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Introduction

Much ink has been spilled contemplating the nature, the value, and 
the future of book reviewing. Most recently, the cultural authority 
and hierarchy of critics was shaken to the core by digitalization, and 
they feared that the terrain of book publishing and reviewing would 
never be the same.

Physical book publication and the print media, the traditional homes 
of the book trade, had been thrown into a kind of dual jeopardy. The 
advent of the cheap ebook changed the financial model of publishing, 
with lower royalties leaving less money to go around and fewer ad-
vertising dollars for traditional review outlets. This new reality also 
incentivized publicity departments to pursue new and cheaper digital 
channels to market their books (Thompson 2013).

At the same time, digitalization opened up new online spaces for 
amateur reviewers to share their opinions. While the average reader 
had always been able to chat about books in a café or book club, their 
opinions were now being disseminated on a mass scale and consulted 
alongside those of professional reviewers. Publishing one’s liter-
ary judgments, once the preserve of an elite, had become a common 
currency.

Naturally, this raised concerns that professional reviewers would 
be displaced by amateurs and nurtured an “us vs. them” polemic. The 
presumption was that the types of discourse produced by amateur 
reviewers were inherently uninformed and inferior — if not danger-
ous — compared to professional critics. For instance, many profes-
sional critics and think pieces voiced concern about amateurs reading 
the wrong books — or, worse, appreciating the right books in the 
wrong way (Chong 2020). Moreover, they seemed to fear that the 
“wrong way” might somehow become contagious. Good taste, con-
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textualized opinion, and balanced reasoning were in danger of being 
swept away by a vulgar tide of “stuff I like.” In more alarmist formu-
lations, some felt that the entire literary culture was under siege from 
amateurs as barbarians at the gate (cf. Keen 2011; Wasserman 2007).

While some critics were more open-minded — like Laura Miller, 
who wrote “In Praise of Reader Reviews” for Slate — their stance was 
very much one of curiosity about how the “other half reads” (Miller, 
2016), retaining an “us and them” framework for understanding the 
central dynamic of book reviewing under digitalization.

With some time and distance, it is now clear that the barbarians did 
not overrun the citadel. First, e-readers did not destroy publishing. 
Print book sales in America increased by 8 % in 2020 and 2021, re-
spectively, and print books continue to be popular with younger 
readers (Mintel 2022; Duffy 2023). Second, print and digital journal-
ism, rather than cannibalizing each other, have co-evolved along dif-
ferent trajectories (Nalkur 2013). Finally, while the internet did carve 
out a space for new cultural journalists, it also presented an opportu-
nity for established legacy media to expand their presence online. 
Digital ended up being an opportunity for all.

In parallel, scholarly efforts to understand have evolved. For in-
stance, questions that contrast print versus digital may no longer be 
meaningful; “new” media are no longer all that new, and there are 
many more digital platforms, such as TikTok, for new entrants to use. 
It is always difficult to describe things while they are still evolving. 
Yet, one way to illuminate such dynamics is to shift the focus from 
content — like particular apps or interests — to social processes.

While the professional–amateur distinction is a convenient way to 
think about review discourse, it has its limits. Aside from being overly 
broad, it assumes an inherently competitive dynamic between two 
factions — a “survival of the fittest” story where only the strong pre-
vail. Recent social scientific research on reviewing suggests a more 
empirically nuanced storyline. Arguably, instead of conceptualizing 
reviewing as a field of competition (Bourdieu 1993), it may be more 
fruitful to conceive it as a diversifying ecosystem. On the one hand, 
this metaphor allows for multiple “genera” of reviews to cohabit and 
emphasizes that symbiosis and biodiversity are essential for the health 
of the system. On the other hand, it also stimulates new questions 
regarding what might unbalance or pollute the environment, in a way 
that reasserts the value of reviewing in civil discourse today.
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Who Counts as a Reviewer?

In a context where seemingly anyone could be a reviewer, many so-
ciological studies of the past decade have interrogated the definition 
of a “professional reviewer” and revealed a long-standing ambiguity 
(e. g., Hanrahan 2013; Jaakkola 2021; Kristensen & From 2015; Ver-
boord 2010; 2014). A purely pragmatic definition would propose that 
if one wrote a review in a mainstream media outlet, one was a re-
viewer. Yet even critics for some of the most influential review outlets 
in the world, like the New York Times Book Review, do not neces-
sarily identify as such (Chong 2019). This is partly because reviewing, 
as an occupation, has relatively porous boundaries: no formal creden-
tials are required and few reviewers hold full-time positions; hence, 
the question of what features should demarcate professional from 
amateur critics remains undetermined.

Professional critics frequently seek to distance themselves from 
amateur reviewers in terms of evaluative approach. A common com-
plaint is that amateurs treat books as entertainment rather than as 
serious objects of aesthetic contemplation (Chong 2020). While the 
evaluative benchmark for entertainment is about individuals’ unmed-
iated enjoyment, art should be appreciated for its richness, complexity, 
and intellectual challenge (Baumann 2001; Bourdieu 1984). To their 
minds, then, the average reader who wrote about a work of fiction 
from a recreational standpoint, rather than from an aesthetic one, was 
not writing a “real” review.

Empirical studies support the idea that amateur and professional 
reviews do treat cultural objects differently. Specifically, research 
shows that amateur reviews often employ more personal and emo-
tionally charged language, and evaluations tend to be more polarized 
(e. g., scores of either 0/10 or 10/10) (Santos et al. 2019) or bimodal 
(“brag or moan”) (Hu et al. 2006). Professional reviews, meanwhile, 
tend to be more formal, use technical high art terms, and offer mixed 
or equivocal evaluations (Andreasson 2021; Chevalier & Mayzlin 
2006).

But researchers also find that the style of professional and amateur 
reviews sometimes converge. For instance, amateurs who regularly 
contribute reviews over time compared to occasional posters produce 
different types of content (Beaudoin and Pasquier 2017; Choi and 
Maasberg 2022). To use Choi and Maasberg’s (2022) terminology, the 
discourse produced by “experienced” amateurs is closer to that of 
professional critics than to their own less-experienced “novice” 
peers — which flags the issue of amateurs’ intent and motivation when 
writing reviews (Chong 2019; Verboord 2014). When interviewed, 
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pioneers of amateur book blogs revealed themselves to be aspiring 
critics or deeply committed to the traditional practice of book review-
ing, which was reflected in what books they reviewed and how they 
wrote about them (Chong 2020). However, the convergence in review 
styles may not be a function of who is writing the review, but what 
genre is being written about. Reviews of high-status cultural works, 
such as movie dramas or literary fiction, are more likely to contain 
aesthetic criteria than reviews of popular works, like action movies or 
mystery novels (Antoniak et al. 2021; Daenekindt and Schaap 2022; 
Schmutz and Faupel, 2010). And amateurs who aspire to be like pro-
fessional critics will similarly mimic their book choices of high-status 
literary fiction.

But not all amateurs want to be like professional critics. While pro-
fessional reviewers act as market mediators, helping readers learn about 
books they might enjoy or should know about, many reviewers post-
ing on Goodreads, Instagram (i. e., “Bookstagram”), TikTok (“#book
tok”), and YouTube (“BookTubers”) are not interested in this role. 
Jaakola (2019) finds that Bookstagrammers’ contributions are associ-
ated with performing a “reading self” as a mode of self-improvement 
or a way to share their reading experiences and passion for books (see 
also: Vlieghe et al. 2016). For many Bookstagrammers, BookTubers, 
and #booktokers, their platforms serve as “affinity spaces”, neither 
professional nor commercial, but spaces for generating book discourse 
as simply another way to engage with a text on a personal level, to 
connect with other readers, and/or engage in reading culture (Andreas
son 2017; Murray et al. 2021; Matthews 2016). Indeed, Goodreads 
members were dismayed at the acquisition of the platform by Amazon 
in 2013, fearing it would lose its communal, book-lover ethos (Al-
brechtslund 2017). In other words, while their reviews may appear on 
public platforms, many amateurs think of their reviewing in private 
terms.

In practice, however, a study of BookTubers reveals that the social 
organization rewards for posting about books can be similar to those 
for traditional book reviewers: receiving free books, making connec-
tions in publishing, and gaining modest income through advertise-
ments and sponsorships (Song 2023). This speaks to the diversity 
within the amateur reviewing category; rather than delineating differ-
ent types of reviewers, it may be more productive to consider different 
styles of reviewing.

The lesson that can be drawn from this body of research is the 
value of speaking of different styles of reviewing, with their unique 
conventions and goals, rather than holding on to rigid ideas of types 
of reviewers. Doing so resists essentialist ideas about the relative worth 
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of opinions as a property of individuals and aligns with the empirical 
reality that a single person can produce multiple types of reviews and 
will often change their discourse accordingly; for instance, the English 
professor who writes both academic essays and posts on Goodreads. 
Finally, shifting the focus to different styles of reviewing rather than 
different types of reviewers affords the analytical agility required to 
engage with a rapidly changing mediascape. 

Who Wields Influence?

Another question that has interested scholars and industry profes-
sionals alike is how much professional critics’ literary judgments still 
matter — especially compared to the influence of amateur reviewers 
amplified by social media platforms. Social scientists have used book 
sales as an indirect measure of critics’ relative cultural influence (Ver-
boord 2011): if professional critics still have sway, their reviews will 
lead to book sales at a magnitude greater than amateur review atten-
tion. Studies have yielded conflicting findings based on the specific 
operationalizations and procedures used by researchers (Chen, Wu, & 
Yoon 2004; Chevalier & Mayzlin 2006; Zhu & Zhang 2010). The 
question of whose opinions matter more may also be too blunt to 
yield useful insights.

A deeper question is how consumers engage with reviews. When 
do they trust them? What cognitive processes are involved? Here, a 
consistent finding is that people pay more attention to negative reviews 
than to positive ones (Guan & Lam 2019), partly because they are 
viewed as more authentic and credible (Lo & Yao 2018; see also Fiske 
1993). Furthermore, negative reviews of very popular books and 
writers do not immediately depress sales, but they do have a negative 
effect over the long term (Erhmann & Shmale 2008).

What about reviews that are mixed or ambivalent? When readers 
encounter an aggregate rating that contradicts their expectations, they 
will go on to read more reviews overall than they do if their initial 
expectation is confirmed (Guam & Lam 2019). Moreover, when faced 
with such a mix of opinion, readers view professional reviews as more 
credible than amateur ones (Lo & Yao 2018). On the other hand, 
professionals are seen as less authentic — partly due to their formal 
writing style and partly because they are being paid for their views 
(Andreasson 2021).

Insofar as readers use reviews to guide their decisions, those deci-
sions are based on the information they glean and how they use it. 
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Beyond the binary question of whether readers ultimately act on a 
review, this entails credibility, trust, and other complex cognitive pro-
cesses. However, one clear finding is that platforms such as TikTok 
and Instagram are successfully reinvigorating sales of publishers’ older 
backlist titles, which are no longer being covered by most traditional 
review media (Bilno, Hue 2021). A recent example was Colleen 
Hoover’s romance It Ends with Us, which became an NYT bestseller 
when published in 2016, then returned to the bestseller lists five years 
later, largely due to #booktok (Zarroli 2021).

However, perspicacity is required when considering how #book-
tok and traditional longform reviews differ. For now, the influence of 
TikTok and Instagram appears strongest for genre fiction — including 
backlist titles (Bilno, Hue 2021). Again, Colleen Hoover’s It Ends 
with Us provides a well-known example. But it is important to re-
member that different types of reviews confer different types of legit-
imacy. While a professional review may not make a bestseller, neither 
can #booktok and reader-based reviews propel a book into the liter-
ary canon.1

Recent research therefore clearly shows that how readers use re-
views and thus the impact of reviews on sales is a far more nuanced 
social process than whether readers choose The Globe and Mail ver-
sus GoodReads. All styles of reviewing have value, depending on the 
goals and conventions of that style and the specific needs of the read-
ers consulting them. Rather than positing one type of reviewing as 
superior to another, it is more productive to reframe discussions of 
book reviewing in a way that takes as intrinsic and inevitable the full 
diversity of genres, readers, and rewards that animate the world of 
books.

A New Storyline: Introducing The Ecological Perspective

Book reviewing, in its most general form, can be understood as dis-
course about the state of books and a process of creating knowledge 
about their value. Within this framing, it is possible to draw on socio-
logical inquiries into knowledge-making — specifically, how disparate 
groups of people can collectively build knowledge, in the absence of 
consensus, shared interests, or even mutual respect. This will allow a 

1	 In this Bourdieusian perspective, different types of criticism have more or less 
power based on the type of capital they can confer and the type of capital 
possessed by their authors (Bourdieu 1993; 1996).
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transition to a different storyline: not of professional versus amateur, 
battling for legitimacy and their own vision of good literature, but the 
story of an ecosystem with many evolving parts. A case in the 1900s 
in Berkeley, California, is illuminating in this regard.

Star and Griesemer’s (1989) foundational case study describes how 
amateur collectors and professional scientists worked together to help 
establish the collection of the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology (MVZ) 
at the University of California, Berkeley. Unlike other museums, the 
MVZ was envisioned as a research-focused natural history museum. 
This required the collection of hundreds of plant and animal speci-
mens for scientific study. Since the task was too large for the scientists 
to tackle alone, they recruited local amateur naturalists, among others, 
to help. This created a tension because while amateur naturalists en-
joyed collecting as a leisure activity driven by a love of nature, they 
were not skilled in collecting scientifically usable specimens. The pro-
fessional biologists, meanwhile, wished to distance their practices and 
professional credibility from that of amateurs by way of advanced 
degrees and their emphasis on research and experimentation, over sim-
ple observation. Yet these disparate groups had to be made to cooperate 
somehow without undermining either’s sense of self-worth or identity. 
How could such diverse groups be brought into alignment?

The authors show how museum leaders used California as a bound-
ary object to facilitate the cooperation between scientists and ama-
teurs. A boundary object is an entity that exists on the boundary 
between groups and enables them to work together without erasing 
their respective aims2. Boundary objects are effective precisely because 
they are abstract and loosely defined, which enables diverse groups to 
see their interests and values articulated within it. In the case of the 
MVZ, both groups were oriented towards California as a special place, 
proudly distinct from the American east coast, whose nature needed 
to be preserved through collection. Moreover, museum management 
also developed standardized procedures that amateurs could follow 
which enabled them to collect usable specimens, but without inter-
fering in what amateurs found most pleasurable about their activities. 
The place of California, as a boundary object, was “fuzzy” enough 
for each group to enjoy autonomy and preserve the dignity of their 
differences, while standard procedures provided a shared language for 
communication.

2	 For instructive discussions of boundary objects, see Bowker et al. (2016), Star 
(1989), Star and Ruhleder (1994), and Trompette and Vinck (2009). For previous 
applications of the concept to the world of books, see Worrall (2015).
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The boundary object concept hinges on an ecological perspective 
of knowledge-making. Rather than focusing on individuals, this ana-
lytical frame considers the interconnected web of objects, actors, and 
practices implied in a situation. Crucially, there is no a priori pre-
sumption that one group of actors (scientists) is more correct or pri-
mary than another (amateurs). Nor is this a privileged concern. Instead, 
the ecological approach takes a wider lens to consider how the com-
bined efforts and relations between multiple groups enable the func-
tioning of a larger ecosystem — which they do in book reviewing, just 
as they did at the museum. The benefit of an ecological view on re-
viewing is that it takes into account points of symbiosis. For instance, 
moving beyond purity tests about what constitutes “real” reviewing, 
it becomes apparent that the varying impact of reviews across differ-
ent genres supports the well-being of the literary ecosystem overall. 
This is manifested in Bookstagram reviews driving interest in older 
titles, particularly among younger readers, or Goodreads promoting 
books from genres and writers that traditional review outlets may 
ignore. An ecological lens also provokes questions about the environ-
ment inhabited by reviewers: such as, how do all these would-be 
reviewers get hold of books in the first place? Publicists are keen 
to gain reviews on any platform, which supports the natural diver-
sity — that is, social differentiation — of the review ecosystem.

The boundary object uniting all these groups is the book review as 
a genus of discourse. Such a view is fruitful because it underscores 
coordination among groups of reviewers with different values, beliefs, 
and goals guiding their reviews. It can also draw attention to situa-
tions where the boundary object may facilitate contention rather than 
collaboration. How has the ecosystem become unbalanced? What, or 
who, is polluting it?

Recently, some non-professional reviewers have been physi-
cally stalked and assaulted by disgruntled authors (Hathaway 2015; 
McAnally and McLelland 2015; Vij 2023). While professional review-
ers must also deal with retribution, this is usually on a more social or 
intellectual level. This points to the relative vulnerability of some peo-
ple who write or speak about books and how that is likely chilling, 
and certainly coarsening, book discourse. Some particularly vulnera-
ble reviewers and authors have been targeted because of their social 
identities and the topics they cover — racism, women’s issues, etc. 
(McClusky 2021; Sobieraj 2020). Sometimes, authors buy reviews, 
while in other cases, angry readers inundate unfavored authors’ books 
with negative reviews (“review bombing”) (McClusky 2021). Such 
distortions violate the whole idea of free discussion and exchange of 
ideas — yet their impact can only be appreciated if the system as a 



204	 P h i l l i p a  K .  C h o n g

whole is considered. How does the digital environment change what 
reviewers write or the evaluative frames they use? How can critics 
engage audiences when there are so many opinions out there, misin-
formation is rife, and no one knows quite whom to trust?

What is a Book Review?

At the highest level, a book review is discourse produced around 
determining the value of a book — but beyond such abstraction, it is 
difficult to find a definition upon which either readers or reviewers 
would agree. A book could have value as art or entertainment, based 
on political or artistic grounds, in relation to other books on the same 
topic, previous books by the same author, or against the yardstick of 
literary history. A review can explore these dimensions by offering 
recommendations or conducting thematic interrogation, in long or 
short form, “online” or in print. It can be a snap verdict on the latest 
espionage thriller or a measured reappraisal of Dostoevsky.

The open-ended nature of reviews can be seen as a form of epistemic 
and institutional uncertainty. While this translates into a potential 
vulnerability for professional reviewers, it also confirms the status of 
the review as a viable and effective boundary object. The flexibility of 
the idea of reviewing gives those who write them maximal autonomy. 
The different types of discourse created as a result situate reading, and 
its societal value or role, in different scales, registers, or contexts. The 
resulting variety is best understood as genres of book reviewing, rather 
than types of reviewers — just as the reductive essentializing of certain 
“types” of readers should be avoided. The boundary-object perspective 
points to book reviewing as a means of collaborating in the service of 
a greater aim: to articulate the value of books in our lives. And while 
the literary academic may proclaim the value of books in Life with a 
capital “L,” a Bookstagrammer may see them as a more intimate part 
of their own lower-case “life.”

Considering reviewers as part of different social worlds opens up 
the question of how events in book reviewing may also be implicated 
in wider issues or as cases of more general social processes. For in-
stance, including everyday readers in the scope of book criticism helps 
subvert any claims about the separation of art from life. Activities 
such as reading are often viewed as a rarified form of recreation — a 
means of escapism (in the case of popular fiction) or intellectual navel-
gazing (in the case of literary fiction). Yet, efforts to ban books that 
reoccur throughout history, most recently banning books in schools 
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in Florida and elsewhere (Gans 2023; Walker 2023) show that books 
do matter in “real life” — indeed, it is impossible to separate the two. 
Reviews situate books at the heart of life as it is lived.

This article draws on new research to argue for a more collective 
and ecological view of book reviewing. Such a perspective opens up 
new research questions beyond the competition perspective that 
dominated around the 2010s. It helps keep analytical frameworks 
flexible and it highlights some of the political stakes at play. It high-
lights the world of book reviewing as more socially differentiated 
than previously thought. Last but not least, it reveals all the ways in 
which books matter in our lives.

Works Cited
Albrechtslund, A. M. B. 2021. “Negotiating ownership and agency in social media: 

Community reactions to Amazon’s acquisition of Goodreads.” First Monday. 
2017.

Andreasson, Erik. 2021. Professional v. Amateur Reviewers: What does their lan-
guage actually tell us? Luleå University.

Antoniak, Maria, Melanie Walsh and David Mimno. 2021. Tags, borders, and 
catalogs: Social reworking of genre on LibraryThing. Proceedings of the ACM 
on Human-Computer Interaction, 1-29.

Baumann, Shyon. 2001. “Intellectualization and art world development: Film in 
the United States.” American Sociological Review 66: 404-426.

Beaudouin, V., & D. Pasquier. 2017. “Forms of contribution and contributors’ 
profiles: An automated textual analysis of amateur on line film critics.” new 
media & society, 19(11), 1810-1828.

Bilno, Marta. 2002. “It’s huge, beyond anything in my career: Publishing industry 
insiders explain how TikTok has sent book sales surging and how they’re 
trying to tap into the Booktok Phenomenon.” Business Insider.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1984. Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste. 
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1993. The field of cultural production: Essays on art and litera-
ture. New York: Columbia University Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1996. The rules of art: Genesis and structure of the literary field, 
Palo Alto: Stanford University Press.

Bowker, Geoffrey C., Stefan Timmermans, Adele E. Clarke and Ellen Balka. 
2016. Boundary objects and beyond: Working with Leigh Star, Cambridge, 
Mass.: MIT Press.

Chen, Pei-Yu, Shin-yi Wu, and Jungsun Yoon. 2004. “The Impact of On-
line Recommendations and consumer Feedback on Sales.” ICIS Proceedings, 
58.

Chevalier, Judith A., and Dina Mayzlin. 2006. “The effect of word of mouth on 
sales: Online book reviews.” Journal of Marketing Research 43(3): 345-54.

Choi, Hoon S., and Michele Maasberg. 2022. “An empirical analysis of experi-
enced reviewers in online communities: what, how and why to review.” Elec-
tronic Markets 32.III: 1293-1310.



206	 P h i l l i p a  K .  C h o n g

Chong, Phillipa K. 2019. “Valuing subjectivity in journalism: Bias, emotions, and 
self-interest as tools in arts reporting.” Journalism 20.III: 427-43.

Chong, Phillipa K. 2020. Inside the critics’ circle: Book reviewing in uncertain 
times. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Daenekindt, Stijin, and Julian Schaap. 2022. “Using word embedding models to 
capture changing media discourses: A study on the role of legitimacy, gender 
and genre in 24,000 music reviews, 1999-2021,” Journal of Computational 
Social Science 5.II: 1615-36.

Duffy, Kate. 2023. “Gen Zers are bookworms but say they’re shunning e-books 
because of eye strain, digital detoxing, and their love for libraries,” Business 
Insider US Edition.

Ehrmann, Thomas, and Hendrik Schmale. 2008. “The Hitchhiker’s Guide to the 
Long Tail: the influence of online-reviews and product recommendations on 
book sales — evidence from German online retailing,” ICIS Proceedings, 157.

Fiske, Susan T. 1993. “Social cognition and social perception.” Annual review of 
psychology 44.I: 155-94.

Gans, Jared. 2023. “Florida Democrats try to use GOP’s book review, removal 
process against DeSantis memoir.” The Hill. April 4, 2023.

Griswold, Wendy, Terry McDonnell and Nathan Wright. 2005. “Reading and the 
reading class in the twenty-first century.” Annual Review of Sociology 31: 
127-41.

Guan, Chong and Shun Yin Lam. 2019. “Product rating statistics as consumer 
search aids, Journal of Interactive Marketing.” 48.I: 51-70.

Hanrahan, Nancy. 2013. “If the people like it, it must be good: Criticism, democ-
racy and the culture of consensus.” Cultural sociology 7.II: 73-85.

Hathaway, J. 2015. “British Writer Tracks Down Teen Who Gave His Book a 
Bad Review, Smashes Her With Wine Bottle.” Gawker. 11/10/15. https://
https://www.gawkerarchives.com/british-writer-tracks-down-teen-who-
gave-his-book-a-bad-1741713016.

Hu, Nan, Paul Pavlou and Jie Zhang. 2006. “Can online reviews reveal a product’s 
true quality? Empirical findings and analytical modeling of online word-of-
mouth communication.” Proceedings of the 7th ACM conference on electronic 
commerce: 324-30.

Hue, Angeline. 2021. “TikTok is turning decade-old books into bestsellers for the 
first time as it inspires a reading renaissance.” Business Insider India.

Jaakkola, Maarit. 2018. “Vernacular reviews as a form of co-consumption: The 
user-generated review videos on YouTube” MedieKultur: Journal of media 
and communication research 34(65): 10-30.

Jaakkola, Maarit. 2019. “From re-viewers to me-viewers: The #Bookstagram review 
sphere on Instagram and the uses of the perceived platform and genre affor-
dances.” Interactions: Studies in Communication & Culture 10.I-II: 91-110.

Jaakkola, Maarit. 2021. “Reviewing culture online: Post-institutional cultural cri-
tique across platforms.” Springer Nature.

Keen, Andrew. 2011. “The Cult of the Amateur: How blogs, MySpace, YouTube 
and the rest of today’s user-generated media are killing our culture and econ-
omy.” Hachette U. K.

Kim, Kwan Woo and Phillipa K. Chong. 2022. “Writing by women or for 
women? Either way, you’re less likely to be reviewed.” Poetics: 1-15.

Kristensen, Nete Nørgaard and Unni From. 2015. “From ivory tower to cross-
media personas: The heterogeneous cultural critic in the media.” Journalism 
Practice 9.10: 853-71.

Lo, Ada S. Lo and Sharon Siyu Yao. 2019. “What makes hotel online reviews 

https://www.gawker.com/british-writer-
https://www.gawkerarchives.com/british-writer-tracks-down-teen-who-gave-his-book-a-bad-1741713016
https://www.gawkerarchives.com/british-writer-tracks-down-teen-who-gave-his-book-a-bad-1741713016


	 T h e  Ec  o s y s t e m  o f  B o o k  R e v i e w s 	 207

credible? An investigation of the roles of reviewer expertise, review rating 
consistency and review valence.” International Journal of Contemporary 
Hospitality Management 31.I: 41-60.

Matthews, Jolie C. 2016. “Professionals and nonprofessionals on Goodreads: Be-
havior standards for authors, reviewers, and readers.” New Media and Society 
18(10): 2305-22.

McClusky, Megan. 2021. “How Extortion Scams and Review Bombing Trolls 
Turned Goodreads Into Many Authors’ Worst Nightmare.” Times Magazine.

McAnally, Ashlie and Euan McLelland. 2015. “‘I could have died’: Asda shelf-
stacker, 18, tells how she was bottled by Countdown champion who travelled 
500 miles to Scotland to attack her after she gave his book a bad review on-
line.” Daily Mail.

Miller, Laura. 2016. “In Praise of Reader Reviews: A Book Critic On What She 
Learns From The Masses On Amazon and Goodreads.” Slate Magazine.

Mintel Group. 2022. “Readers: Books, E-books, Graphic Novels and Maga-
zines.” US Industry Report.

Murray, Simone. 2021. “Secret agents: Algorithmic culture, Goodreads and data-
fication of the contemporary book world.” European Journal of Cultural 
Studies 24(4): 970-89.

Nalkur, Sonal Gersappa. 2013. Moving Newspapers Online: Newspaper Diversi-
fication and Viability (1990-2010). PhD diss., Emory University.

Santos, Tiago, Florian Lemmerich, Markus Strohmaier and Denis Helic. 2019. 
“What’s in a review: Discrepancies between expert and amateur reviews of 
video games on metacritic.” Proceedings of the ACM on human-computer 
interaction 3(CSCW): 1-22.

Schmutz, Vaughn and Alison Faupel. 2010. “Gender and cultural consecration in 
popular music.” Social Forces 89(2): 685-707.

Sobieraj, Sarah. 2020. Credible Threat: Attacks against Women Online and the 
Future of Democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Song, Jenna. Influencer Relational Work and Audience Evaluations: The Role of 
Perceived Trust. Unpublished manuscript.

Star, Susan Leigh. 1989. “The Structure of ill-structured solutions: Boundary 
objects and heterogeneous distributed problem solving.” In: Distributed Ar-
tificial Intelligence, ed. Alan H. Bond. San Mateo, Calif.: Morgan Kaufmann, 
37-54.

Star, Susan Leigh and Karen Ruhleder. 1994. “Steps towards an ecology of infra-
structure: complex problems in design and access for large-scale collaborative 
systems.” Proceedings of the 1994 ACM conference on Computer supported 
cooperative work, 253-264.

Thompson, John B. 2013. Merchants of culture: the publishing business in the 
twenty-first century. Hoboken, N.  J.: John Wiley & Sons.

Trompette, Pascale and Dominique Vinck. 2009. “Revisiting the notion of bound-
ary object.” Revue d’anthropologie des connaissances 3(3-1).

Van Rees, C. J. 1983. “How a literacy work becomes a masterpiece: On the three-
fold selection practised by literary criticism.” Poetics 12(4-5): 397-417.

Verboord, Marc. 2010. “The legitimacy of book critics in the age of the Internet 
and omnivorousness: Expert critics, Internet critics and peer critics in Flan-
ders and the Netherlands.” European Sociological Review 26(6): 623-37.

Verboord, Marc. 2011. “Cultural products go online: Comparing the internet and 
print media on distributions of gender, genre and commercial success.” New 
Media & Society 36: 441-62.

Verboord, Marc. 2014. “The impact of peer-produced criticism on cultural eval-



208	 P h i l l i p a  K .  C h o n g

uation: A multilevel analysis of discourse employment in online and offline 
film reviews.” New Media & Society 16(6): 921-40.

Vij, Anish. 2023. “Author tracked down reviewer who kept giving him one-star 
book reviews.“ Lad Bible.

Vlieghe, Joachim, Jaël Muls and Kris Rutten. 2016. “Everybody reads: Reader 
engagement with literature in social media environments.” Poetics 54: 25-37.

Walker, Finch. 2023. “What’s happening with Brevard Public Schools’ book re-
view policy — and who will be voting? Media specialists would not be able to 
vote on books when challenged.” Florida Today.

Wasserman, Steve. 2007. “Goodbye to All That.” Columbia Journalism Review 
46(3): 43.

Worrall, Adam. 2015. “‘Like a real friendship’: Translation, coherence, and con-
vergence of information values in LibraryThing and Goodreads.” iConference 
2015 proceedings, Newport Beach.

Zarroli, Jim. 2021. “TikTok is driving book sales. Here are some titles #BookTok 
recommends.” NPR Book News and Features.

Zhu, Feng and Xiaoquan Zhang. 2010. “Impact of online consumer reviews on 
sales: The moderating role of product and consumer characteristics.” Journal 
of Marketing 74(2): 133-48.


