don’t know, I just 

came to do it automatically when I registered on Lovelybooks. 

The bookshop trainee (27) offered several reasons when asked why she uploads 

reviews to Amazon as well as Lovelybooks: 

I don’t actually know. [laughs] I can’t actually say, why I put it on there as well. 

And if it happens to be a book that is listed on Vorablesen as well, but that I 

didn’t get from there, then I put it on there as well. Because it is simply, I like 

having different reviews on my profile that show that I [laughs] read different 

books. 

One reason for adding a review seems to be that the structure to add it exists. An 

empty shelf asks to be filled. The other aspect is building a personal archive. 

7.2.4 Archive and identity 

Analyzing how book consumption takes new forms through the change from an 

analogue to a digital delivery system for the medium book, Jim Collins offers a sharp 

analysis of the importance of personal archives. He starts with Lev Manovich’ 

description of the current computer age as symbolized by the form of the database. 

Content and information are potentially available as a huge collection of digital files 

(Collins 2013, 209). Databases are merely lists of items but, Collins notes, they 

become meaningful when they are navigated and restructured as personal archives. By 

choosing specific files, labeling and ordering them, “files are transformed into curated 

articulations of personal taste” (Collins 2013, 209). Collins (2013, 209) further argues 

that curating is a “form of self-constitution” as the digital personal archive is portable 
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and can be re-visited any time. This is even more relevant when the personal archive 

becomes part of a public online profile. It is then quite literally part of a person’s 

identity, showcasing a collection of personal taste next to traditional personal data like 

name or age. Many interviewees described how they liked building an archive and 

having the chance to go back and see what they had thought of books they read some 

time ago. 

As the structures used to build the personal archives are commercially owned, 

everybody who is using them is not just a curator but also a worker. A database as it is 

provided on Lovelybooks is not valuable without the members who rate and rank it, 

comment upon it and give it a meaningful structure by curating their own collections. 

This is where Schäfer’s concept of implicit participation and Andrejevic’ criticism of 

the exploitation of free labour intertwine. In her analysis of the social reading platform 

Goodreads, Lisa Nakamura (2013, 241) comes to the same conclusion, although she 

uses the theoretical frame of Striphas’ controlled consumption to describe the “tight 

integration of readerly community with commerce” to the advantage of the 

commercial owner. 

7.3 Exploitation? Personal information and free labor 

Mirko Tobias Schäfer and Mark Andrejevic include different aspects in their concepts 

of implicit participation and free labor respectively. Exploitation incorporates both 

“the appropriation of user-generated content, and the capture of information” 

(Andrejevic 2013, 153). Schäfer differentiates between different ways in which 

implicit participation furthers the value of the online platforms. Besides the creation of 

content, user activities help “extend the overall information system and contribute to 

an improved information management” (Schäfer 2009, 155). What Schäfer means is 

exactly what was described from the side of the audience in the previous paragraph as 

archiving. People add books from Amazon to the Lovelybooks catalogue, rate books by 

giving them stars and tag them (by genre, or content, for example “romantic, fantasy, 

vampires, true love”) making the database more searchable. 

In the interviews, two questions covered this group of themes. First, a passage 

from Lovelybooks’ terms of use was quoted, stating that Lovelybooks legally owns 

comments, ratings and reviews, and has the spatially and temporally unlimited, 

unconditional right to use them. Interviewees were asked what they made of that. 

Secondly, they were asked what they thought about online data collection in general. 
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7.3.1 Diffuse fear and resignation in view of data collection 

The first reaction of many was resignation, whether they already knew about the 

paragraph or not. The conviction underlying their resignation was that everything that 

is on the Internet is public and therefore can be read, copied and appropriated by 

anybody. “Well, that is how it is on the Internet, you have to live with it.” (evening 

school pupil, 30) was the general tenor. Therefore, people said that they were not 

bothered. However, when continuing to muse about the topic, people often permitted 

that it was “kind of creepy” (trainee, 25) to think about what their data might be used 

for. Generally, interviewees expressed a diffuse fear towards data collection. It was 

diffuse in the sense that they referred to unknown or undefined agents (“one”, “Mr 

XY”, “they”) rather than tangible threats, and also in the quality ascribed to the threat 

(“somewhat” “a little”, slightly”). Some mentioned being concerned about their photos 

online, which could be downloaded, saved and possibly misused. These results are in 

accord with Oscar Gandy’s (2011) observation that people are concerned about the 

possible collection and use of their data, but their knowledge about how such data is 

actually utilized is low (Gandy 2011, 447–448). 

One instance when interviewees became aware of data collection was when they 

noticed targeted advertising outside of Lovelybooks.  

You slightly feel being stalked. And then it is also like: Man, now that has also 

been registered about me. You become aware again how many tracks you leave, 

and that is a little creepy because you can hardly control it because you don’t 

delete cookies after every website. As I said, I also kind of had the feeling that I 

get recommendations on Amazon on those books [I have on Lovelybooks] and that 

I felt like being followed and watched, or that they know too much about me. And 

if there is a connection [between adding books to the Lovelybooks profile and 

recommendations on Amazon] was not really clear to me there. 

(Market researcher, 30) 

Lovelybooks claiming the right to use the content they created did not concern 

interviewees though because they didn’t consider to have any effective ownership of 

their work anyway as soon as they published it online. 

7.3.2 Privacy and the responsibility of the audience 

Another observation made by Gandy (2011, 446, 448) that proved to apply to the 

interviews was that people try to protect their data where they consider it might be 

used in a harmful way. Interviewees saw the responsibility for privacy protection on a 
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personal level. They argued that everybody was responsible for their own data and 

should make informed choices. As the bookshop trainee (27) put it: 

You have to blame yourself if you make it [personal information] public and then 

complain that everybody has access to it. Well, I think, you just have to be aware 

who has access to it and who has the possibility to look at your data. 

Most interviewees reported that they took responsibility by avoiding disclosing any 

information that was considered very personal or private (one example given were 

relationship problems). It was also said that one needed to be careful and be mindful of 

how one presented oneself. A related argument brought up by two interviewees was 

that people who adhered to the law didn’t need to be afraid of surveillance. 

7.3.3 Power imbalance and lack of alternatives 

Although interviewees discussed data collection on an individual level (personal 

responsibility for privacy protection) and seemed unperturbed by Lovelybooks owning 

their data, the underlying problematic was a lack of alternatives. It explains the 

resignation of interviewees, and the attitude that publishing something online entailed 

practically giving up ownership rights over it. As Gandy (2011, 450) concludes: 

“Property rights in PI [personal information] are of little value to consumers in that 

corporate actors have many ways to compel disclosure of that information.” 

Neither did interviewees consider alternative models for a platform like 

Lovelybooks other than being financed through advertising, which “is the evil you 

accept” (market researcher, 30). In conceptualizing unpaid labor, Gandy (2011, 439) 

differentiates two levels of exchange of value: on the primary level, services are given 

in exchange for monetary equivalents, on the secondary level, “consumers provide 

personal information as ‘nonmonetary’ resource in exchange for […] services”. In fact, 

consumers pay as early as for gaining access. Such exchanges are often problematic 

because “consumers tend not to be aware of the terms of trade governing this 

‘exchange’” (Gandy 2011, 439). The same interviewees that had promoted being 

informed and taking responsibility for one’s data acknowledged this as well: 

Of course, such terms of use are always simply super long, you just don’t read 

them. That’s just how it is, you don’t always read what all of it means in detail. 

(Bookshop trainee, 27) 

Interviewees didn’t feel like they had any influence to change the terms of use either. 

The housewife (45) said that although she disliked that Lovelybooks owned the content 

produced by her, learning about that fact wouldn’t change anything. 
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I don’t believe that I will change because I learned about that or that I will change 

the things I write or write to [Lovelybooks] and say: I find this weird, I hadn’t 

read it and now I am reading it and well,.. Because I think, somehow, that 

wouldn’t change much anyways and then I would have to leave and of course I 

don’t want to do that. 

This quote also contains another problem brought up by several interviewees. 

According to the argument for the personal responsibility of privacy, leaving or not 

joining platforms is the only option to protect one’s data. However, interviewees felt 

that they enjoyed the service so much that giving it up was unimaginable. They also 

said that these issues were something they were concerned about but which didn’t 

fundamentally change their behavior. 

Often the fun to use those possibilities [online services] prevails and then you are 

faced with the question: Okay, do you want to be totally sensible now and 

massively restrict using it […] But that is also something that wells up in you 

again each time there is another big scandal that gets you thinking. But in the end, 

one is also kind of unable to cope with what you should do otherwise because it 

would be a shame if you then couldn’t use any of it anymore. 

(Bookshop trainee, 27) 

This is exactly the structural power imbalance criticized by Andrejevic (2013, 154–

156): the structures for communication and creativity are commercially owned and 

therefore the audience is compelled into surrendering their data and work in order to 

gain access to them.  

7.3.4 Work and leisure 

Mostly, interviewees responded on the level of intellectual property, which they felt 

that they had no control over on the Internet. When probed about the effort they 

invested in writing reviews, almost all of them answered by saying they did it as a 

hobby. They named different features that defined it as a hobby: it was done in their 

leisure time, their income was not depended on it, they did it voluntarily, they enjoyed 

it and the amount of work was limited. The answer of the bookshop trainee (27) 

exhibited a lot of the defining characteristics: 

After all, you do it during your leisure time. It is not like one would be dependent 

on getting anything in return for doing it, but one does it already out of free will 

anyway and because one wants to do it.  
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The implicit argument is that leisure activities are inherently different from work. 

Andrejevic (2013, 159) would say that this difference cannot be made that clearly 

anymore, as leisure, consumption and work are becoming blurred as people work from 

home or use social online networks both privately and professionally. 

What interviewees mostly demanded was information, saying that even if 

Lovelybooks used their reviews either way, they would like to be informed if that 

actually happened. In the concepts suggested by Gandy, it would still be a secondary 

level exchange of content and data provided by users in exchange for access to a 

service, but it would eliminate the power difference in knowledge about the framework 

of the exchange. 

The blogger was the only one who had another approach towards leisure work. 

She made a difference between reviews on books that she had won on Lovelybooks 

and books that she had bought herself. She only uploaded reviews on books that she 

had gotten via Lovelybooks to the platform. The other reviews were exclusively on her 

blog. This way, she made sure that she got “something in return” (blogger, 31), 

limiting the exchange mainly to a primary level where she would get a monetary 

equivalent (books) for her work. 

Yet, “[e]xploitation […] is not simply about the loss of monetary value, but 

also a loss of control over one’s productive and creative activity” (Andrejevic 2013, 

154). It means that audience members cannot co-determine the terms of use that 

govern the exchange of their data and work for a service when they register on a 

platform. It means that they lose control over their work; not just the exclusive rights 

to it but also, what interviewees most criticized, they are not informed about whether 

and how it is used. Thirdly, exploitation includes an aspect of alienation where the 

activities of audience members are used against them, seemingly coming from outside 

(Andrejevic 2013, 160–161). This is the case in targeted advertising that uses audience 

activities (collecting or rating books online) to selectively show them information, 

recommendations or adverts. Some interviewees described the effect as a creepy 

feeling of being watched and followed.  

8. Conclusion 

Looking back, this chapter will summarize the findings and evaluate the suitability of 

the methodological approach. 
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To put the results into perspective, Lovelybooks members’ general media use 

was compared to the media use of the average German. The conclusion was that 

Lovelybooks members were quite representative of the average German media user if 

one compared to the age group mostly represented by Lovelybooks members. Being 

members of an online reading community, the two main differences were that 

Lovelybooks members spent more time reading books and slightly more time on the 

Internet. 

That said, to answer research questions 1 and 2, the composition of 

Lovelybooks members’ book related media repertoires was analyzed, paying extra 

attention to participatory media use. The media components most frequently used in 

connection to books were watching film adaptations and writing reviews. Publisher’s 

and author’s websites were also frequently part of media repertoires. While not that 

frequently used, the availability of e-books and audiobooks was considered important. 

With writing reviews, one participatory practice was part of Lovelybooks members’ 

media repertoires. The interviews explored in how far that practice depended on the 

structures of the Lovelybooks platform. Other active media use such as writing fan 

fiction, making videos or running websites were not part of Lovelybooks members’ 

media repertoires. The fact that they are not adopted by Lovelybooks members who are 

online bibliophiles indicates that these forms of explicit participation are very rare. 

Schäfer is probably right in saying that examinations of fan culture – while they are 

certainly interesting – might give an exaggerated importance to active participation if 

not seen as the niche phenomenon they are. It is therefore especially important to 

conceptualize audiences as both receptive and active, to avoid casting audiences as 

passive by contrasting them with active users or assume that all online audiences are 

inherently active. 

Both the open answer in the survey and the cluster analysis suggested that 

people that have a media repertoire with a small range of components have less 

participatory elements in their media repertoires and rather use and think in terms of 

established media formats and types (film adaptations or the Internet in general). 

People with diverse media repertoires tend to include more participatory media use and 

talk about their repertoires in terms of a number of specific platforms and brands. The 

most common principles guiding the composition of the media repertoires were 

seeking information and discussing books with others. These were also found to be 

relevant in the interviews. The interviews showed more principles that were not 
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explicitly mentioned in the survey, like building a personal archive. In hindsight, a set 

of interviews could have been done before designing the survey. This would have 

added more categories to the multiple-choice questions, which did not come up in a 

mere pre-test of the survey. 

Aside from guiding principles, which can be thought of as more general 

motivations behind the choice of media components, this study explored the influence 

that corporate structures have on media repertoires and how such structures are 

perceived. Originally, the idea was that this could be one factor describing different 

media repertoires in the cluster analysis. However, the respective results from the 

survey were inconclusive so they could not be used for statistical analysis. Therefore, 

the interviews were mostly used to explore the influence and perception of commercial 

corporate structures. 

Considering the results from this study, the concept of media repertoires is 

helpful to think more complexly about patterns of media use. The survey results show 

which media components are frequently part of the analyzed media repertoires, and 

indicate which components might be combined in certain media repertoires. Analyzing 

the composition of media repertoires through interviews as well makes the concept 

more graspable and gives deeper insight about the guiding principles that may underlie 

them. Moreover, in this study, the interviews were used mainly to explain certain 

results from the survey enlightening the more qualitative aspects of media repertoires. 

The third research question concerned the influence which corporate structures 

that control consumption have on Lovelybooks members’ media repertoires. It was 

broached in the survey but mainly explored through the interviews. The different 

dimensions in which corporate structures were discussed were: the relation between 

being a community and a commercially owned platform, corporate structures and 

participation, and the exploitation of free labor. 

Both the survey and the interviews showed that Lovelybooks was seen as a 

community. The features defining it as a community were the exchange and 

communication between members, sharing a common interest, and the self-

organization of members in smaller groups and circles around discussions or activities. 

Commercial aspects were not seen as interfering with that notion. The decisive factor 

was whether the community aspect (e.g. Lovelybooks) or the commercial aspect (e.g. 

Amazon) was perceived as the main purpose of the platform. While most interviewees 

did not have exact knowledge about Lovelybooks’ business model, they were generally 
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aware that they paid for the service with their data. They also accepted unobtrusive 

advertising as a form of financing the platform. These results show that it is rewarding 

to chose an audience studies approach, instead of restricting analysis to the structures. 

Lisa Nakamura’s analysis of Goodreads gives an accurate description of the structural 

make-up of the reading community. However, her conclusion that Goodreads’ success 

lies in the fact that consumers are not aware of their becoming commodities, is 

unfounded. The interviews in this study cannot be generalized as they represent only a 

few of Lovelybooks members with highly or moderately diverse media repertoires. 

But it needs to be taken into account that they showed a more complicated picture: 

consumers are aware that their data might be used, but they do accept this for different 

reasons. One reason, which will be discussed further on, is that they do not have any 

alternative if they want to use the platform. However, another reason is that they 

consider it worth paying with their data for a service that they genuinely enjoy. Some 

also use the system of commercial incentives, which platforms offer to promote 

content creation, in their own favor, uploading one review to several sites to maximize 

their own commercial benefit. The conditions for the acceptance of corporate 

commercial gain from communities are that advertising is unobtrusive, that the 

platform seems trustworthy and that consumers are informed about how their data or 

content is used. 

As indicated both by the survey and the interviews, members use Lovelybooks 

first and foremost as an archive and a recommendation platform. The interviews 

showed that Schäfer’s definition of implicit participation largely applied to 

participatory activities on Lovelybooks. They are part of the design of the platform and 

are used without people taking an explicit decision to do so. Commercial and structural 

incentives also play a minor role, working as a reward system for participation. 

Schäfer (2009, 155) writes that community functions may be an optional function but 

are not a condition for participation in systems that are designed to invite implicit 

participation. This is largely true for Lovelybooks, interviewees did not say that they 

wrote reviews for others, in order to discuss them or as a contribution to the 

community. However, while the community functions were not directly relevant for 

participation, they were not optional either as members defined Lovelybooks as a 

community. Being perceived as a community, Lovelybooks is a platform that members 

identify themselves with, that they feel they belong to and that they trust (as the survey 

results showed). It also makes members want to spend time on the site, just browsing 
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others’ collections and leaving notes on their notice board or conversing in groups. 

Opposed to Lisa Nakamura, I would argue that what makes Lovelybooks’ business 

model so successful is that it creates the feeling of a genuine community of book 

lovers that even includes the platform’s administrators (and in extension its owner). 

Besides being useful (for archiving) and offering commercial incentives, this makes 

Lovelybooks both fun and trustworthy, which is why members are happy to relinquish 

their data and reviews to the platform. 

When it came to ownership over their own data and work, interviewees largely 

felt that they had no ownership over it, as soon as they put any of it online. They saw 

the Internet as a place where data cannot be controlled and therefore felt that they 

effectively lost ownership over their work online. They were relatively unconcerned 

about those aspects of data collection and appropriation of their work that they 

understood. This pragmatic attitude was contrasted by a diffuse fear towards the 

possible harm that could be done if someone wanted to misuse their data. The problem 

was seen on the level of privacy, and responsibility was ascribed to the individual. 

Most considered the trade-off, accepting that services they enjoyed would use their 

data, but protecting themselves from possible harm by restricting the amount of 

personal information they shared online. While interviewees said that they surrendered 

their data because they had no alternative if they wanted to use a service, they framed 

this as a problem of personal choice rather than a structural issue. Andrejevic is right 

in saying that framing these problems as a privacy issue makes it the object of 

individual decisions. The crux that became obvious in the interviews was that 

interviewees experienced a dilemma of weighing the advantages of a service against 

the loss of privacy it entailed, leaving them feeling disempowered. Therefore, 

Andrejevic’ conceptualization of exploitation is valuable in describing the imbalance 

in power structures that are the cause of the problem. 

The three elements of exploitation are “capture of unpaid surplus labor, 

coercion, and alienation” (Andrejevic 2013, 161). Surplus labor can be both personal 

information, content (like the reviews) or work done to improve the platform (like 

expanding, sorting and rating the book catalogue). Coercion refers to the fact that one 

has no choice but to agree to the terms of service in order to use a platform, effectively 

compelling the surrender of personal data by restricting access to the infrastructures of 

communication and online creativity in a structural way. Alienation means the loss of 

control over one’s own work and the way in which personal data are used against the 
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audience. Loss of control over once work was clearly criticized by interviewees who 

wanted to be notified in case their reviews were actually used and published elsewhere 

by Lovelybooks. Two also described how their data was turned upon them through 

targeted advertising (yet not on Lovelybooks itself). Interviewees did not perceive their 

free labor on Lovelybooks as exploitation and in some instances, they used the 

incentive system in their own favor, minimizing work and maximizing the rewards 

they got for it. Nevertheless, interviewees felt a dilemma between protecting their data 

and using a service they enjoyed. Any critique must address the power imbalance that 

causes this dilemma, understanding it as a structural problem rather than a failure of 

the audience to protect their privacy.  

While critical political economy is very helpful in understanding the power 

relations and structures governing participation and corporate control, combining it 

with audience studies is helpful to avoid premature assumptions about the ignorance of 

the audience. This study intended to give a more balanced account of the possibilities 

for participation and the increased structures of corporate control that convergence 

culture entails. It chose a middle way between analyzing very specific, participatory 

audience groups like fans (in the empowering tradition of cultural studies) and 

analyzing macro-level industry structures (often associated with political economy). 

Audience studies that conceptualize the audience as including both active and passive 

dimensions of media use and include practices of cross-media use proved to be an 

appropriate framework for investigating the interactions between audiences and 

corporate structures. 

Just as other media, such as television, book publishing and book consumption 

are part of processes that can be summarized under the key word convergence culture: 

a difficult relation between corporate structures of control over consumption and 

audience participation, corporate conglomeration and cross-media use. Media and 

communication studies should therefore analyze books alongside music or television. 

Media and communication studies certainly offer the necessary methodological 

background to explore the complex phenomenon that is book consumption in 

convergence culture.  
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Appendix A – Survey 

 

Part 1: Media usage 

 

1. Of all the books you read, how often do they belong to the following genres? 

(virtually) never – seldom – sometimes – often – mostly 

1) Crime 

2) Fantasy  

3) Romance novel 

4) Historical novel 

5) other novels 

6) Youth literature 

7) Science Fiction 

8) Children’s books 

9) Factual and self-help books 

10) Classics 

11) Comics & Graphic novels 

12) Biographies 

13) Poetry and Drama 

14) Erotic literature 

 

2. How many books (of at least 100 pages) have you read in your free time during the last 

three months?  

This does not include books that you read for studies/work. 

1) less than 3 

2) 3-5  

3) 6-11 

4) 12-20 (at least one book per week) 

5) More than 20 
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3. Please take a moment to remember what you did yesterday. 
Please write down for how long (in minutes) you used each of the following media that day.  

(Write 0 if you did not use one medium at all yesterday.) 

 

1) Radio: ______ minutes 

2) Television: _______ minutes 

3) Daily newspaper: _______ minutes 

4) Internet/Online: _______ minutes 

5) Books: _______ minutes 

6) Magazines: _______ minutes 

7) LPs/CDs/MP3: _______ minutes 

8) Video/DVD: _______ minutes 

 

Part 2: LovelyBooks 

 

4. What do you mainly use LovelyBooks for? 

When you use LovelyBooks, how often do you use the following options? 

never or did it just once – seldom – sometimes – often – (almost) each time 

I use it in order to… 

1) collect books that I have read 

2) find books that would like to read 

3) get news about book releases 

4) write reviews 

5) talk about books with others 

6) chat with others about other things than books 

7) communicate with authors 

8) take part in reading challenges 

9) take part in reading circles 

10) take part in book lotteries 

11) see readings by the author via livestream 

12) other (please specify) _________________ 
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5. Which of these functions do you consider to be most important for a website like 
LovelyBooks? 
If some functions had to be removed, which three would you most want to keep? 

(Please name the three most important ones.) 

1) collecting books that I have read 

2) finding books that would like to read 

3) getting news about book releases 

4) writing reviews 

5) talking about books with others 

6) chatting with others about other things than books 

7) communicating with authors 

8) taking part in reading challenges 

9) taking part in reading circles 

10) taking part in book lotteries 

11) seeing readings by the author via livestream 

12) other (please specify) _________________ 

 

6. Please read the following statements and indicate in how far you agree or not agree with 

them. 

strongly agree – agree – neutral/no opinion – disagree – strongly disagree 

1) LovelyBooks is a community by readers for readers. 

2) I identify with LovelyBooks. 

3) Authors and publishers use LovelyBooks to promote their books. 

4) I trust LovelyBooks and their handling my personal data. 

5) LovelyBooks is open for everybody. 

6) LovelyBooks profits from its members. 

7) LovelyBooks is a commercial website. 

 

Part 3: Media usage relating to book consumption. 

 

7. What other media have you used in connection to books you have read? 

Please name the three most important ones. 

(If you are not completely sure what is meant, please just answer what comes to your mind, 

there are no wrong answers.) 

_______________________ 
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8. How often do you use the following media in connection to books that you have read? 
Please indicate how often or intensely you use that medium.  

(For example: If you try to see every film based on a book you read – choose “very often” 

even if of course you may have read a lot of books that were not made into films. If you 

regularly write fan fiction – choose “very often” even if you write about one or two books 

only.) 

never – seldom - sometimes – often – very often 

 

1) Watching a film that is based on a book 

2) Watching a TV production that is based on a book 

3) Using an app that is based on a book 

4) Listening to an audiobook version of a book 

5) Reading an e-book version of a book 

6) Reading a magazine about books 

7) Visiting a website with information provided by the publisher 

8) Visiting the website of the author 

9) Following the blog/v-log/Twitter of an author 

10) Visiting a website about a book made by private persons/fans 

11) Following a book related Facebook group 

12) Reading fan fiction based on a book 

13) Watching book-related videos made by private persons/fans 

14) Discussing books in an online forum 

15) Keeping a website about a book/author 

16) Writing a book review 

17) Writing a blog entry about a book 

18) Making fan art and showing it online 

19) Writing fan fiction and sharing it online 

20) Making a video about a book and sharing it online 
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9. Which of these media is most important to you? 
By importance, I mean what you value most or hold in the highest regard. 

(Please select the three most important ones.) 

1) Films based on books 

2) TV series based on books 

3) Apps based on books 

4) Audiobooks 

5) E-books 

6) Magazines about books 

7) Publisher websites 

8) Author’s websites 

9) Author’s blog/v-log/Twitter 

10) Private blogs 

11) Private/Fan-made websites about books 

12) Fan fiction based on books 

13) Fan art related to books 

14) Private/Fan-made videos related to books 

15) Online book communities or forums 

16) other (please specify): _________________ 

 

10. Why do you use other media in connection to books? 

(Please choose the three most important ones.) 

I use other media in order to 

1) get information about the author 

2) find new books I would like to read 

3) share my opinion about the book 

4) discuss with others about books 

5) prolong staying in the story world of the book 

6) experience the story again in another way 

7) know everything there is to know about the book (becoming an expert) 

8) other (please specify): __________________ 

 

Part 4: Demographic data 

 

11. What is your gender? 

1) Female 

2) Male 
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12. How old are you? 

1) younger than 12 

2) 13-19 

3) 20-29 

4) 30-39 

5) 40-49 

6) 50-59 

7) 60 years or older 

 

13. What is your highest degree so far? 

1) none 

2) Hauptschulabschluss 

3) Realschulabschluss 

4) (Fach-) Abitur 

5) Bachelor 

6) Master/Magister 

7) Doktor 

 

14. What is your occupation? 

1) pupil or student 

2) military/civil service 

3) currently unemployed 

4) housewife/-husband 

5) pensioner 

6) farmer 

7) academic „im freien Beruf“ (doctor, lawyer,...) 

8) self-employed in trade, industry, crafts, or service 

9) civil servants/judges/professional soldiers 

10) clerk 

11) manual worker 
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à people choosing 6 – 11 were forwarded to a question to specify their position 
6) à Please indicate the size of your agricultural holding. 

1) less than 20 ha 

2) 20-50 ha 

3) more than 50 ha 

 

7) à How many employees do you have? 

1) none or 1 employee 

2) 2-9 employees 

3) 10 employees or more 

 

8) à How many employees do you have? 

1) none or 1 employee 

2) 2-9 employees 

3) 10-49 employees 

4) 50 employees and more 

 

9) à Please indicate your service rank. 

1) lower-level civil servant 

2) middle-level civil servant 

3) upper-middle-level civil servant 

4) upper-level civil servant 

 

10) à Please indicate which occupational group you belong to. 

1) foremen 

2) clerks with simple tasks (vendor, office clerk) 

3) clerks that independently complete difficult tasks after general instruction (draftsman, 

case handler) 

4) clerks that carry responsibility for others or independently fulfill demanding tasks 

(head of department, researcher) 

5) clerks with comprehensive executive functions and decision-making power 

(executive director, general manager) 
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11) à Please indicate which group your occupation belongs to.  
1) unlearned or semi-skilled worker 

2) trained worker 

3) foreman 

4) master 

 

 

15. Do you have any comments or suggestions? 

__________________________ 

 

16: If you would be prepared to take part in an interview about the topic of the survey, please 

leave your email address. 

I might then contact you and ask for an interview. 

Email: _________________ 

 

Appendix B – Tables  

 

Table A1: Frequencies Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 
 

female 326 93.4 93.4 93.4 
male 23 6.6 6.6 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A2: Frequencies Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 
 

13 - 19 Years 70 20.1 20.1 20.1 
20 - 29 Years 125 35.8 35.8 55.9 
30 - 39 Years 73 20.9 20.9 76.8 
40 - 49 Years 56 16.0 16.0 92.8 
50 - 59 Years 20 5.7 5.7 98.6 
60 Years or 
older 

5 1.4 1.4 100.0 

Total 349 100.0 100.0  
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Table A3: Frequencies Occupation 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid Pupil or student 120 34.4 34.4 34.4 
Military/civil service 3 .9 .9 35.2 
Currently 
unemployed 

5 1.4 1.4 36.7 

Housewife/-husband 26 7.4 7.4 44.1 
Pensioner 7 2.0 2.0 46.1 
Farmer 1 .3 .3 46.4 
Academic „im freien 
Beruf“ (doctor, 
lawyer,...) 

8 2.3 2.3 48.7 

Self-employed in 
trade, industry, 
crafts, or service 

18 5.2 5.2 53.9 

Civil servants/ 
judges/professional 
soldiers 

10 2.9 2.9 56.7 

Clerk 146 41.8 41.8 98.6 
Manual worker 5 1.4 1.4 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  
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Table A4: Frequencies Clerks 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid Clerks with simple 
tasks (vendor, office 
clerk) 

16 4.6 11.0 11.0 

Clerks that 
independently 
complete difficult 
tasks after general 
instruction (draftsman, 
case handler) 

86 24.6 58.9 69.9 

Clerks that carry 
responsibility for 
others or 
independently fulfill 
responsible tasks 
(head of department, 
researcher) 

42 12.0 28.8 98.6 

Clerks with 
comprehensive 
executive functions 
and decision-making 
power (executive 
director, general 
manager) 

2 .6 1.4 100.0 

Total 146 41.8 100.0  

Missi
ng 

-77 203 58.2   

Total 349 100.0   
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Table A5: Frequencies general media use (in minutes per day) 

 Radio TV Daily 
newsp
aper 

Internet Books Mag
azin
es 

CDs 
MP3 

Video/D
VD 

N Valid 349 349 349 349 349 349 349 349 

Missi
ng 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 51.20 79.24 8.38 134.54 111.6 4.25 41.52 23.17 

Median 15.00 60.00 .00 120.00 100.0 .00 .00 .00 

 
 

Table A6: Books read in the last 3 months (percent of answers) 
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Tables A7-A17: Frequency of use of LovelyBooks features 
Table A7: Collecting books that I have read 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 180 51.6 51.6 51.6 
often 62 17.8 17.8 69.3 
sometimes 46 13.2 13.2 82.5 
seldom 31 8.9 8.9 91.4 
never or just once 30 8.6 8.6 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A8: Finding books that I would like to read 
 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 106 30.4 30.4 30.4 
often 132 37.8 37.8 68.2 
sometimes 80 22.9 22.9 91.1 
seldom 21 6.0 6.0 97.1 
never or just once 10 2.9 2.9 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 
 

Table A9: Getting news about new book releases 
 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 90 25.8 25.8 25.8 
often 135 38.7 38.7 64.5 
sometimes 83 23.8 23.8 88.3 
seldom 29 8.3 8.3 96.6 
never or just once 12 3.4 3.4 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  
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Table A10: Writing reviews 
 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 79 22.6 22.6 22.6 
often 75 21.5 21.5 44.1 
sometimes 105 30.1 30.1 74.2 
seldom 49 14.0 14.0 88.3 
never or just once 41 11.7 11.7 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 
 

Table A11: Talking about books with others 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 56 16.0 16.0 16.0 
often 94 26.9 26.9 43.0 
sometimes 100 28.7 28.7 71.6 
seldom 59 16.9 16.9 88.5 
never or just once 40 11.5 11.5 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 
 

Table A12: Chatting about other things than books 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 16 4.6 4.6 4.6 
often 25 7.2 7.2 11.7 
sometimes 58 16.6 16.6 28.4 
seldom 106 30.4 30.4 58.7 
never or just once 144 41.3 41.3 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 



 XIV 

Table A13: Communicating with authors 
 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 10 2.9 2.9 2.9 
often 36 10.3 10.3 13.2 
sometimes 99 28.4 28.4 41.5 
seldom 101 28.9 28.9 70.5 
never or just once 103 29.5 29.5 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 
 

Table A14: Taking part in reading challenges 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 16 4.6 4.6 4.6 
often 50 14.3 14.3 18.9 
sometimes 80 22.9 22.9 41.8 
seldom 89 25.5 25.5 67.3 
never or just once 114 32.7 32.7 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 
 

Table A15: Taking part in reading circles 
 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 45 12.9 12.9 12.9 
often 103 29.5 29.5 42.4 
sometimes 98 28.1 28.1 70.5 
seldom 39 11.2 11.2 81.7 
never or just once 64 18.3 18.3 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  
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Table A16: Taking part in book lotteries 
 Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 37 10.6 10.6 10.6 
often 109 31.2 31.2 41.8 
sometimes 109 31.2 31.2 73.1 
seldom 51 14.6 14.6 87.7 
never or just once 43 12.3 12.3 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A17: Seeing readings by the author via livestream 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 10 2.9 2.9 2.9 
often 15 4.3 4.3 7.2 
sometimes 57 16.3 16.3 23.5 
seldom 76 21.8 21.8 45.3 
never or just once 191 54.7 54.7 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 



 XVI 

Table A18: Frequencies most important Lovelybooks features 
 Responses Percent of 

Cases N Percent 
 Collecting books that I have 

read 
173 16.7% 49.6% 

Finding books that I would 
like to read 

170 16.4% 48.7% 

Getting news about new 
releases 

134 12.9% 38.4% 

Writing reviews 129 12.4% 37.0% 
Talking about books with 
others 

123 11.9% 35.2% 

Chatting about other things 
than books 

11 1.1% 3.2% 

Communicating with authors 53 5.1% 15.2% 
Taking part in reading 
challenges 

20 1.9% 5.7% 

Taking part in reading 
rounds 

146 14.1% 41.8% 

Taking part in book lotteries 63 6.1% 18.1% 
Seeing readings by the 
author via livestream 

15 1.4% 4.3% 

Total 1037 100.0% 297.1% 
a. Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1. 
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Table A19: Coding sheet open answers media components 
Internet 1000 Specific brand 

(less than 5 mentions) 
9999 

Filme/Verfilmungen 2000 
Hörbücher 3000 friends, notebook, library, 

local book store, brochures, 
book fairs, readings 
(less than five mentions each) 

5555 
Ebooks 4000 
App 5000 
Fernsehen 6000 
Zeitungen 7000  
Zeitschrift 8000 
DVD 2100 
radio 9000 
music 3100 
Ereader 9100 
mobile phone 9200 
computer 9300 
Amazon 1110 online shop 1100 
Lovelybooks 1210 social reading community 1200 
Facebook 1310 social network 1300 
Youtube 1610 blog 1400 
Goodreads 1220 forum 1500 
wasliestdu.de 1230 video-sharing website 1600 
vorablesen.de 1240 fan fiction 1700 
Twitter 1320 selfpublishing service 1800 
neobooks 1810 search engine 1900 
booklikes 1250 encyclopedia 1010 
Thalia.de 1120 review networks 1020 
lübbe.de 1130 online library 1030 
google 1910 app 1040 
Wikipedia 1011 author website 1050 
ebook.de 1130 swapping communities 1060 
Readmore (App) 1041 publisher/book website 1070 
Skoobe (App) 1042 fan website 1080 
kindle 9101 
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Table A20: Frequency open answers media components 
  Responses Percent of 

Cases N Percent 
 Internet 57 8.6% 19.6% 

Film (adaptations) 40 6.1% 13.7% 
TV 18 2.7% 6.2% 
audiobooks 17 2.6% 5.8% 
e-books 12 1.8% 4.1% 
magazine 11 1.7% 3.8% 
DVD 9 1.4% 3.1% 
e-reader 8 1.2% 2.7% 
newspaper 7 1.1% 2.4% 
radio 7 1.1% 2.4% 
mobile phone 6 .9% 2.1% 
music 5 .8% 1.7% 
computer 4 .6% 1.4% 
app 1 .2% .3% 
Blog 61 9.2% 21.0% 
Forum 19 2.9% 6.5% 
publisher's website 9 1.4% 3.1% 
swapping community 8 1.2% 2.7% 
reading community 8 1.2% 2.7% 
online shop 6 .9% 2.1% 
review networks 4 .6% 1.4% 
fan fiction 4 .6% 1.4% 
online library 2 .3% .7% 
author's website 2 .3% 0.7% 
fan website 2 .3% .7% 
social network 1 .2% .3% 
amazon.de/.com 88 13.3% 30.2% 
Facebook 38 5.8% 13.1% 
wasliestdu.de 29 4.4% 10.0% 
Goodreads 24 3.6% 8.2% 
vorablesen.de 18 2.7% 6.2% 
Kindle 12 1.8% 4.1% 
Youtube 11 1.7% 3.8% 
thalia.de 7 1.1% 2.4% 
Lovelybooks 7 1.1% 2.4% 
Twitter 4 .6% 1.4% 
Wikipedia 3 .5% 1.0% 
other specific brands 48 9.1% 16.5% 
other 31 4.7% 10.7% 

Total 660 100.0% 226.8% 
24 answered "none" or did not understand the question. The table is based on the 
remaining 315 respondents. Not all respondents gave three answers, which is why 
answers add up to 660 (out of 945 possible). 
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Tables A21- A40 Frequency of use of media components in relation to books 

 

Table A21: Watching a film that is based on a book 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 85 24.4 24.4 24.4 
often 104 29.8 29.8 54.2 
sometimes 101 28.9 28.9 83.1 
seldom 47 13.5 13.5 96.6 
never or just once 12 3.4 3.4 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A22: Watching a TV production based that is based on a book 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 41 11.7 11.7 11.7 
often 59 16.9 16.9 28.7 
sometimes 102 29.2 29.2 57.9 
seldom 87 24.9 24.9 82.8 
never or just once 60 17.2 17.2 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A23: Using an app that is based on a book 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 4 1.1 1.1 1.1 
often 13 3.7 3.7 4.9 
sometimes 31 8.9 8.9 13.8 
seldom 41 11.7 11.7 25.5 
never or just once 260 74.5 74.5 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  
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Table A24: Listening to an audiobook version of a book 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 16 4.6 4.6 4.6 
often 36 10.3 10.3 14.9 
sometimes 80 22.9 22.9 37.8 
seldom 104 29.8 29.8 67.6 
never or just once 113 32.4 32.4 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A25: Reading an e-book version of a book 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 48 13.8 13.8 13.8 
often 40 11.5 11.5 25.2 
sometimes 66 18.9 18.9 44.1 
seldom 59 16.9 16.9 61.0 
never or just once 136 39.0 39.0 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A26: Reading a magazine about books 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 16 4.6 4.6 4.6 
often 46 13.2 13.2 17.8 
sometimes 86 24.6 24.6 42.4 
seldom 103 29.5 29.5 71.9 
never or just once 98 28.1 28.1 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  



 XXI 

Table A27: Visiting a website with information provided by the publisher 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 51 14.6 14.6 14.6 
often 89 25.5 25.5 40.1 
sometimes 123 35.2 35.2 75.4 
seldom 62 17.8 17.8 93.1 
never or just once 24 6.9 6.9 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A28: Visiting the website of the author 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 32 9.2 9.2 9.2 
often 84 24.1 24.1 33.2 
sometimes 141 40.4 40.4 73.6 
seldom 67 19.2 19.2 92.8 
never or just once 25 7.2 7.2 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A29: Following the blog/v-log/Twitter of an author 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 24 6.9 6.9 6.9 
often 54 15.5 15.5 22.3 
sometimes 77 22.1 22.1 44.4 
seldom 68 19.5 19.5 63.9 
never or just once 126 36.1 36.1 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  
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Table A30: Visiting a website about a book made by private persons/fans 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 22 6.3 6.3 6.3 
often 46 13.2 13.2 19.5 
sometimes 85 24.4 24.4 43.8 
seldom 88 25.2 25.2 69.1 
never or just once 108 30.9 30.9 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A31: Following a book related Facebook group 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 19 5.4 5.4 5.4 
often 46 13.2 13.2 18.6 
sometimes 63 18.1 18.1 36.7 
seldom 67 19.2 19.2 55.9 
never or just once 154 44.1 44.1 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A32: Reading fan fiction based on a book 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 8 2.3 2.3 2.3 
often 10 2.9 2.9 5.2 
sometimes 33 9.5 9.5 14.6 
seldom 71 20.3 20.3 35.0 
never or just once 227 65.0 65.0 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  
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Table A33: Watching book-related videos made by private persons/fans 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 20 5.7 5.7 5.7 
often 24 6.9 6.9 12.6 
sometimes 51 14.6 14.6 27.2 
seldom 53 15.2 15.2 42.4 
never or just once 201 57.6 57.6 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A34: Discussing books in an online forum 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 51 14.6 14.6 14.6 
often 80 22.9 22.9 37.5 
sometimes 82 23.5 23.5 61.0 
seldom 80 22.9 22.9 84.0 
never or just once 56 16.0 16.0 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A35: Running a website about a book/author 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 7 2.0 2.0 2.0 
often 12 3.4 3.4 5.4 
sometimes 13 3.7 3.7 9.2 
seldom 26 7.4 7.4 16.6 
never or just once 291 83.4 83.4 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  
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Table A36: Writing a book review 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 119 34.1 34.1 34.1 
often 71 20.3 20.3 54.4 
sometimes 89 25.5 25.5 79.9 
seldom 40 11.5 11.5 91.4 
never or just once 30 8.6 8.6 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A37: Writing a blog entry about a book 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 48 13.8 13.8 13.8 
often 28 8.0 8.0 21.8 
sometimes 35 10.0 10.0 31.8 
seldom 30 8.6 8.6 40.4 
never or just once 208 59.6 59.6 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A38: Making fan art and showing it online 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid very often 1 .3 .3 .3 
often 3 .9 .9 1.1 
sometimes 8 2.3 2.3 3.4 
seldom 21 6.0 6.0 9.5 
never or just once 316 90.5 90.5 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  
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Table A39: Writing fan fiction and sharing it online 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 1 .3 .3 .3 
often 4 1.1 1.1 1.4 
sometimes 13 3.7 3.7 5.2 
seldom 21 6.0 6.0 11.2 
never or just once 310 88.8 88.8 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Table A40: Making a video about a book and sharing it online 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid very often 2 .6 .6 .6 
often 1 .3 .3 .9 
sometimes 14 4.0 4.0 4.9 
seldom 332 95.1 95.1 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  
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Table A41: Correlation between number of books read and use of e-books 

 Number of 
books read (last 

3 months) 

E-book use 
(yes/no) 

Number of books 
read (last 3 
months) 

Pearson Correlation 1 .219** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N 349 349 
E-book use 
(yes/no) 

Pearson Correlation .219** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

N 349 349 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

 

Table A42: Range of media components regularly used 

 
This bar chart serves for better visualization of the numbers given in table A43. See 
A43 for an explanation. 
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Table A43: Frequencies number of media components used at least sometimes 
Number of media 

used at least 

sometimes 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 0 1 .3 .3 .3 
1 5 1.4 1.4 1.7 
2 9 2.6 2.6 4.3 
3 23 6.6 6.6 10.9 
4 22 6.3 6.3 17.2 
5 28 8.0 8.0 25.2 
6 37 10.6 10.6 35.8 
7 42 12.0 12.0 47.9 
8 43 12.3 12.3 60.2 
9 32 9.2 9.2 69.3 
10 29 8.3 8.3 77.7 
11 19 5.4 5.4 83.1 
12 26 7.4 7.4 90.5 
13 10 2.9 2.9 93.4 
14 16 4.6 4.6 98.0 
15 4 1.1 1.1 99.1 
16 1 .3 .3 99.4 
17 1 .3 .3 99.7 
18 1 .3 .3 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

Based on a computation of the values “never or just once” and “seldom” into “not 
used” (0) and the values “sometimes”, “often” and “very often” into “used” (1). 
 

 

Table A44: Groups by range of used media components 

Groups by range 

of components 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 88 25.2 25.2 25.2 
2.00 183 52.4 52.4 77.7 
3.00 78 22.3 22.3 100.0 
Total 349 100.0 100.0  

1 = 0-5 media components used at least sometimes 
2 = 6-10 media components used at least sometimes 
3 = 11-18 media components used at least sometimes 
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Table A45: Correlations between use of different media components 

The number in the cells is the Pearson Correlation coefficient. All correlations are 
significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
For better readability, only coefficients larger than .30 are displayed. There were no 
significant correlations higher than .30 between audiobooks, e-books and making 
videos with any of the other media components. Therefore, they were left out of this 
table. 
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Table A46: Cluster analysis: Three media repertoires based on diversity of components 

  

A principal component analysis was 

conducted including the diversity of the 

media repertoire (low, moderate, high) and 

the frequency of use of different media 

components. 

In order to simplify interpretation, the 

frequency of use was reduced to two 

variables, indicating whether a media 

component was used (including the 

answers “sometimes”, “often” and “very 

often”) or not used (comprised of the 

former variables “never or just once” and 

“seldom”). 

 

The clusters are mainly based on the range 

of media components: 

group 1 low diversity 

group 2 moderate diversity 

group 3 high diversity 

 

For specific media components, the table 

shows the proportion of people in that 

cluster using the media component (1) or 

not using the media component (0). 

 

For example: 

The first column describes Cluster 1. It 

consists of all people with media repertoire 

of low diversity, that is, they use only a 

small range of media components in 

connection to books regularly. In this 

group, the majority (72.2%) do not use e-

books. 
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Table A47: Most important guiding principles  
 Responses Percent of 

Respondents N Percent 
 Getting information about the author 122 12.2% 35.1% 

Finding new books 296 29.7% 85.1% 
Sharing my opinion on books 154 15.4% 44.3% 
Discussing with others about books 156 15.6% 44.8% 
Prolonging staying in the story world of 
the book 

125 12.5% 35.9% 

Experiencing the story anew 53 5.3% 15.2% 
Getting to know everything about a book 
(becoming an ‘expert’) 

92 9.2% 26.4% 

Total 998 100% 286.8% 
Multiple response set: Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1. 
N respondents = 348, up to three answers were possible, 998 responses out of a 
possible total of 1044. 
 

 

Table A48: Frequencies Attitude Statements Lovelybooks 
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N Valid 349 349 349 349 349 349 349 
Missi
ng 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 1.55 1.91 1.60 1.78 1.55 1.76 2.87 
Median 1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 
Std. 
Deviation 

.785 .866 .727 .774 .831 .886 1.014 

Variance .616 .750 .528 .599 .691 .785 1.029 
Range 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
1 = strongly agree 
2 = agree 
3 = neutral/no opinion 
4 = disagree 
5 = strongly disagree 
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Appendix C – Interview guide for semi-structured interviews 

Introduction of the researcher and the study, including a description of what is meant 
by media use in connection to books. 
(Optional follow-up questions are indicated with an arrow.) 
 
1. Can you please describe what other media – in the broadest sense of the word – you 
use relating to books? You may start with whatever comes to your mind and take it 
from there. 
à How do you choose which media you use? 
à Do the media you use fulfill different purposes? 
 
à Do you write reviews? (if it hasn’t been mentioned yet) else: 
2. Why do you write reviews? 
à Where do you publish them? 
à Do you see a difference between the platforms that you publish reviews on? If so, 
where does that difference lie? 
 
3. Do you consider LovelyBooks to be a community? 
 
4. Do you think that there are commercial aspects to LovelyBooks? 
 
à Do you see a conflict between these commercial aspects and the community aspect? 
 
5. According to the terms and conditions of LovelyBooks, all members grant 
aboutbooks GmbH, the company that stands behind LovelyBooks, the spatially and 
temporally unlimited, unconditional right of use of ratings, reviews and comments. 
That means that the aboutbooks GmbH may publish all reviews both online and in 
print free of charge and without having to inform the user. 
What do you think about that? 
à What do you think about the fact that you put a lot of effort into writing the 
reviews? 
 
6. What do you think about the collection and analysis of user data by Internet services 
such as for example Facebook? 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D – Interview analysis: Concepts and themes 

After transcribing the interviews, they were analyzed a first time to identify concepts 

and themes relevant for the research questions. This analysis was mainly guided by the 

interview questions, but also paid attention to conflicting or complementing aspects in 

answers given to the same question. The codes and themes identified in this first 

analysis were then written down, including a short description and an example from 

the interviews. All transcripts were then coded according to the concepts and themes 
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below. Passages that referred to several connected concepts and themes were marked 

with all respective codes. 

 

Topic 1: Commerciality and community 

Knowledge about commerciality 
Description of the commercial aspects of LovelyBooks. 
This shows how respondents define commerciality and what instances of 
commerciality they perceive as such. For example, direct advertising, indirect 
advertising through book lotteries, or selling books. 
Implicitly this category also shows, which aspects of commerciality are not accounted 
for (they might either be deemed unimportant or self-evident, or are not known to 
respondents). 
 
Accepted commerciality 
Forms of commerciality, which are deemed acceptable, and the reasons for that 
acceptance. 
For example, indirect advertising is deemed acceptable because it is relatively 
unobtrusive. 
 
Unaccepted commerciality 
Forms of commerciality that are not accepted and the reasons given for it. 
For example, pop-ups and blinking banners are shunned because they are perceived as 
annoying and distracting. Direct mail advertising is seen as unacceptable because it 
crosses the boarder from online to offline contact and is perceived as privacy invasion. 
 
Community defined by communication 
The idea that one aspect that defines a community is that the communication and 
exchange between members are its main purpose. 
 
Community defined by self-organization 
The idea that one aspect that defines a community is that its members initiate activities 
themselves.  
 
 
Topic 2: Participation and corporate structures  
Commercial incentives 
Different forms of commercial incentives and the respondent’s attitude towards them. 
For example, the possibility to win books was mentioned as a reason to join a 
platform. 
 
Structural incentives 
Incentives that are built into the structures, yet are explicitly designed to serve as 
rewards. 
For example, points that are automatically awarded for certain actions or ‘likes’ that 
can be given by other users. 
 
Moral obligation 
The feeling that by accepting something, one has to fulfill certain tasks in return. 
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For example, when winning a book in a lottery, one agrees to write a review about it, 
but might additionally feel obliged to post the review on other sites or to not write 
badly about the book. 
 
Implicit participation through structures 
Structures not only enable certain actions, but also suggest them by making them 
visible and easy. Active use, which is facilitated in such a way by structures, does not 
require a conscious commitment but rather “happen”. These are instances of what 
Mirko Tobias Schäfer names implicit participation. 
For example, on LovelyBooks, bookshelves are part of every profile so it is both 
obvious and easy to fill those shelves once one has created a profile. 
 
 
Topic 3: Appropriation of personal information and free labor 
Privacy responsibility 
The idea that everybody has a responsibility to be informed about how to keep their 
data private and act accordingly or face the consequences. 
 
Diffuse Internet fear 
A vague anxiety that something bad could come of surveillance/data collection if 
private data fell into the hands of the ‘wrong’ people.  
 
Good citizen 
The idea that honest people not need to fear surveillance or data collection. 
 
Internet = Wild West 
The resigned conviction that everything that is put on the Internet is public and 
therefore might be stolen/misused.  
 
No alternative – structural power imbalance 
The dilemma that an Internet platform or service has unwanted disadvantages (like the 
collection or claim of ownership over personal data or content) but that one does want 
to use what it offers. As there are no alternatives, and people do want to use the 
structures offered by the platform, they accept the drawbacks in resignation (paying 
access to structures with data/work). 
 
Leisure work 
The reasoning that work that is done for fun as a leisure activity is a hobby and 
therefore of a different nature than work done in order to earn a living. It is implied 
that due to its different nature, compensation cannot be demanded for leisure work. 
 
Work recognition 
The idea that work done during leisure time should be rewarded by giving recognition, 
especially informing the person how their work is being used. 
 
Work compensation 
The idea that work done during leisure time should be compensated for if it is actually 
used by a third party. This compensation would not be a direct monetary compensation 
(like pay for work hours) but rather a token compensation (for example a gift basket). 
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Appendix E – Interviewees’ media repertoires 

The following description of interviewees and their media repertoires is based on their 
answers to the first question in the interview about their media use relating to books. 
 
Trainee (25) 
She has a moderately diverse book media repertoire. Main components are different 
media devices that are used depending on the reception situation (e-books, 
audiobooks), media types (film adaptations, magazines) and one specific brand 
(LovelyBooks). The principles of composition are reception situation and 
entertainment. 
 
Blogger, part-time student & free-lancer (31) 
Her broad media repertoire is structured mainly around her own blog. The composing 
principles are thus information about new releases, promoting her blog and acquiring 
new books. The main components apart from her own blog are mostly specific brands 
(Facebook, Twitter, LovelyBooks), and one type of Internet sites (publishers’ 
homepages). 
 
Affluent housewife and mother of four (45) 
She has a broad book media repertoire composed mainly of a large number of specific 
brands, including a number of magazines (Bücher, Federzirkel, Literaturmagazin), 
LovelyBooks and Facebook. Communication and information are the principles of 
composition. 
 
Evening school pupil (30) 
Her book media repertoire consists of a moderate range of components, ranging across 
specific brands (LovelyBooks, Facebook, wasliestdu.de), types of Internet platforms 
(blogs) and media types (film adaptations). The underlying principles behind the 
composition of the media repertoire are empowerment, commercial gain and 
relaxation. 
 
Second degree teacher student (35)  
Her book media repertoire consists of a moderate range of components and is mainly 
made up of two media types (film adaptations and audiobooks) and three specific 
brands (amazon.de, LovelyBooks and audible.de). The main principle of composition 
is entertainment.  
 
Market researcher (30) 
Has a moderately diverse book media repertoire, which is composed of media types 
(magazines and daily newspapers) and specific brands (Goodreads,LovelyBooks). It is 
centered on the principles of archiving and information seeking.  
 
Bookshop trainee (27)  
She has a broad book related media repertoire that is mainly composed on the level of 
specific brands (including specific Internet sites, mobile applications and offline 
media) and one type of Internet platforms (forums). 
The two main principles of composition are information and archiving. She uses 
several Internet services (amazon.de, LovelyBooks, vorablesen.de) to stay informed 
about new releases and to do research about books. To monitor her own reading, she 
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uses several tools (LovelyBooks, excel sheet, notebook, Goodreads mobile app, 
Readmore app) that offer different statistics about the own reading (speed, progress, 
to-do-lists, archive). 
 
 

Appendix F – Exemplary Lovelybooks profile 

 
Screenshot of the researcher’s profile: 
On top is the menu of the site. Under that come the profile picture and name, a status 
update (“…Sommerküche”) and a summary of the number of gained dog ears, books 
in the personal library, tags, ratings, groups and friends. 
The cover previews show the books that were added to the personal library most 
recently. 
On the right is a small personal description and under that cover previews show the 
books that one is reading right now (“liest gerade”) with bars showing the reading 
progress. 
 

 


