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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 
‘It’s all about moving and changing people - to inspire and develop. We are not here solely to 
entertain, but to make a difference in people’s lives.’ 
 
These words are part of Roskilde Festival’s ambition for the years to come (Rfnet 
Vinterkatalog, 2012). They reflect that Roskilde Festival is not simply a culture and music 
festival, but a festival with values, opinions, and ethics. As the quote articulates, it is not a 
festival that merely aims to entertain their audience. The goal is to change people, to inspire, 
and ultimately make the world a better place. These are high standards. And the only way to 
achieve them is to get the audience to play along. 
 
Roskilde Festival has existed since 1971, and is a festival born out of the peace, love, and 
harmony spirit of the late 1960s. This legacy is still visible at the festival today. By reading the 
audience survey you will realize that the majority of the participants attend the festival because 
of the “atmosphere” (Roland et al., Roskilde Festival Publikumsundersøgelse, 2012). 
Something as intangible as an “atmosphere” is what drives more than 120,000 people to show 
up for the festival each year.  

Roskilde Festival is only on for one week during the summer, but could the atmosphere be 
prolonged throughout the year? A DR K teaser1 longingly asked: Roskilde Festival – where are 
you the rest of the year in January 2013. The TV station is not the only one with this question 
on its mind. Roskilde Festival is already concerned with how to come up with the answer. But 
is it possible for a festival to make a difference in people’s lives, to move and change them, to 
inspire and develop – not just for one week, but 365 days a year? 

 

1.1 Case 

As of October 2012 a new unit within Roskilde Festival Gruppen – the ones who are behind 
Roskilde Festival – was established. This unit was named Orange Innovation, and was founded 
to create innovations outside of Roskilde Festival’s current area of expertise (RFnet Nyheder, 
2012). One of Orange Innovation’s initial visions was to develop a new online community. The 
intention with the community was to connect Roskilde Festival’s audiences in co-creating 
activities 365 days a year. The vision was more idealistic than concrete, as no initial frames on 
content and activities, or any specified needs and business goals were articulated. Orange 
Innovation’s vision was to create a digital experience; a place where everybody works together 
and gain inspiration and personal development; a social movement. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  The	  TV	  teaser	  was	  produced	  by	  DR,	  and	  aired	  on	  DR’s	  TV	  channels	  DR1,	  DR2,	  DR	  K,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  radio	  spot	  on	  
several	  radio	  stations	  including	  DR	  P3	  and	  DR	  P4.	  The	  teaser	  and	  spot	  advertised	  a	  number	  of	  Roskilde	  Festival	  
concert	  transmissions	  on	  DR	  K	  in	  January	  2013.	  The	  concerts	  can	  be	  seen	  online	  at:	  
http://www.dr.dk/tv/program/dr-‐k-‐roskilde.	  
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Orange Innovation became the client on this project, and the idea of developing a digital 
community for Roskilde Festival is the basis for this thesis. 

Like most other organizations in the 21st century, Roskilde Festival has a rich online presence. 
The festival has a website, a Facebook page, a Twitter profile, a Flickr account, a YouTube 
channel, and lately an Instagram account has been added. Common for the website and social 
media profiles are that they are means for the festival to communicate with and to their 
audience and potential guests. Nearly all content on these platforms are directly linked to the 
physical festival. As it will be revealed throughout this thesis much of the online content has to 
do with shared anticipation prior to the festival and common memories and nostalgia 
afterwards. Before the festival, users send in their band requests for the upcoming festival, and 
after they share their pictures from the completed festival. Activity is at it highest around the 
time of the festival, but numbers2 show that audiences do seek information up to six months 
prior to the festival. This, however still leaves another six months without much activity. But if 
the festival, as Orange Innovation envisions, is going to create an online community, they need 
to be able to create activities all year round.   

 
1.2 Purpose 

Two overall aspects have to be taken into consideration, when developing an online 
community for Roskilde Festival. First of all is it possible to create a year-round online 
community around a festival that only lasts a week? If the answer is yes, then how do you 
motivate people to participate?  
 
These considerations as well as Orange Innovation’s vision and Roskilde Festival’s strategic 
ambition lead to the following research question:  

How can we through qualitative research create a concept for an online community that fulfills 
Roskilde Festival’s strategic ambition and where Roskilde Festival’s target group is motivated to 
participate and collaborate 365 days a year? 
 

The original research question read:  

How can we create a digital platform where users engage in co-creation and gain experiences 
that live up to Roskilde Festival’s values? 

The alteration of the research question mainly concerns wording. “Roskilde Festival’s values” 
has been changed into “Roskilde Festival’s strategic ambitions”, as this is more accurate, 
considering it is the festival’s written strategic ambition that has been used as a guideline for 
this project. “Qualitative research” is added to indicate the approach applied to the process. 
“Digital platform” is “online community” in the renewed research question, as it frames the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 Confidential (Google Analytics) visitor numbers for Roskilde Festival’s website, as well as statements conveyed 
from the audience survey report (Roland et al., Roskilde Festival Publikumsundersøgelse, 2012).	  
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product in a more precise and concrete way. “Roskilde Festival’s target group” is added to the 
research question in order to ensure, that the final concept keeps the target group in mind. 
“[M]otivated to participate” is included since motivation is a determining factor, when 
engaging users in an online community. If you want to engage users, it is important to know 
what motivates them to participate. “365 days a year” is enclosed, as it is important that the 
community is active all year, and not just during the immediate period before and after 
Roskilde Festival.  

As the final research question states; the goal of this thesis is to develop a concept for an online 
community. In order to be capable of executing such a concept it is necessary to gather an 
understanding of what motivates people to participate online. This knowledge is going to be 
obtained through an ethnographic research combined with a theoretical framework. 
 
The main focus of the thesis is to identity human behavior and motivation for participation on 
social media sites. And through a creative design process investigate how to develop a concept 
that supports these findings.  

In order to ensure that the concept will be in line with Roskilde Festival’s values, visions, and 
goals, it is essential to include the festival’s written strategic ambition in this project. In 2012 
Roskilde Festival Gruppen defined seven ambitions that are meant to guide all activities 
initiated by the group. 
 
The ambitions are as follows (Roskilde Festival Gruppen, Strategibog, 2012): 

1. We want to create open, playful and socially committed human beings. 
2. We want to build socially and culturally meaningful communities between young 

people... by actively involving them in the unique activities we create… in an 
interaction between music, art, architecture, play and community. 

3. We want to foster active participation. 
4. We want to keep moving people... by entertaining and challenging them at the same 

time. 
5. We want to be international 
6. We want to be closer to our participants 
7. We want to create a different social movement that internationally fights for young 

people’s opportunity to express them socially and creatively on their own terms. 

These seven ambitions have served as a framework and a guide throughout this process. It was 
never a demand from Orange Innovation to include these ambitions in the project, but it was 
nevertheless decided to let the ambitions frame the project to ensure that the final concept 
would be of value to the festival from a strategic point of view. 

Engaging in an assignment with Orange Innovation – and thereby with Roskilde Festival – 
implies being involved with one of Europe’s biggest festivals and a mastodon of the Danish 
arts and culture scene. To be involved with Roskilde Festival on a project like this is an 
opportunity to collaborate with a high profile organization willing to experiment and break 
new ground.  
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Report Structure 

This report will start with a presentation of the theoretical framework with four main topics of 
significance to the research question. These include a theoretical discourse in describing the 
notion of festival as phenomenon, definitions and characteristics of communities, principles of 
facilitating participation in online communities, and last but not least a theoretical assessment 
of human motivational factors for participation. The latter goes into details with motivations 
for members to join, actively participate and contribute in an online community. The 
theoretical framework creates a foundation for an ethnographic research approach. This 
approach will be explained in the chapter methodology, including the approach to the more 
practical concept and design development. 
 
After the presentation of the methodological approach, the following chapter will review the 
initial research and data gathering process, and include a presentation of how the qualitative 
user interviews were conducted. Following this chapter, the analysis of the interviews will be 
presented. The analysis provides an in-depth analysis of 19 qualitative interviews. This is 
followed by a chapter on concept development, including a presentation of the methods and 
techniques used, such as brainstorming, sketching, and user tests, and how they informed the 
end product – the final iterations on the concept for an online community targeted at Roskilde 
Festival’s target group. The following chapter presents details of the developed concept 
including sketches and prototypes. The report is rounded off by a discussion and reflection, 
where the concept and process is summarized and critically assessed through the theoretical 
framework followed by reflections on challenges towards implementation of the concept and 
concluding remarks. 
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2.0 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

In this chapter the theoretical framework for the project is examined. The theoretical 
framework presents four main topics of significance to the research question, and thereby 
creates a foundation for the empirical research of this project. First, the festival phenomenon is 
defined, followed by a review of the community concept and how a sense of community is 
established. Immediately after is an introduction to online participation and co-creation, and 
finally the chapter is completed with a section on motivation for participation.   

 

2.1 Festivals 

With the aim of developing a concept for an online community for Roskilde Festival, it is 
essential to gain a thorough understanding of not only what Roskilde Festival is, but also what 
the concept “festival” covers. It is important to be aware of these elements, as a way to obtain 
an understanding of the field this project is operating within. Since Roskilde Festival is the 
name and organization behind the online community to be developed, the “festival” concept 
will have an influence on this product. 

This section will commence with a definition of the notion of “festival”, followed by a brief 
look at the history of rock music festivals. Finally, the attention is turned to Roskilde Festival. 
This part will focus both on how Roskilde Festival was initiated, and examine the so-called 
Orange Feeling. 
 

2.1.1 Festival Definition  
The term “festival” is widely used in connection to a broad range of events. In Denmark alone 
there are music festivals, film festivals, food and wine festivals, sports festivals, and theatre 
festivals just to name a few. Festival is, according to Harsløf (forthcoming), a universal 
concept, originating in ancient Greece. “Festival” is an English word, derived from the Latin 
”festivalis” adjective to ”festum”. The meaning is something along the lines of celebration 
(ibid). According to Falassi (1987) there is not a single definition of “festival”. The meaning 
therefore stems from common language even though the term is used to describe a range of 
different events. In contemporary English, the festival term covers:  

(a) a sacred or profane time of celebration, marked by special observances; (b) the annual 
celebration of a notable person or event, or the harvest of an important product; (c) a cultural 
event consisting of a series of performances of works in the fine arts, often devoted to a single 
artist or genre; (d) a fair; (e) generic, gaiety, conviviality, cheerfulness (Falassi, 1987, p. 2). 

Falassi (ibid) sums up, that the term festival commonly means a periodically social occasion 
formed by a large range of coordinated events, where participants, part of the community, are 
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united by ethnic, linguistic, religious and historical bonds, as well as sharing a common world 
view.   
 
A festival ultimately celebrates the values that a community recognizes as being essential to its 
ideology, both in terms of social identity, historical and physical survival. According to Harsløf 
(forthcoming) festivals have to do with artistic experience or expression, and the purpose is to 
reach a state where the individual is dissolved and the self is absorbed in the collective 
consciousness. In Greek tradition the Dionysus Festivals celebrated the god Dionysus, who 
represented celebration, drinking, fornication, the ecstatic and the uncontrolled. According to 
Harsløf (ibid) the individual will step aside during a festival to obtain a state of joy and in 
order to gain the so-called Dionysian experience where people are sacredly united in the 
community.  
 
When people participate in festivals, they do not behave like they would in normal daily life, 
‘they carry to the extreme behaviors that are usually regulated by measure; they invert patterns 
of daily social life’ (Falassi, 1987, p. 3). In modern-day festivals, such as Roskilde Festival, this 
behavior is, among other things, expressed through the consummation of large amounts of 
alcohol, nudity, and openness towards others. This behavior is socially acceptable at a festival, 
and may even be perceived as the norm (Munkgård Pedersen, 2010). 

 

2.1.2 Evolution of Rock Festivals 
The festival concept have existed since ancient Greece, but it was not until the 1960s that rock 
festivals emerged. Harsløf (forthcoming) proclaims the British Isle of Wight Festival to be the 
World’s first rock festival. It took place in August 1968, with 10,000 guests. Next year it had 
grown to 150-250,000 participants, and in 1970 more than 600,000 are estimated to have 
attended the festival (ibid). Even though Isle of Wight is considered the first rock festival, the 
American Woodstock Festival is often regarded as the most influential and legendary of the 
rock festivals. The original Woodstock festival took place for four days in August 1969, and is 
said to be the last great moment of the 1960’s (Bennett, 2004). The late 1960s were 
characterized by revolt and rebellion against the system, and the resistance against the 
Vietnam War caused severe uproar. Woodstock was the culmination of a decade with anti-
war, anti-establishment, pro-drugs, non-competitive, and individualistic tendencies (ibid). 
Around half a million people participated in the festival, while more than 1.5 million are 
estimated to have failed to get there because of traffic.  

Over 30 years after the event, Woodstock remains, in the popular imagination, the point at 
which the creative and political energies of the 1960’s counter-cultural movement briefly united 
in a three day spectacle of ‘peace, love and music’ (Bennett, 2004, p. XIV).  

Woodstock came to be the symbol of a social movement, a cultural and political event, and 
flower power idealism. The festival represents a ‘Woodstock nation’ where music, musicians, 
and fans forged an alternative community that opposed the dominant ideology (ibid). Since 
then Woodstock has managed to position itself as a groundbreaking historical event - almost 
mythical (Harsløf, forthcoming). Besides the original Woodstock festival in 1969, two 
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Woodstock festivals have been organized in connection to the 25th and 30th anniversaries. By 
1999 the peace, love, and harmony feeling of the 1960s was long gone, and Woodstock III was 
subject to assaults, rapes, riots and arson (Harsløf, forthcoming; Bennett, 2004).  
 

2.1.3 The Beginning of Roskilde Festival  
The first Roskilde Festival took place in 1971, and was organized by two ‘idealistic but naïve’ 
(Degner, 1995, p. 26) high school students in collaboration with music manager Carl Fisher. 
The inspiration and role models for the festival were to a certain extent the Isle of Wight and 
Woodstock festivals, but also the Danish Thy-lejr (Rou Jensen, 1995). The organizers expected 
3-6,000 guests, but presumably 13,000 people showed up to experience the 33 bands during the 
two-day event. Even though the audience might have considered the festival a success, the 
result was an economic and organizational breakdown (ibid). The festival however, was 
organized again the following year, this time with American folk singer Tony Busch as 
initiator. Busch teamed up with Roskildefonden, a foundation whose profit went to better 
conditions for children and youth in Roskilde. Roskildefonden was involved to ensure, that a 
possible profit would stay in Roskilde. This time the festival was a practical, musical, and 
economical success (ibid). After the 1972 edition Roskildefonden took over as sole organizer of 
the festival, and has organized the festival every year since.  

Roskilde Festival has grown extensively through the years, and is considered to be one of the 
largest music and culture festival in Northern Europe today. In 2012 a total of 125,000 people 
attended the festival each day – counting audience, volunteers, press, and artists – making it 
the fifth biggest city in Denmark (Roskilde Festival Press Kit, 2012). Roskilde Festival has a 
very unique organization: 32,000 volunteer during the festival, approximately 1,000 volunteer 
year-round to plan the festival, and only 55 persons are permanently employed (Harsløf, 
forthcoming).  

Harsløf (ibid) describes Roskilde Festival as Denmark’s biggest international cultural 
attraction. The festival lasts for nine days. The first five days are the so-called warm-up period 
where activities take place in the camping area. During this period the festival provides an 
extensive program with art installations, cinema, poetry readings, skate and swim areas, and 
concerts with up-coming bands. The official festival area, with its eight stages, opens after the 
five days, and offers music almost non-stop for four days. All together more than 200 bands 
play at the festival. The line-up features everything from unknown African drummers to 
world-known headliners accommodating most genres and musical trends.    

The festival is and has been non-profit since Roskildefonden took over. Through the years 
more than 150 million DKK have been donated to humanitarian and cultural projects all over 
the world (Roskilde Festival Press Kit, 2012). The festival logo has been its main stage: Orange 
Stage (also referred to as Canopy) since 1978.  

 

Orange Feeling  
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When talking of Roskilde Festival it is hard to avoid the special atmosphere – also known as 
the Orange Feeling - highlighted by press, audience and the festival itself year after year 
(Roland et al., Roskilde Festival Publikumsundersøgelse, 2012; Wojcik, 2012). Rung (1995) 
sums up that the atmosphere at Roskilde is usually described as ‘Peaceful, quiet, cozy, 
welcoming, considerate, social, come-together. Overwhelming, noisy, chaotic, wild, intense’ (p. 
140).  	  

Violence and offenses are few, considering the size of the festival. Police inspector Michael 
Kristiansen from Roskilde Police has assessed that there is less violence during an entire 
Roskilde festival compared to a Thursday, Friday, and Saturday in downtown Roskilde (Politi, 
2006). The audience takes care of each other and most offences have to do with theft and 
drugs.  

Munkgård Pedersen (2010) explains the peaceful behavior with a shared sense of communita 
among the festival audience. Communita is the social feeling individuals experience when they 
go through a so-called liminal phase. A liminal phase is when subjects in a ritual are cut off 
from the surrounding world and their everyday lives. During this phase the subjects are 
stripped of all belongings, as well as individual and social characteristics. The audience at 
Roskilde Festival is to a certain extent isolated and deprived of their regular status symbols 
during the festival week, and as a result everyone is considered equals, and a sense of 
community arises among the participants (ibid).  

Harsløf (forthcoming) quotes Vagnby for saying that the festival is a place where many 
different kinds of cultures meet and live side by side in the belief that the community is the 
focal point of all existence. The target is for the participants to be influenced emotionally and 
thereby create the orange feeling out of tolerance, joy, and freedom (p. 149).  

 

2.2 Community 

The previous section explored the festival concept, and it was examined how the phenomenon 
has evolved throughout history. The section ended with a brief review of the orange feeling 
that exists among participants at Roskilde Festival. Through this section the concept of 
community will be investigated by examining theories from offline to online communities, 
looking at definitions, characteristics, and elements that create a sense of community. With a 
goal to develop an online community it is vital to understand which elements make up a 
community. 
 
 

2.2.1 Sense of Community 
Ever since the dawn of the human race, people have sought each other’s company looking for 
others with similar values, goals, and needs. McMillan & Chavis, who looked at offline 
communities, refer to community as ‘a force in human life’ (1986, p. 8), while Peck (Rheingold, 
1998) distinguishes between humans as social animals and as community creatures. The social 
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animal is only social as a way to survive, while the community creature understands and 
appreciates the benefits of being a member in a community – benefits include openness, 
equality, and love, among others.  
 
McMillan & Chavis (1986) argue that a sense of community has to be present among a group 
of people, before the group can be perceived as an actual community. The sense of community 
is ‘a feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another and to 
the group, and a shared faith that members’ needs will be met through their commitment to be 
together.’ (ibid, p. 9). McMillan & Chavis’ definition of a sense of community contains four 
criteria (p. 9): 
 

• Membership: feeling of belonging, sense of relatedness. The community has 
boundaries, some belong, others do not. 

• Influence: sense of making a difference to the group and of the group mattering to its 
members.  

• Reinforcement: fulfillment of needs. The feeling that the members’ needs will be met 
by the resources received through their membership of the group. 

• Shared emotional connection: the commitment and belief that members have shared 
and will share history, common places, time, and similar experiences. 
 

According to McMillan & Chavis (ibid), people will feel like they belong in a community, if 
they have the perception that the group accepts them, and that they fit in. In a community, 
boundaries, emotional safety, a sense of belonging and identification, personal investment, and 
a common symbol system are all attributes that determine who is part of the community and 
who is not. Language, dress codes, rituals, and group symbols are elements that can increase 
boundaries between members and non-members (ibid). 

Even though McMillan & Chavis’ theory is based on offline communities, their findings still 
apply in an online context, according to Millington (2012). Millington refers to McMillan & 
Chavis, and argues, that in order for an online community to be successful it is necessary to 
establish a strong sense of community among its members. Preece & Maloney-Krichmar 
(2003) point out that research on online communities has shown that rituals and a shared 
history among members create a sense of belonging.  

While the traditional communities studied by McMillan & Chavis (1986) were often bound by 
geography, physical contact is no longer a necessity in online communities. Hampton and 
Wellman (Jankowski, 2009, p. 66) state that what is central to a community is the social ties 
and not the geographical place. Van Dijk (ibid, p. 62) agrees, and describes online 
communities as something which is ‘not tied to a particular place or time, but which still serves 
common interests in social, cultural and mental reality ranging from general to special interests 
or activities’. McMillan & Chavis (1986) make a distinction between “territorial” and 
“relational” communities, and refer to Gusfield and Durkheim (ibid, p. 3). According to 
Gusfield, a territorial community is one where geography and location matter such as in a city 
or a neighborhood, while Durkheim talks about relational community, which is based on 
human relationship regardless of location. McMillan & Chavis believe that their findings will 
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apply equally to territorial and to relational communities. In this terminology an online 
community can be seen as a relational community where people share interests, not location.  
 
 

2.2.2 Online Communities 
The term “online community” has been applied to a broad range of online activity and does 
not have a single definition. The term covers anything from a community of practice, where 
professionals share their knowledge and ideas; through a special interest community, where 
people interact based on a shared interest; to a support community where professionals offer 
support (Preece & Maloney-Krichmar, 2003). Often the technology behind the community has 
also been used to describe online communities. This applies to chat, bulletin board, listserver, 
UseNet, MUD, MOO (ibid), and social media (Boyd & Ellison, 2008).  
 
Several theorists have done research explicitly on online communities, (Preece & Maloney-
Krichmar, 2003; Jankowski, 2009; Boyd & Ellison, 2008; Boyd, 2009; Rheingold, 1998), and 
thus a number of definitions exist. Fernback & Thompson (Jankowski, 2009, p. 62) define an 
online community as a ‘Social relationship forged in cyberspace through repeated contact within 
a specified boundary or place (e.g. a conference or chat line) that is symbolically delineated by 
topic of interest’. Preece & Maloney-Krichmar (2003) refer to online communities as a group of 
users interacting online around social activities. Wellman believes that online networks 
represent places where ‘people connect concerning shared interests, support, sociability and 
identity’ (Jankowski, 2009, p. 99).  
 
Preece & Maloney-Krichmar (2003) outline a set of core characteristics of online communities, 
agreed upon by a group of researchers in 1996. These characteristics are (p.3):  
 

• Members have a shared goal, interest, need, or activity, which bring them to the 
community.  

• Repeated and active participation, intense interactions, strong emotional ties, and 
shared activities between participants.  

• Members have access to shared resources and there are policies for determining 
access to those resources.  

• Reciprocity of information, support, and services between members.  
A shared context of social conventions, language, and protocols.   

           
 
From these characteristics it becomes clear that a community needs to have a specific purpose 
as users connect due to a shared goal or interest. The community relies on membership, i.e. 
people, and their relations among one another. Furthermore, a community has shared 
resources, i.e. content, where specific policies or social conventions/protocols outline how 
members behave and interact in a community (Preece & Maloney-Krichmar, 2003).  
 
Jankowski (2009) argues that an online community is most successful if a sense of community 
between its members is already established. Boyd (2011) agrees and states that people ‘are 
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unmotivated to interact with distant strangers; their attention is focused on those around them’ 
(p. 53). Preece & Maloney-Krichmar (2003) believe that users are attracted to online groups 
that share their interests and concerns, as opposed to being attracted to diverse groups and 
ideas. On the other hand, Rheingold (1998) sees online communities as a way to meet other 
people, and mentions the possibility to expand your circle of friends as one of the most 
important advantages of joining an online community.  

While Rheingold (1998) looked at the online community the WELL3, Boyd is mainly 
concerned with social network sites (SNS). According to Boyd & Ellison (2008) SNS contain 
three basic features; users have profiles, users show who their friends are on friend lists, and 
everybody has the possibility to view others’ connections. The feature that users can show off 
their network is what makes social network sites unique compared to other kinds of online 
communities. The social network sites that came with Web 2.0 are primarily organized around 
people. Instead of meeting strangers and practicing actual networking, users on SNS connect 
with those they already share social relations with (ibid). Comparing the different arguments 
and theories, it becomes clear that there are two main tendencies present when users connect 
online; either they connect with friends to confirm and build upon an already existing 
friendship, or they interact with strangers with whom they share a common interest.  

 

2.3 Online Participation  

While the previous section focused on communities and how a sense of community manifests 
itself, the current section will concentrate on ways in which users can participate and engage in 
creating content online.  
 

2.3.1 Active Users  
With the emergence of Web 2.0 and social media, users are generally referred to as active 
Internet contributors, and many activities today on the World Wide Web involve some sort of 
user participation.  
 
From Google and Amazon to Wikipedia, eBay, and craigslist, we saw that the value was 
facilitated by the software, but was co-created by and for the community of connected users. 
Since then, powerful new platforms like YouTube, Facebook, and Twitter have demonstrated 
that same insight in new ways (O'Reilly & Battelle, 2009, p.1).  
 
The audience is invited to be involved and to participate within the networked culture, and it 
is facilitated through networked technologies that enable users to “talk back” in the same 
multimodal language used by the “sender” (van Dijck, 2009). Thousands of participants use 
online platforms to collaborate on the development and continuous improvement of a wide 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  The	  WELL:	  short	  for	  The	  Whole	  Earth	  Lectronic	  Link,	  one	  of	  the	  first	  online	  communities.	  It	  was	  established	  in	  
1985.	  
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variety of content: from software to informational resources to creative works, that take place 
through series of more or less unplanned, ad hoc, almost random cooperative encounters 
(Bruns & Schmidt, 2011). This indicates how users' agencies float between the contrasting 
categories of being either producer or consumer, and furthermore emphasizes how users 
collectively create content. Hence, it is the users who create value through their contributions 
and interactions – i.e. user generated content (UCG) sites such as Facebook and YouTube 
would be useless without user contributions.  
 
Even though online users are generally perceived as active users today, it is still far from 
presuming that the improved networked technologies, which enable participation, turn 
everyone into active participants. As per Arthur (2006) a rule of thumb suggests that ‘if you get 
a group of 100 people online then one will create content, 10 will ‘interact’ with it (commenting 
or offering improvements) and the other 89 will just view it’ (Arthur, 2006). Nielsen (2006) 
refers to this as the “90-9-1” rule. He describes 90% of users on a site as “lurkers” (i.e. readers 
and observers), 10% contribute from time to time, while 1% creates the majority of 
contributions. Van Dijck (2009) considers six levels of participation. These are the active 
creators (uploading/creating content), critics (rating and evaluating), collectors (saving and 
sharing bookmarks), joiners (joining social networks), passive spectators (reading and 
watching) and finally the inactives (do not engage in any activities). Van Dijck (ibid) 
emphasizes that participation does not equal active contributors, as 80% of users are passive 
spectators. It is important to be aware of this inequality in participation. As Nielsen (2006) 
argues: ‘The first step to dealing with participation inequality is to recognize that it will always 
be with us. It's existed in every online community and multi-user service that has ever been 
studied.’  
 
Despite participation inequality, several theorists have studied the increased involvement of 
users in online content creation (Leadbeater & Miller, 2004; Benkler, 2006; Tappscott & 
Williams, 2006; Jenkins, 2006; Bruns, 2008). One of the most well known terms describing the 
increased user involvement is 'Prosumer'. The term was coined by Alvin Toffler in the 1980s to 
describe a more integrated, on-demand industrial production process, where buyer and 
supplier share data, information and knowledge to produce products. The aim was to gain a 
higher degree of customization and individuality of products. To indicate that consumers are 
involved in the production process, the term fuses professional, or producer, with consumer 
(van Dijck, 2009; Bruns, 2007). Similarly Leadbeater introduced the notion of 'ProAm' 
cooperation, advancing Toffler's 'Prosumer' to describe a joint effort between 
professionals/producer and amateurs/consumer, to develop new and improved commercial 
goods (Leadbeater & Miller, 2004). Even though both 'Prosumer' and 'ProAms' are terms more 
equivalent to the idea of co-creation in a business perspective, as they focus on material 
product production, they have been recognized and used to describe the evolution of online 
users’ participation today (Bruns, 2007). Benkler (2006) studied Internet use as he introduced 
the notion of commons-based peer production. He suggests that the networked environment 
on the Internet makes it possible for a new modality of organizing and coordinating 
meaningful production, that are ‘radically decentralized, collaborative, and nonproprietary; 
based on sharing resources and outputs among widely distributed, loosely connected individuals 
who cooperate with each other without relying on either market signals or managerial 
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commands.’ (Benkler, 2006, p. 62). This notion is very much in line with the concept of crowd 
sourcing found on sites such as iStockPhoto and to some extent Wikipedia (Howe, 2006; 
Estellés & González, 2012). The concepts of commons-based peer production and crowd 
sourcing both suggest a mass collaboration between distributed people as a collective process 
of production and consumption. It is the idea that nobody knows everything, but each of us 
knows something, which can be pieced together by combining skills and resources. This field 
has been studied by Henry Jenkins (2006) as Convergence Culture, Pierre Levy as Collective 
Intelligence, and Tapscott & Williams (2006) as Mass Collaboration, to cite a few. 

 
 

2.3.2 Produsage Communities  
Attending to recent studies on how online communities facilitate user agency in collaboration 
and collective creativity, Axel Bruns’ theoretical framework on “Produsage” becomes valid.  
 
Bruns (2007; 2012) recognizes the terms Prosumer and ProAms to describe part of the 
phenomena of user-led content creation. Although he argues for new definitions and clear 
characteristics theorized on Web 2.0 rather than applying and translating the older terms that 
still maintain ideas from the traditional industrial value production chain. Bruns seeks to 
define a model that describes the produced outcome as of a more intangible and informational 
nature. A production that takes place in a collaborative, participatory environment that 
enables participants to be both users and producers thus creates an ‘inextricable hybrid role 
where usage is necessarily also productive: participants are 'produsers'’ (Bruns, 2007, p. 101). 
Produsers are participants in Bruns' concept of produsage communities. He emphasizes the 
notion to go beyond production. Production implies the final result to be a product, but Bruns 
argues that the outcome of produsage is not necessarily a final result, but an artifact to be 
developed upon. Even though the concept produsage literally seems similar to that of 
prosumers/prosumption, Bruns defines the concept with clear and explicit characteristics that 
qualify the concept to be theorized upon Web 2.0. These characteristics are very valid in order 
to understand the principles of collaboration, knowledge sharing, and creativity in online 
communities. 
 
Key principles of produsage-based content creation are (Bruns, 2010, 2012; Bruns & Schmidt, 
2011): 
 

• Open Participation, Communal Evaluation: 
Produsage communities assume that the more participants are able to examine, 
evaluate, and add to the contributions of their predecessors, the greater the chance is 
of higher quality and a strong outcome. It is a principle of inclusivity, not exclusivity.  
 

• Fluid Heterarchy, Ad Hoc Meritocracy: 
Users of produsage communities participate appropriate to their personal skills, 
interests, and knowledge, and all have an equal potential to make worthy 
contributions. Produsage community structures are heterarchical meaning that they 
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are in constant flux. As status among members derives from the quality of their 
contributions, there is not a strict hierarchy, but a fluid heterarchy. 
 

• Unfinished Artifacts, Continuing Process: 
Produsage processes must remain continually unfinished, and do not work towards 
the completion of products. It is an iterative, evolutionary process aimed at a gradual 
improvement of the shared content. Hence, Bruns describes the outcome of produsage 
as “artifacts” rather than products. 

 
• Common Property, Individual Rewards: 

Content must be freely available for further development, both technical barriers and 
legal restrictions must therefore be minimized. Declarations such as Creative 
Commons4 are therefore appropriate in produsage communities. Hence, the 
motivation and the chief currency in produsage projects is personal status, not 
financial reward. 

 
These characteristics and principles give great insight into understanding the dynamics and 
characteristics of online collaborations.  
 
 

2.3.3 Co-creation as Remix  
The previous section outlined key principles on how a community can embrace activity where 
users participate and collaborate in order to create content, also known as co-creation. 
However, it is crucial to understand that the act of co-creation, as collaborative production 
appears, materializes in various ways on different UGC sites. To gain an overview it might be 
helpful to attend to different genres of UGC sites. Axel Bruns sketches seven genres (Bruns, 
2007, pp. 99-100): 

• Social Networking: like Facebook, Myspace, LinkedIn. 
• Knowledge Management: such as Wikipedia, Google Earth 
• Creative Practice: like Flickr, YouTube 
• Multi User Online Gaming: such as Sims 
• Citizen Journalism: such as Indymedia, Slashdot 
• Collaborative Filtering: such as Amazon, Google’s Rankpage system 
• Open Source Development: such as Linux and Firefox 

 

All of these genres and sites are user-generated, and dependent on users to be active 
participators. Attending to the genre of creative practice and embracing co-creation as Bruns' 
characteristics of produsage, you bridge collective creativity in a more cultural realm. Here, the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  Creative	  Commons	  is	  an	  alternative	  way	  to	  license	  material.	  Creative	  Commons	  offers	  six	  copyright	  licenses	  
with	  less	  strict	  regulation	  than	  the	  regular	  Copyright.	  The	  licenses	  range	  from	  allowing	  others	  to	  download	  and	  
share	  your	  work	  (the	  most	  restrictive	  of	  the	  six)	  to	  allowing	  others	  to	  edit,	  remix,	  build	  upon,	  and	  use	  it	  for	  
commercial	  purposes	  (the	  most	  free	  of	  the	  licenses).	  
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notions of remix and mash-ups become interesting as a way of collaborating and creating 
content.  
 
The concept of remix is the activity to combine or edit pre-existing materials or samples to 
produce something new (Ferguson, 2010-2012; Navas, 2007). The materials used may be 
media either from other sources, art pieces such as visual arts, film, music, video, literature, 
etc. or it can be one’s own artworks, which are altered, recombined, manipulated, or copied to 
create a whole new piece (Sonvilla-Weis, 2010). Some would argue that remix have been 
practiced for decades, from the Dadaist collage times of the 1920's to music mix tapes of the 
70s and 80s (Ferguson, 2010-2012; Navas, 2007).  

Kirby Ferguson (2010-2012) believes everything is a remix; that nothing is original in itself, 
and that ideas and creativity is built upon the works of others. He illustrates this through the 
music and movie industry, and the development of material goods in the industrial age. ‘Henry 
Ford and the Ford motor company didn't invent the assembling line, interchangeable parts or 
even the automobile itself, but they combined all these elements in 1908 to produce the first 
mass-marketed car, the model T.’ (ibid, part 3 [2:36]). He argues that copying is how we learn, 
and that we must succeed in copying, transforming and combining the existing before we can 
start creating our own ideas and materials. Ferguson hereby sets out the elements of creativity 
to be copying, transforming and combining; creativity requires influence (ibid). Ferguson’s 
points are related to Lawrence Lessig's (2008) perspective on remix culture. He explains how 
stories are shared communally between the performers and the audience in oral cultures, and 
as a result elements within the stories are added, deleted, and evolved through the 
collaboration of performer and audience as the stories are continuously told and re-told. 
Ferguson (2010-2012) claims that this is how culture lives, evolves, and develops. Hence, it 
should not be a surprise that this is how users act in social media today.  

As illustrated in the previous sections, technologies within social media have enabled users to 
perform as produsers. Everybody can remix anything and upload to UGC-sites for sharing and 
further development. De-fragmentation therefore seems to be a key concept in the networking 
culture today, as users try to create a common understanding through aggregation, 
augmentation, reconfiguration, and combination of information (Sonvilla-Weis, 2010).  
 
The idea of considering co-creation through an understanding of aggregation, augmentation, 
reconfiguration, and combination, complements Axel Bruns’ principles of open participation, 
communal evaluation, unfinished artifacts and continuous process of creating content. 
However, fostering collaboration and co-creation in online communities requires active 
participators rather than passive spectators. Hence, the motivation for users to participate in 
online communities as active contributors hereby becomes apparent. 

2.4 Motivation for Participation  

In the previous sections the characteristics of an online community, and the attributes for 
creating a sense of community have been identified. Also the principles and concepts for 
understanding user participation and co-creation in online communities have been explored. 
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When developing an online community it is crucial to be aware of the different kinds of 
incentives people have for joining a community, as well as their motivations to create and 
share content in that community. This will be examined in this section. Generally there are 
two broad categories of motivation: social motivation and personal motivation, which are 
highly interdependent and therefore difficult to separate (Shirky, 2010). 

 

2.4.1 Joining a Community 
McMillan & Chavis (1986) found that people join communities and groups that consist of 
members with skills and competences that can benefit them. McMillan & Chavis believe that 
communities revolve around needs - that people will basically join a community where their 
needs can be met and they will meet others’ needs.  

[W]hen people who share values come together, they find that they have similar needs, priorities, 
and goals, thus fostering the belief that in joining together they might be better able to satisfy 
these needs and obtain the reinforcement they seek (ibid, p. 13).  

Preece & Maloney-Krichmar (2003) found several identical tendencies in online communities 
as McMillan & Chavis did with offline communities. Preece & Maloney-Krichmar mention 
shared interests, experiences, and needs, as motivational factors for joining a community. 
According to Rheingold one of the key aspects of online communities is that members have 
access to other people’s knowledge and expertise. ‘If you need specific information or an expert 
opinion or a pointer to a resource, a virtual community is like a living encyclopedia’ (Rheingold, 
1998, Chap. 2). Smith (1992) calls this knowledge capital, and along with social network capital 
and communion, these are the main goods produced and consumed by members of a virtual 
community. Rheingold describes how members of the online community the Well help each 
other out. Old members help new ones settle in and introduce them to the community and the 
system. And when members have a question or concern others are ready to aide. It should be 
noticed however, that Rheingold himself was a member of the WELL, and that his findings are 
mainly based on his own experiences with the community. Even though Rheingold is widely 
cited in literature on online communities, he has also been criticized for being too subjective 
and not having empirical data to back up his conclusions (Jankowski, 2009). Rheingold 
however describes the exchange of information and good advice in the community as a kind of 
gift economy. People help each other in the belief of building relations (Rheingold, 1998). It is 
easy to help in an online community, because it is easy to share information. But members are 
also willing to help others because everybody knows that they will receive help in return when 
they need it. As Rheingold puts it ‘Your effort will pay off’ (ibid, Chap. 2). What Rheingold 
describes is very similar to McMillan & Chavis who said that ‘People enjoy helping others just 
as they enjoy being helped, and the most successful communities include associations that are 
mutually rewarding for everyone’ (1986, p. 16). The above points state the social motivations of 
membership, connectedness, and generosity, which also Benkler (2006) and Shirky (2010) 
point out to be some of the primary incentives for people to become part of and engage in 
online communities. Boyd, (2009) on the other hand, argues that people’s offline social 
networks are crucial when deciding whether or not to join a social network site. She believes 
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that the most important factor in determining whether or not a person will become a member 
of a network site is whether or not his or her friends use it as well. 

 

2.4.2 Active Contributors  
Joining a community does not equal active contributors, as illustrated through the 90-9-1-rule 
(cf. 2.3.1 Active Users). However some users do take time to write a Wikipedia article, upload 
a video to YouTube or update their personal blog. Shirky believes the motivation to do so is: 
“Love over Gold” (2010, p.70) – if the passion is there, people do not mind spending time on a 
project even though they do not get paid. Shirky (ibid) refers to an experiment performed by 
Deci in the early 1970s on human motive for engagement and production. The experiment 
substantiated a psychological theory that distinguishes between two broad types of motivation: 
intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic motivations are those in which the activity performed in itself 
is a reward. Deci identified two intrinsic motivations of personal matter: the desire to be 
autonomous (to determine what we do and how we do it) and the desire to be competent (to 
be good at what we do). Extrinsic motivations, on the other hand, are those in which the 
reward for doing something is external to the activity and therefore not the activity itself. The 
classic example of extrinsic motivation is payment. The interesting part about Deci’s study is 
that an extrinsic motivation, like being paid, is not always the most effective one and that an 
extrinsic motivation actually decreases or diminishes the intrinsic ones. This means, that if an 
activity was formerly performed for the love of it, and the subject later receives payment for 
the same activity, the sense of autonomy is crowded out by the presence of a predictable 
extrinsic reward. Likewise, the pleasure of competence, i.e. the learning experience and the 
challenge within, was diminished due to an increased payment (Shirky, 2010; Aparicio et al., 
2012). The results were rather revolutionary in the 1970’s, because most theories on human 
motivation were based on simple ideas of stimulus, like adding new rewards to an existing 
activity in order for people to perform better. It is important to note that these findings are 
based on activities the subjects found interesting. Deci argues that extrinsic motivation is 
effective for activities that the subjects do not find interesting, and therefore do not have an 
intrinsic motivation towards.  
 
Shirky’s (2010) point is that the intrinsic motivations are essential for people in order to use 
their cognitive surplus to create and share in online communities or online collaborations. 
However, social motivators are also important. ‘Verbal feedback seems like it should be just 
another extrinsic reward, like money. When it is genuine, though, and comes from someone the 
recipients respect, it becomes an intrinsic reward, because it relies on a sense of connectedness’ 
(ibid, p.79). While Shirky describes social motivators as connectedness and generosity, 
Aparicio et al. call it “relatedness”. Like Shirky (ibid) and Aparicio et al. (2012), Zichermann & 
Cunningham (2011) also focus on intrinsic versus extrinsic motivators. They agree that 
extrinsic motivations can diminish the intrinsic ones, but emphasize that not all extrinsic 
motivators are bad. As extrinsic motivation is driven mostly by the world around us, it is not 
only payment, but also ‘social status rewards can be particularly effective at nurturing creativity 
and play’ (ibid, p.27). This complements the points on connectedness and relatedness.  These 
arguments illustrate the importance of feedback loops and spectatorship as motivating factors 
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for creating. Porter (2008) also stresses the importance of the possibility of supplying feedback 
to others. The feeling of uniqueness and reciprocity are also key motivators for people to make 
contributions. Uniqueness refer to the feeling that contributions are unique and valuable to 
others, while reciprocity indicates that people want to give back or expect others to give back 
to them (ibid).  

Anne Holohan and Anurag Garg (Haythornthwaite, 2005) conducted a survey on online 
collaboration and participation in large distributed computing projects. They found that 
participants were driven by an aspiration to contribute to a scientific research field, and a 
feeling that their work was perceived as important and unique. Lacy (2008) mentions challenge 
as a motivation for people to participate and collaborate online. She talks about two open 
source projects - the Linux operating system and Mozilla’s Firefox browser - both created by 
people from around the world contributing and collaborating to make it happen. Lacy believes 
that people joined in and coded for free because of the challenge, and because both Linux and 
Mozilla ‘made people feel like they were part of a movement, something bigger than themselves’ 
(ibid, p. 108). She concludes that that is a bigger motivator than a paycheck. Lacy’s point is 
directly connected with the intrinsic motivation: “Love over Gold”. 

As described at the beginning of this section, Shirky (2010) divides motivational factors into 
two overall categories: social motivations and personal motivations. To sum up the examined 
motivations, the mentioned factors are grouped based on these two categories in figure 1. This 
division is an assessment, and is only meant to serve as an overview. Regardless of the 
categorization, the particular factors are important to know of and understand when 
developing an online community. 
 

 
Figure 1. Motivational factors: Personal and Social. 

 

2.4.3 Gamification  
The examined motivational factors in figure 1 are valuable in order to understand what drives 
people to join and become active members of an online community. Many of the motivational 
factors, like reward, status and challenges, form a direct link to gamification theory. This 
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section will explore how gamification elements can encourage user engagement in online 
communities.  

Gamification is a trend encountered in numerous social media today, like Nike+, Farmville 
and Foursquare to name a few. The term “gamification” originated in the digital media 
industry and dates back to 2008, but it did not enter a widespread usage until 2010 (Deterding 
et al., 2011). There are vast interpretations and definitions of the term, but generally 
gamification is recognized for the use of game design elements in non-gaming contexts. It is a 
tool to encourage participation and motivate users to share and interact, i.e. by encouraging a 
desired behavior (Deterding et al., 2011; Aparicio et al., 2012; Zichermann & Cunningham, 
2011; Huotari & Hamari, 2012). Gamification can be applied in different contexts as diverse as 
‘education, the development of respectful behavior towards the natural environment or to 
improve the well-being of the elderly’ (Aparicio et al., 2012; p. 1). In a service marketing 
perspective lines can be drawn to the evolution in loyalty programs, from coupons and 
discounts including “buy nine, get one for free” to “virtual currency”, as included in frequent 
flyer programs (Zichermann & Cunningham, 2011; Huotari & Hamari, 2012). The key point is 
that it is almost free of charge for a company to impose gamification elements, as it relies on 
the intangible value of rewards, where users are not able to compare the given value with an 
actual price. Deterding et al. (2011) stress that gamification is about implementing game 
elements and not full-fledged games. Using game elements in gamification should therefore be 
considered as a set of building blocks (ibid).  

Simplifying what these game elements could consist of, Zichermann & Cunningham (2011) 
propose the reward system “SAPS”, acronym for Status, Access, Power, and Stuff. Zichermann 
& Cunningham argue that the list is ordered from most to least desirable, and also from 
cheapest to most expensive. Hence, status, which defines a ranking system within a social 
group, is both considered the most desirable for the user and the cheapest for the company. 
Access means to grant users with exclusive or early access to a virtual space or event, like pre-
sale. Awarding power to users is a way to show recognition, for instance by asking top users to 
become moderators or have some sort of influence in the community. Gaining power can also 
be seen as a challenge for the user, hence re-enforcing competence. Stuff refers to freebies, like 
a gift. These can create strong encouragement for a lot of users, but for some the incentive of 
participating may be gone once the free gift is received. Therefore freebies should be thought 
of in value instead of a product, i.e. not giving the company’s core product away for free (ibid).  

Furthermore, it is crucial to recognize that people play along or engage out of different 
interests. Bartle (1996) refer to this as different player types, and categories them in four 
different groups: Explorers, Achievers, Socializers, and Killers. His research is based on 
MMOGs (Massively multiplayer online games). Zichermann & Cunningham (2011) find these 
types valuable in order to understand players in gamified applications. Bartle meant for these 
types to be mutually exclusive, but Zichermann & Cunningham disagree, and stress that not 
one user fits one archetypical category, but have characteristics of all. Nick Yee recently 
updated the model to include three main characteristics: Achievement, Social, and Immersion, 
and totally holding 10 subcomponents (Dixon, 2011). Key to this model is that the Killer type 
is not separate but correlated to subcomponents in Achievement, and that the Explorer is split 
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between the Achievement and Immersion (ibid). Nevertheless, the reason for bringing these 
models forward at this point is that as a designer you must have an understanding of users’ 
incentives for engagement. Understanding which factors influence their character is important 
to be able to incorporate a qualified set of gamified elements, both matching users and the 
overall goal for user actions and interactions within the application.     

The specific gamified elements are many and diverse, and the point here is not to go into 
details, but rather to demonstrate that gamification can stimulate engagement and 
motivational factors.  Elements or mechanics may count for: points, levels, leader boards, 
badges, challenges/quests, and social feedback-loops (Zichermann & Cunningham, 2011). 
Levels, for instance, often indicate a user’s progress or status within a “game”, and serve as a 
marker for the user and their spectators to know where they level. As an example, this is 
indicated on LinkedIn with a progress-bar, stating your “profile completeness” in percentage. 
Levels can also be communicated as a metaphor, using verbs directly related to the 
product/brand the user is interacting with on the platform (ibid).   

 

2.4.4 Engagement through Design Principles  
Gamification is merely one way to encourage motivation on a site. Another way is to design 
for participation. In his article “Participation Inequality: Encouraging More Users to 
Contribute” Jacob Nielsen (2006) outlines ways to induce motivation: 

• Make it easy to contribute: Netflix users for instance are able to rate movies by clicking 
a star, which is much easier than writing a review.  

• Make participation a side effect: For example, Amazon's "people who bought this book, 
bought these other books" recommendations are a side effect of people buying books.  

• Edit, do not create: Let users build their contributions by modifying existing templates 
rather than creating complete entities from scratch.  

• Reward participant — but not over-reward: This includes giving discounts or statues to 
users.  

• Promote quality contributors: Give extra prominence to good contributions and to 
contributions from people who have proven their value. 

Jacob Nielsen’s points on giving out rewards and promoting quality contributors are in direct 
correlation with the theory on gamification. Other points such as the “make it easier to 
contribute” and “edit, do not create” are linked to the overall principles of user participation. 
Porter (2008) adds several ideas on how to design for participation. He argues that you should 
enable identity management in the sense that users are able to choose how they represent 
themselves, from selecting a username to setting up a personalized profile page. Another idea 
is to keep profiles dynamic with life streams, comment walls, status, or notifications. Porter 
recommends leveraging reciprocity: ‘If you can design an interface to elicit a feeling of 
reciprocity, people will feel they should contribute because they have benefited from others’ 
previous contributions’ (ibid, p. 107). Furthermore, Porter emphasizes being able to build one’s 
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reputation and improve relationships with others as a motivator for participation. This 
personal motivation complements the findings of McMillan & Chavis (1986), who emphasized 
that there has to be a certain status in being a member of a community in order for it to be 
attractive to join.  

Porter (2008, p. 115) refers to Robert Axelrod who studied how to get people to cooperate 
online. He found that if there is a probability that people will meet in the future, there is a 
better chance they will engage and cooperate online. Finally it is key to have access to records 
of past behavior, as you are more willing to engage in collaboration with a person, if you know 
how they have performed in the past.   

This chapter has presented four main topics of significance to the research question. These 
topics are festival, community, online participation and co-creation, and motivation for 
participation. The following chapter will introduce the methodological approach to investigate 
how a concept for an online community can be developed. 
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3.0 METHODOLOGY 

The previous chapter grounded the research topic in a theoretical framework, and several 
characteristics and principles of importance to the development of an online community were 
examined. Throughout this chapter the methodological approach to investigating the research 
question will be presented. It will be illustrated how the interaction design discipline has 
framed the process of this project, complemented by an ethnographic approach to conduct a 
qualitative research design.  

 

3.1 Ethnographic Approach 

As per Creswell (2013), qualitative research starts with assumptions and the use of a theoretical 
framework to inform a research problem. This has been proved in the two previous chapters 
through the introduction and the theoretical framework. Qualitative research includes a 
collection of data in a natural setting sensitive to the people and places of study. The data 
collection is done to address the meaning individuals or groups assign to a social or human 
problem. For this thesis the approach to conduct a qualitative research is based on an 
ethnographic approach, as in ethnographic research the meaning of behavior, the language, 
and the interaction among members of a culture-sharing group are studied. Hence, the 
researcher seeks to identify patterns that are expressed through the subjects’ behavior, which 
both can be articulated and unarticulated actions (ibid). 

This approach is crucial to this specific research topic, as the focus is foremost on human 
behavior and motivation towards social media sites. Hence, the ethnographic study for the 
current project will attend to users of social media sites. Ethnographers typically have a variety 
of field sites, and collect data not only through interviews, but also observations, and study 
documents of the culture-sharing group. For this research, the primary data collection will be 
through qualitative interviews (elaborated in 4.2 User Interviews). To complement this data, 
initial research on Roskilde Festival is included to gain knowledge of the festival’s ambition 
and current initiatives to engage their audience. The initial research includes qualitative 
interviews with Orange Innovation and Roskilde Festival supplemented with quantitative data 
from secondary reports about the festival. The methods for data gathering will be explained 
and elaborated in 4.0 Research & Interviews. Parallel with the initial research on Roskilde 
Festival, it proved valuable to carry out a general research on existing online communities. 
Hence, to gain an idea of possible features, and tools for user involvement, a brief review of 
two contemporary online communities was conducted. 

To structure this research and the concept development phase of this project, the interaction 
design discipline has framed the process. In the following section the theoretical approach to 
interaction design and user-centered design will be presented. 
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3.2 Design Approach 

For this thesis, the process of developing an online community is based on the interaction 
design process. Sharp et al. define interaction design, to be about ‘creating user experiences that 
enhance and augment the way people work, communicate, and interact. […] The focus of 
interaction design is very much concerned with practice, i.e. how to design user experiences.’ 
(Sharp et al., 2011, p. 9). User experiences are central to interaction design, but it is crucial to 
recognize that you cannot design a user experience, but only design for a user experience. 
Designing for a user experience involves understanding the users and their experiences, and 
part of this process is to be clear about the primary objective of developing an interactive 
product for them.  
 
Whereas interaction design is the design discipline, different design approaches can be applied 
to the process. User-centered design and participatory design are such approaches. Designers 
can embrace either of these approaches in order to ensure a continuous focus on the user 
throughout the design process. The main difference between the two is that user-centered 
design is merely focused on designing for the user, while the mindset of the participatory 
approach is to design with the users. With the latter, the users are part of the design process, 
hence becoming co-designers. Engaging users as co-designers in the concept development 
phase requires a skilled and experienced moderator to gain a successful outcome (Saffer, 2010; 
Sanders & Stappers, 2008).  

For this project the user-centered design approach is perceived to be most effective. The 
philosophy behind user-centered design is that the user knows best. Throughout the design 
process it is up to the designers to research and determine needs, goals and preferences of the 
users, in order to design a product or service that fulfills these requirements (Saffer, 2010). 
There is a spectrum of ways in which users can be involved in user-centered design, but the 
important aspect is that users are involved one way or another. Sharp et al. (2011) clarify that it 
is not to say that users necessarily should be involved actively in the whole process or take part 
in design decisions. The researcher collects primary data or secondary sources to learn about 
users. This data is often interpreted in the form of design criteria, and typically used to create 
concept sketches and/or scenarios. Focus on the user continues throughout the design 
development, but the user may or may not be actively involved. Hence, the roles of the 
researcher and the designer are distinct, yet interdependent. The user is not part of the team, 
but is spoken for by the researcher (Sanders & Stappers, 2008). 
 
According to Gould and Lewis (Sharp et al., 2011), three key principles are the driving force 
behind product development in user-centered design (p. 423): 

• Early focus on users and tasks: understanding users by directly studying them. 
• Empirical measurement: user reactions to early development, like printed scenarios, 

prototypes etc. 
• Iterative design: iterative cycles of design, test, and re-design.   
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These principles are parallel with Sharp et al.’s figure on the four basic activities in interaction 
design, as illustrated in figure. 2. As the figure illustrates the process is an iterative design 
process, where all activities are interdependent and require a reflective level. Through all four 
basic activities the actual users are considered and to some extent involved to ensure a user-
centered design approach. An adjustment or new insight in one of the activities affects the 
other activities and vice versa. The figure is of course simplifying the process, as there are 
many stages and iterations within each of the above activity. 
 
To elaborate on Sharp et al.’s figure, Saffer (2010) presents a model that helps to understand 
the entire interaction design process from research to design (figure 3). The key component of 
this figure is the two main phases in which the designer both work divergent and convergent. 
The first phase is ultimately about gaining a structured insight, which is comparable with 
Sharp et al.’s (2011) first activity of identifying needs and requirements. Structured insight is 
gained by first broadening the research from the starting point of a business or design strategy, 
and through fieldwork to understand the users and the context. Afterwards the designer must 
reduce or structure the knowledge through an analysis before starting the concept 
development and design phase (Saffer, 2010). 

In the second phase the structured insight creates a foundation for a divergent ideation phase. 
Here the continuous iterations are crucial, as emphasized by Sharp et al. (2011), by including 
the users in different stages of the process. Working divergent and convergent, to obtain an 
iterative design process is also stressed by Buxton (2007). He illustrates the concept 
development phase in figure 4. Buxton’s model accounts for the iterative nature of the process, 
and is a variation of Pugh’s illustration of the design process (ibid, p. 148).  
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Figure 4: “Design Funnel” by Buxton (2007, p. 148). 

 

Here, it is evident that the reduction phase is not linear reductive, but a funnel alternating 
between adding concepts (concept generation) and eliminating concepts and ideas (controlled 
convergence). These constant evaluations are the iterations throughout the design process. 
The iterations are important to ensure not to move forward with the first good idea, but to 
constantly reference and test against user requirements.  

Developing a concept using the interaction design process as visualized in figure 2, 3, and 4 
naturally includes employing methods that fit the approach. Besides initial research and 
qualitative studies of the users, methods for concept development include a diverse set of 
brainstorming methods, sketching, and prototyping as well as user tests (Saffer, 2010; Buxton, 
2007; Sharp et al., 2011). Each of these methods will be elaborated on throughout the thesis 
when employed. The key to these methods is that they enhance the creative process, and that 
the methods supplement each other to generate alternative solutions. The methods ensure an 
iterative process as they generate a solution and not necessarily the solution. 

 

3.3 Process of this Project 

The process of this project is visualized in figure 5. The figure is inspired by Saffer’s (2010) 
model of the interaction design process (figure 3). This does not imply that Buxton (2007) and 
Sharp et al.’s (2011) visualized iterations of the concept development phase are not recognized, 
but Saffer’s figure includes the initial research phase and fieldwork and therefore sums up the 
whole process.  
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Figure 5: ”The design process for this project”. 

The figure is meant to summarize the primary activities and methods included throughout the 
process. The “Theoretical Framework” circle is meant to illustrate that the theoretical 
framework has constantly affected the process and vice versa as insights and knowledge have 
been obtained. 

 

This chapter has elaborated on the methodology to this thesis, including a description of the 
ethnographic approach to qualitative research, and the user-centered design approach to 
develop a concept for an online community. The following chapters will elaborate on the 
methods applied and describe the actual research and design process. The first coming chapter 
is on Research and Interviews.  



	   30	  

4.0 RESEARCH AND INTERVIEWS 

In this chapter the methods used in regards to the research will be introduced. Each phase is 
presented with a review of the steps taken and the methods applied during that particular 
phase. The chapter will start with the initial research, and then move on to user interviews.   

 

4.1 Initial Research  

The idea of the initial research is to frame the context in which the designer is operating. 
According to Saffer (2010) designers get their initial information from traditional research, 
design briefs, and stakeholder interviews. Besides these three areas an additional fourth step 
was added to this initial research: research on existing online communities. Each of the four 
steps are first described, and then followed by a short summary with the most important key 
points from that particular phase.    

It should be mentioned, that the research phase for this project has not been a limited phase 
with a set start and ending, but rather an ongoing process where further reports and relevant 
information has been discovered along the way. 
 

4.1.1 Traditional Research 
Traditional research covers anything from Internet research, through company reports, and 
press releases, to books, newspapers, and magazines (Saffer, 2010). For this project it included 
taking a closer look at Roskilde Festival’s online presence in order to get an idea of their 
current online activities and the level of user involvement. Roskilde Festival also provided 
several company materials such as reports and background information, including: 
Publikumsundersøgelse 2012, (Audience Survey 2012), Frivilligtrivselsundersøgelse 2012 
(Volunteer Satisfaction Survey 2012), reports on Publikum som medskabere (Audience as Co-
creators) and Evaluering af Dream City (Dream City Evaluation), as well as a written definition 
of their target group (Appendix 1) and a catalogue on their strategic ambition (Roskilde 
Festival Gruppen, Strategibog, 2012). The reports can be found in appendix 21 (enclosed CD).  
 
The Roskilde Festival reports provided an overview of the participants at Roskilde Festival in 
regards to demographics, and their engagement at the festival and their motivations for 
attending – both from an audience perspective as well as from a volunteer’s perspective. The 
data also provided a basis for identifying interview respondents (cf. 4.2.2 Identifying 
Interviewees). Some of the festival reports were based on qualitative data while others were 
based on quantitative data. Both Audience Survey and Volunteer Satisfaction Survey rely on 
more than 4,000 respondents each, and are considered to be of high credibility and validity, 
even though the festival itself is the author of the reports. It should be noted, however, that 
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several factors could influence the result of such reports. Volunteers gather data for the 
Audience Survey during the festival, where participants are asked questions based on a set 
questionnaire. Whom they choose to ask might be influenced by their own background, 
gender, and age. Furthermore, an analysis of qualitative data can never be entirely objective as 
it includes the researcher’s situated knowledge (Haraway, 1991), and may therefore have an 
influence on the results. The information employed from these reports is mainly concerned 
with demographics, such as age, gender, and nationality, and for audiences’ reasons for 
attending Roskilde Festival. Moreover, the reports are only used to provide background 
information and serve as a supplement to the qualitative research conducted as part of this 
thesis. It is therefore estimated that the use of these reports is not problematic.  
 

Key points from traditional research 

Roskilde Festival’s Audience Survey showed that the audience is young (76% between 17-26 
years old), educated (62% students), and mostly Scandinavian (97%). The audience has an 
interest in Roskilde Festival that goes beyond the actual festival as 32% seek information about 
the festival six months prior to the actual festival. This corresponds to the time when Roskilde 
Festival announces the first artists in December. The audience’s primary motivation for 
attending the festival is the atmosphere (29%), the music program (21%), and to be around 
friends (17%). This shows that music is not the most important factor when deciding whether 
or not to attend the festival. (Roland et al., Roskilde Festival Publikumsundersøgelse, 2012). 

The Volunteer Satisfaction Survey showed that volunteers are motivated by several factors. 
The majority (60%) is driven by being part of a bigger project, and 58% to socialize. Other key 
elements are the non-profit aspect and wanting to support a good cause (45%). 27% of the 
respondents would be motivated to a higher extent if they dealt with more exciting challenges 
(Thygesen et al., Roskilde Festival Frivilligtrivselsundersøgelse, 2012). 

It became evident that Roskilde Festival encourages the audience to create inclusive camps and 
events in the camping area, and thereby become active participants. The Audience as Co-
creators report and the Dream City Evaluation showed that people need a frame to operate 
within in order to be willing to create and participate. At the same time it was clear that too 
many rules and bureaucracy is discouraging and limits creativity. In this sense there is a fine 
line between control and freedom as the festival should facilitate a framework, but at the same 
time allow the audience to freely create content. Despite the effort to engage their audience, 
the majority acts as participants, rather than co-creators at Roskilde Festival. However, there is 
a great potential for a higher level of engagement, as 38% state they would like to help build the 
physical elements at the festival, 42% would like to help with events, and a total of 70% state 
they are creative. (Vadgaard & Corvinius, Roskilde Festival Publikum som medskabere, 2012; 
Roskilde Festival Analyse & Arkiv, Evaluering af Dream City, 2012). 

The research on Roskilde Festival’s online presence revealed that the festival has a great hold of 
their target group on several social media sites, and that the festival engages in daily dialogue 
with their users. Roskilde Festival is present online (as of September 2012) through their own 
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website5, Twitter6 (26,555 followers), Facebook7 (149,017 likes), YouTube8, and Flickr9. 
Common for content on the website and social media profiles is that it all mainly revolves 
around the physical festival and the activities happening during the festival. Little is done to 
engage users in activities that do not have a direct link to the one-week festival. 

 

4.1.2 Design Brief 
Saffer (2010) describes a design brief as part of the initial research. The design brief is where 
the client describes what problem the designer is going to fix, and where constraints, goals, and 
expectations are outlined. Orange Innovation, the client of this project, did not provide an 
actual design brief. They did, however, have an initial proposal, which proved to be the starting 
point for this thesis. The proposal was to examine how Roskilde Festival’s audience can meet 
in a community with co-creation and shared experiences in the digital space (Appendix 2).  

 
Key points from “design brief” 

The initial proposal made it clear that the concept to be developed should be an online 
community where activities revolve around co-creation. The target group was furthermore 
given from the initial proposal: Roskilde Festival’s audience. It was decided to interpret the 
target group not as the actual audience, but rather as Roskilde Festival’s target group. This 
made it possible to include the people Roskilde Festival is targeting, and not just those who 
have already attended the festival. The community’s main target group could be summed up to 
be creative young people between 20-25 years old (cf. 4.2.2 Identifying Interviewees). 
 

 

4.1.3 Stakeholder Interviews 
According to Saffer (2010), the last part of the initial research is stakeholder interviews. 
Stakeholder interviews are interviews with people who ‘have a particular interest in, and/or 
influence on, the outcome of the project’ (p. 57). The main contact on this project has been 
Esben Danielsen, Innovation Director at Orange Innovation. The authors of this thesis have 
been in close contact with Esben Danielsen throughout the process, counting interviews, 
meetings, workshops, Skype calls, and email correspondence. Attendance at three Orange 
Innovation workshops proved to be important steps in the process as they provided an 
understanding of Orange Innovation as an organization, and their vision for the online 
community. This understanding heightened the likelihood that the final concept would be 
valuable to Orange Innovation and Roskilde Festival as it ensured that the concept was in line 
with their visions and values.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  www.roskildefestival.dk	  
6	  www.twitter.com/orangefeeling	  
7	  www.facebook.com/orangefeeling	  
8	  www.youtube.com/user/roskildefestival	  
9	  www.flickr.com/photos/roskildefestival	  	  
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Besides meetings and interviews with Esben Danielsen, an interview with Roskilde Festival 
Communications Officer and Web Manager, Anders Hjortkær-Rask was also conducted 
during the initial research. Anders Hjortkær-Rask works on a daily basis with Roskilde 
Festival’s digital – and social – media such as website, Facebook and Twitter. It was assessed 
that Anders Hjortkær-Rask would have a better idea of the target groups’ level of online 
activity, and their level of contributions to Roskilde Festival’s digital competitions than Esben 
Danielsen. ‘Often people lower in the organization chart with direct access to customers such as 
salespeople have deeper insights into aspects of a project than those higher up’ (Saffer, 2010, p. 
58). The focus of the interview was on the festival’s online competitions and other digital user 
activities. The main objective was to gain an understanding of the level of user involvement, 
the types of contributions, quality and quantity, and how Anders Hjortkær-Rask experienced 
the participants and their motivations towards contributing to these competitions and medias. 
The interview was carried out as a semi-structured interview only with a few open questions to 
each of the abovementioned themes. This approach allows for follow-up questions and ensures 
that the interviewer stays open towards insights provided by the interviewee. The semi-
structured interview gives this degree of freedom, but still assures that the essential themes are 
uncovered (Sharp et al., 2011; Kvale, 2009). The interview-guide and notes from the interview 
with Anders Hjortkær-Rask can be found in Appendix 3. 

 
Key points from stakeholder interviews 

Meetings and workshops with the client showed that Orange Innovation is a young 
organization (it was established October 2012) willing to experiment and take chances. The 
organization is built on keywords such as love, trust, and respect, and possesses a desire to 
change hearts and minds. The vision for the online community was furthermore disclosed, yet 
it was initially more idealistic than concrete (cf. 1.1 Case). Through conversations with Orange 
Innovation is was decided that the concept should allow for and encourage digital activity 365 
days a year and not be limited to the Roskilde Festival period.  
 
The interview with Anders Hjortkær-Rask (Appendix 3) added significant insight to the initial 
findings on audience participation and engagement. Roskilde Festival is more than willing to 
assign influence to their audience and invite them to actively participate – which the festival to 
some extent already does. Around 20,000 people submit their band wishes for the upcoming 
festival each year. And approximately 100 participate in more demanding and time-
consuming competitions. In the past these competitions have included a redesign of a CD-
cover, design of a t-shirt, and the so-called “Re-claim the Gravel Pit” competition that required 
participants to come up with innovative ideas on what the gravel pit at the festival ground 
could be used for. Anders Hjortkær-Rask emphasizes the importance of setting the frames in 
these competitions in order for people to play along. When guidelines are presented, people 
show their creativity and participate. From Anders Hjortkær-Rask’s point of view people are 
motivated by three factors: 1) To have their work displayed. 2) To win a festival ticket (which 
is a common prize in many competitions). 3) To engage in a shared anticipation for the 
upcoming festival, and afterwards by the joy of memories – the nostalgia.  
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Anders Hjortkær-Rask fears that not as many would participate in the competitions if the 
prize of a ticket is removed. He is also certain that it would rule out the “paint-contributors” 
i.e. the not so skilled participant. In his opinion the prize of a free ticket is so desirable that 
people will participate even if they are not very talented. If the prize was removed, there would 
be no reason for them to participate. The talented ones on the other hand might still be 
motivated by the desire to have their work displayed, the possibility to get recognition by their 
peers, and by excelling in their line of work. The festival however wishes to engage their entire 
target group regardless of level of talent.  
 
 

4.1.4 Online Community Research  
The fourth step of the initial research does not fall into any of the above categories, but was 
nonetheless important. In order to get an understanding of how online communities work, 
and what features are present and used in contemporary online communities, two sites were 
investigated. The open collaborative production site HitRecord.org and the location-based app 
Foursquare.com were chosen for this inquiry. The two sites were chosen, because the initial 
view showed that they each possessed interesting features, such as creative collaboration and 
gamification elements.  

 
Key point from online community research 

From the research on existing online communities several interesting features, which could 
serve as inspiration during the design phase, were identified. Foursquare made it clear that 
gamification elements, such as a badge and status system, can spark activity and motivation, 
whereas HitRecord proved that to allow members to do remixes of each other’s work can be an 
alternative way of collaborating in an online community. 

 
As stated in the introduction of this section, the initial research serves to frame the context in 
which the designers operate. The initial research revealed several key points, which served as a 
valuable basis for the further process. While the current section has explored the initial 
research where the context was framed, the following section will describe goals, approach, 
and methods for the user interviews. 
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4.2 User Interviews 

The goal of this thesis is to develop a concept for an online community through a user-
centered design approach; hence potential users need to be included in the process. This 
section will focus on the qualitative interviews, which were conducted in order to explore the 
target group’s behavior, expectations, and motivations. First the goals and the approach for the 
interviews will be described, then a presentation on how respondents were identified and 
recruited, and finally how the interviews were executed will be introduced. 

 

4.2.1 Goals & Approach 
According to Sharp et al. (2011), it is crucial to set clear and explicit goals for the fieldwork and 
data gathering to gain a coherent understanding of the potential target group, their 
experiences and motivations.  

The goal of the data gathering within this project was primarily to get an understanding of the 
target group’s engagement with social media and their online contributions, and secondly to 
clarify their attitude towards Roskilde Festival. The interest was their subjective thoughts, 
experiences and motivations, rather than measurable information, thus it was decided to 
conduct a qualitative research of the target group. In qualitative studies the aim is to gain an 
in-depth understanding of human behavior and the reasons why (Kvale, 1997). It is the 
investigation of not only the whats, wheres, and whens, but also the whys and hows which are 
essential. 
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The two main objectives of this data collection was to get an understanding of: 

1. How and why the target group is motivated to participate in social media sites? 
2. How the target group contributes with its own content and how they interact with a 

multiple range of media content online? 
 
It was decided that the best way to reach these goals was to follow an ethnographic approach 
and conduct qualitative interviews. After the goal was defined it was necessary to determine 
whom to interview. The following section will present how the interviewees were identified.  

 

4.2.2 Identifying Interviewees  
Whom to interview depends on the goal of the interview (Saffer, 2010), and the overall 
research question (Creswell, 2013). The pool of people the interviewer will select the 
respondents from is called the population (Sharp et al., 2011). Creswell (2013) talks of 
purposeful sample. This is when the researcher intentionally gathers data from a specific group 
of people, whom the researcher knows will be able to share information about the intended 
area of research. When conducting a purposeful sample, the researcher has to decide ‘whom to 
select as participants (or sites) for the study, the specific type of sampling strategy, and the size of 
the sample to be studied’ (ibid, p. 155). 

For this qualitative study, it was decided to conduct 20 interviews. This exact number was 
chosen as it would allow for the composition of a diverse group of interviewees, and at the 
same time it was estimated that 20 interviews would provide enough data for this project. 
More than 20 would prolong the process and result in an overload of data for a project of this 
timeframe, while less might not provide the insight needed. As realized later, 20 interviews – 
or 19 to be exact – supplied more than enough data for this purpose. 

When deciding whom to interview it can be useful to decide on a list of criteria the 
respondents have to fulfill. Creswell (2013) refers to Hammersley and Atkinson (p. 156) who 
argue, that the researcher or interviewer need respondents who represent the population in 
terms of demographics and in their different forms of behavior.  

Since the target group for this particular concept is identical to Roskilde Festival’s target group, 
it was decided to choose respondents who belong to this group. Roskilde Festival defines their 
target group as: 

• 20-25 years old 
• Students 
• Progressive/entrepreneurs/creative/creators 
• 50/50 gender composition 
• Culturally outreaching and curious 
• Innovative co-creators instead of passive participators 
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Roskilde Festival describes their target group as the “The Fire Starters”, “The Leading Youth”, 
and “The Geeks”. They are curious, open-minded, creative, and have opinions. They seek 
challenges and surprises, and they are willing to experiment, participate, and take action. They 
want to make a difference, they motivate others to participate, and they are skilled. They are 
co-creators rather than consumers. In this sense a co-creator is regarded as an active 
participant, who is willing to become engaged and create activities for others, rather than 
simply participate in activities already initiated (Appendix 1).    

Instead of searching for respondents who matched this description one hundred percent it was 
decided to initially search for interviewees who have some sort of connection to Roskilde 
Festival, either as a member of the audience or as a volunteer. The target group definition 
provided a frame and guidance when choosing the interviewees.  

The Roskilde reports had shown, that the audience’s average age at the festival is 24 years old, 
men and women are more or less evenly distributed, almost one fourth are volunteers, and 12 
percent are international guests (Roland et al., Roskilde Festival Publikumsundersøgelse, 
2012). One of Roskilde Festival’s ambitions is to be international (cf. 1.2 Purpose), and it was 
therefore decided to allow more than 12 percent of the respondents to be international. 
Geographical location is not a deciding factor in an online community, and it is therefore fair 
to suggest, that there is a chance the ratio of international participants would be higher in an 
online community than at the physical festival. Besides these demographics it was also 
considered what level of engagement the interviewees should represent, and four levels of 
participation to searched for was identified: 

 
The volunteer: 

Since one fourth of the people attending the actual Roskilde Festival are volunteers, it was 
decided to interview a fair share of volunteers. Some volunteers work year round, while others 
only work 24 hours during the festival week. By interviewing volunteers it would furthermore 
be possible to investigate their engagement with the festival and their motivations for 
volunteering.  
 

The co-creator:  

It was decided to contact respondents who had shown a high degree of engagement and co-
creation at the actual festival to explore their reasons for participating. From the Audience as 
Co-creator report (Vadgaard & Corvinius, Roskilde Festival Publikum som Medskabere, 2012) 
it was known that the audience engage themselves with and participate at the festival on very 
different levels. There are those who take initiative and create activities for others, those who 
actively participate in events, and then the ones with a minimal level of engagement.  

In 2012 Roskilde Festival dedicated a whole camping area – and a website – to the so-called 
Dream City initiative. Dream City was meant to be an area where all activities were created by 
the audience, and not by Roskilde Festival. Participants who had been engaged in Dream City 
was actively sought after, when recruiting interviewees for this data gathering. 
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The “average” festivalgoer:  

This group counts for those who buy a ticket to the festival and who do not actively or 
explicitly create anything for others. This would be considered the majority of the people 
attending Roskilde Festival, as merely 1.2 % attend the festival to create something for others 
(Roland et al., Roskilde Festival Publikumsundersøgelsen, 2012.)  

 
Part of the target group.  

These are the ones who fit the target group description, but who have never been to Roskilde 
Festival.  

 

The main focus when recruiting was to acquire interviewees who reflected the composition of 
the actual festival audience in terms of age, gender, nationality, and in level of engagement. To 
reach the desired respondents several different approaches were used. These approaches will 
be described in the following section.  

 

4.2.3 Recruiting Interviewees 
There are several strategies available that describe how to choose which respondents to 
interview. More than one approach is often applied in the same study (Creswell, 2013). For 
this project the so-called “Maximum variation” approach was utilized as well as the “Snowball” 
approach to some extent.  

With Maximum variation the researcher determines criteria that differentiate the participants, 
and then selects respondents who fit these different criteria. As described in the previous 
section several criteria for the respondents had been defined in regards to demographics as 
well as level of engagement with Roskilde Festival. Using the maximum variation method 
increases the likelihood that ‘the findings will reflect differences or different perspectives - an 
ideal in qualitative research’ (Creswell, 2013, p. 157).  

Snowball, the other approach applied for this project, is when the researcher gets in touch with 
respondents through other respondents. As it will be described in the following the 
snowballing effect happened when respondents were recruited through Roskilde Festival’s 
social media profiles. In this case a few respondents were obtained because others had “liked” 10 
or “retweeted” 11 the interview request and were thereby exposed to the request as well.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10	  A	  ”Like”	  is	  a	  kind	  of	  recognition	  often	  used	  in	  social	  media	  sites,	  where	  users	  are	  able	  to	  click	  and	  mark	  the	  
content	  with	  the	  so-‐called	  “like”,	  stating	  that	  they	  endorse	  the	  content.	  A	  “Like”	  is	  visible	  next	  to	  the	  content,	  
and	  normally	  there	  is	  an	  indicator	  showing	  the	  total	  number	  of	  likes	  the	  content	  has	  received.	  	  
11	  ”Re-‐tweeting”	  is	  the	  act	  of	  forwarding	  a	  tweet	  (max	  140	  characters)	  to	  one	  of	  your	  followers	  (a	  fellow	  
member	  of	  the	  community)	  on	  the	  social	  media	  application	  ”Twitter”.	  
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Three means of communication were applied to get in touch with respondents. These were 
Facebook/Twitter, direct mails, and a post in Roskilde Festival’s forum. Details on all three 
approaches are discussed below: 

 

Facebook and Twitter 

Roskilde Festival’s social media channels - Facebook and Twitter – were employed to get in 
touch with respondents who have already been to Roskilde Festival. The festival posted 
requests on both sites (see figure 6 and 7), and thus gave them an official appeal. A broad 
spectrum of people from all over the world were reached through this approach, as the 
requests received a lot of attention in the form of “likes”, “shares”12, “comments”13, and 
“retweets”. Because of the respondents’ interactions with the requests they reached an even 
broader audience.  

This snowballing effect caused respondents who were not Roskilde Festival audience – but still 
part of the target group – to be exposed to the requests and eventually became interviewees for 
this project. 13 out of the final 19 respondents were found through Facebook and Twitter.  

 
Figure 6 and 7. Facebook and Twitter requests for respondents. The requests were very short, and did not tell 
anything specific about the interview, or what it was going to be used for.  

 

Forum 

In an attempt to get in touch with members of the audience a post in Roskilde Festival’s online 
forum was created. Only one person replied, and since he did not meet the defined criteria, he 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12	  ”Share”	  refers	  to	  the	  possibility	  of	  forwarding	  content	  to	  an	  individual,	  a	  group	  of	  people,	  or	  a	  whole	  network	  
of	  people	  on	  a	  social	  media	  site.	  This	  is	  done	  through	  a	  single	  click,	  where	  the	  user	  who	  shares	  the	  content	  
becomes	  sender	  of	  the	  content.	  
13	  	  ”Comments”	  refer	  to	  feedback	  or	  a	  comment	  given	  to	  a	  specific	  piece	  of	  uploaded	  content	  in	  this	  context	  on	  
Facebook.	   
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was never interviewed.   
 

Direct mail 

Volunteers were contacted through so-called “gatekeepers”. A gatekeeper is a person who is a 
member of or has access to the desired group. The gatekeeper is the initial contact, and the one 
who will introduce the researcher to participants (Creswell, 2013). Gatekeepers were found in 
the authors’ personal network. Being very aware of not interviewing friends or acquaintances, 
as warned against by Creswell, Glesne and Peshkin (Creswell, 2013, p. 151), personal contacts 
among Roskilde Festival volunteers were used to come into contact with other volunteers not 
initially known by the researchers. These were then approached through direct emails. Co-
creators from Dream City were also contacted through emails after Roskilde Festival had 
provided their contact information.  

Around 30 potential interviewees were reached through these three described approaches. 
(Screenshots of social media recruitment of participants, as well as email to the respondents 
can be found in appendix 4). Since the aim was to conduct 20 interviews, it was possible to 
make a final selection based on the initial criteria containing demands in regards to 
respondents’ demographics and level of engagement with Roskilde Festival. One of the 
selected 20 respondents canceled at the last minute. It was decided not to contact yet another 
one of the remaining respondents, as it was clear, that 19 interviews would provide more than 
enough data. It should be remarked that none of the interviewees were offered any kind of 
reward to participate, which could potentially affect their attitude towards the interview. All 
participated out of free will, interest, and curiosity.   

The 19 respondents will be described in the following section.  

 

4.2.4 Presentation of Respondents 
In this section the 19 respondents will be presented. The overall characteristics will first be 
described, and then a list of all 19 is displayed. As previously described it was the intention to 
compose a group of respondents who reflected the demographics of Roskilde Festival’s 
audience’s in regards to age, sex and nationality. Furthermore the pool should represent four 
levels of engagement with the festival:  audience, volunteers, co-creators and target group.  

Approximately one fourth of the participants at Roskilde Festival are volunteers. This ratio is 
almost reflected with the group of respondents, as six out of the 19 respondents are volunteers. 
The last 13 are divided between 10 audiences, and three respondents who have never attended 
the festival. 

The gender balance at Roskilde Festival is almost an even 50/50. More men than women 
showed an interest in this project, and it was not possible to get in touch with enough women 
to stay true to this ratio. Anders Hjortkær-Rask (Appendix 3) revealed that men are generally 
more active on the festival’s digital media than women, and since most of the respondents 
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were reached through these channels, it makes sense that mostly men replied to the interview 
requests. Five of the final respondents were female, while 14 were men.  

According to the Audience Survey, 76 % of the audience at Roskilde Festival are 17-26 years 
old, while the majority of the volunteers are between 20-39 years old (Roland, et al., Roskilde 
Festival Publikumsundersøgelse, 2012; Thygesen et al., Roskilde Festival 
Frivilligtrivselsundersøgelse, 2012). The majority of the 19 respondents are in their twenties, 
while the overall age span went from 18-39. The average age is 26.5 years old. This is 
considered to be a fair age representation.  

Only 12 percent of the audience at Roskilde Festival is international. Since an online 
community is not bound by geography and given the fact that Roskilde Festival wants to 
expand their international reach it was intentionally chosen to disregard the 
Danish/International ratio at the actual festival. Instead 11 of the respondents were Danish 
while 8 where international.  

For a full list of respondents see figure 8. 
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                   Figure 8. List of respondents.  
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4.2.5 Executing Interviews 
In this section the interview approach will be described. The considerations regarding the 
approach and the interview guide will be presented first, followed by the actual interview 
situation.  

Interviews do not set constraints in regards to geographical distances, as it is possible to 
conduct interviews without meeting face to face. Nor are interviews as intruding as contextual 
enquiry, where you would observe how people use and interact in online communities 
complemented with open interview questions. It is crucial to realize that in doing interviews, 
all interview statements are not simple representations, true or false, of what people think, but 
the statements are actions derived from the interaction between interviewer and interviewee 
(Bruhn Jensen, 2002). The interviewer has to rely on the interviewee’s immediate response to 
the questions, even though it may not be a full representation of how the respondent, in this 
case, interacts and uses social media sites. Likely, the immediate answers represent the ways in 
which the respondents primarily use social media sites, and their primary motivations for 
joining and contributing. Nevertheless, ‘[i]nterview statements are, in a strong sense of the 
word, ‘data’, and they become sources of information only through analysis and interpretations’ 
(Bruhn Jensen, 2002, p. 240). 

To encourage the interviewees to elaborate and talk freely from the top of their minds, the 
interviews were conducted as semi-structured interviews. With the semi-structured interview 
the interviewer identifies a list of topics to cover doing the interview along with a few 
questions. The interview itself is very open, allowing the interviewer to follow up on whatever 
interesting answers the interviewee gives (Kvale, 2009). An interview guide (Appendix 5) was 
constructed prior to the interviews that covered the main topics of interest with primarily 
open-ended questions. Apart from uncovering the interviewees’ motivations and engagement 
with social media sites, the interview guide also included questions regarding their 
engagement with Roskilde Festival. 

Pilot interviews were conducted before the actual interviews took place, which led to iteration 
on the interview guide. The pilot interviews showed that some questions were irrelevant. They 
also made it clear that the 30 minutes set aside for the interviews was not enough time to get 
through all the questions. This resulted in modifications to the interview guide in order to 
make sure the most essential parts of the interview would be covered within the timeframe.  

In an effort to avoid the interviewees taking on any prior assumptions about the interview, and 
thereby contemplating their answers, the respondents were not given any specific details about 
the interview topics. It is however important to reveal just enough to let the respondents know 
what they are letting themselves in on (Kvale, 2009). Creswell (2013) suggests that participants 
in a qualitative study review and sign a consent form prior to the actual study. This form 
should disclose that the participant is able to withdraw from the study at any time, what the 
central purpose of the study is, that the participants’ confidentiality is protected if there are any 
known risks involved, what benefits are in it for the participants, as well as a signature of the 
participant and the researcher. Creswell’s approach was found to be too comprehensive for a 
qualitative study of this size and with this purpose. Before the respondents in this study 
committed to the interview, they were told that the data would be used in connection with a 
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thesis written by two IT-University students, who collaborate with Roskilde Festival. The topic 
was revealed to be their use of social media (see appendix 5). Before the actual interview was 
initiated the respondents were told that their interview would be part of a larger pool of 
interviews. They were also promised anonymity, and asked permission to record the interview.  

Since the respondents came from around the world and all of Denmark (see figure 8, p. 42), it 
was only possible to meet face to face with five respondents. The rest had to be interviewed 
through Skype. In an interview situation much meaning is in the unsaid – in tone, expression 
and body language (Kvale, 1997). When interviewer and interviewee are not physically present 
in the same room, there is a risk that the interviewer might miss some of the non-verbal signs. 
Being aware of this, it was however given a higher priority to interview international 
respondents rather than being able to meet physically. At the same time the interview topic is 
of a character where it would be assessed that intimacy is not an absolute requirement in order 
to obtain valuable data from the interview person.    

The interviews ended, as Kvale (2009) suggests, with a debriefing, revealing that the overall 
goal of this project is to develop an online community for Roskilde Festival. This debrief 
allowed the respondents to comment on this as well. All interviews were recorded on either 
video or audio to ensure documentation, and in addition notes were taken. Immediately 
following each interview was typed up based on notes and recordings. The interviews were 
semi-transcribed focusing on phrases and quotes and leaving out the “oh”’s, sighs and 
mutterings as it was estimated that with this type of interviews these breaks did not add any 
value for the further analysis. The semi-transcribed interviews can be found in appendix 6, 
while the recordings are available in appendix 21.  

This chapter has provided an in-depth understanding of the context of this project through the 
initial research, which set the frame for the ethnographic research design. The goals and 
approaches for the qualitative interviews have been specified as well as the methods to arrange 
and conduct the interviews have been described in order to gain a comprehensive 
understanding of the research process. The next chapter will present an analysis of the 19 
interviews. 
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5.0 ANALYSIS 

This chapter will demonstrate the methods used in order to carry out the analysis of the 
qualitative interviews presented in the previous chapter. Secondly it will present the findings of 
these interviews. Grounded in the previous described empirical methods an enormous amount 
of data was obtained during the data gathering process. To be able to use this data 
constructively and attain the core findings and insights needed for the concept development 
phase, the data needed to be structured and analyzed. The initial objectives and goals for the 
data gathering naturally need be kept in mind when analyzing the data (cf. 4.2.1 Goals & 
Approach).  

5.1 Analyzing Data 

The key objectives with the user interviews were to identify how and why the target group is 
motivated to be part of social media sites, and how they interact and contribute with online 
content. With data from 19 qualitative interviews, a great amount of rich data was obtained. 
This had to be condensed by analyzing the interviewees’ meanings, behaviors, and 
motivations. Kvale (2009) describes the analysis as a way of separating something into parts 
and elements. It is a continuation of the dialogue initiated in the interview, and a display of its 
horizon of possible meanings. 

The method applied to analyze the data can be characterized as Kvale’s bricolage-method, 
which means that different sets of analytical tools and techniques are incorporated into the 
method. Some of the ad-hoc techniques typically used in the bricolage-method are: identifying 
patterns and themes, clustering data, creating metaphors, and looking for contrasts and 
similarities (Kvale, 2009; pp. 259-260). Sharp et al. (2011) suggest identifying recurring 
patterns or themes through the use of affinity diagramming. With this method you group 
notes that are somehow similar, and out of these groups find overall themes that represent the 
grouped data. This means that the themes are not predefined but emerge from the grouped 
data. Sharp et al. suggest another method of categorizing data as well. With this method the 
categories are first identified according to the subject of study, and then findings are grouped 
accordingly. The latter can be seen as a more deductive approach, as you let the findings be 
controlled by predefined categories.  

Combining the two mentioned methods facilitated an overview of the rich data. The authors of 
this thesis had each conducted and semi-transcribed respectively 9 and 10 interviews. The first 
step of the analysis was therefore to listen through the interviews together, while highlighting 
important quotes in the transcriptions. Each interview was then discussed and important 
statements and key points were listed for further analysis. This ensured that both authors 
achieved a solid foundation of what had been said by whom, and a general idea of recurring 
patterns in the data. The data was condensed, but a full overview of the findings was still not 
achieved. Realizing this, the notes were turned into post-its with one statement or key point on 
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each, and then grouped into eight initial categories. The categories were rooted in the 
interview themes, and as such cannot be seen as a fully deductive method of grouping the 
findings. However, it was not the grouping of findings that led to the categories as an inductive 
or affinity-diagramming approach would suggest.   

The initial categories were: 

• Sharing content 
• Moderating/editing content 
• Motivation for creating content 
• Interaction between users 
• Privacy and filtering of content 
• Roskilde Festival related 
• Specific persona characteristics 
• Miscellaneous  

The initial categories functioned as a starting point to comprehend the data, but it was clear 
that the categories either had overlaps or did not fully grasp or illustrate the statements and 
key-points grouped in each of these categories. The value of having all points from the 
interviews on post-it notes on a whiteboard was the ability to move each point from one group 
to another. Having a better overview of all the findings grouped into initial categories helped 
start the affinity diagramming process, to ensure that the categories actually emerged from 
clustering the findings i.e. an inductive approach. Hence, the names of the initial categories 
were deleted from the whiteboard and new patterns and themes started to emerge when 
moving the post-its around. During this process seven new groups appeared, specifically 
related to the users’ motivations and behavior in social media sites. Statements related to 
Roskilde Festival were taken off the whiteboard to represent a separate category. All together 
eight new categories emerged, each with an additional set of sub-categories.  

The eight categories that emerged were:  

1. Roskilde Festival  
2. Privacy 
3. Ownership 
4. Expectations 
5. Values of functionalities 
6. Value of content 
7. Social interaction 
8. Spectatorship 

Interpretation and further analysis were carried out based on these eight categories. Findings 
from each category will be presented in the following section.  
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5.2 Findings from Qualitative Interviews 

In this section findings within each of the above-mentioned eight categories will be elaborated 
on in order to gain an understanding of what they entail. First findings from each category will 
be unfolded, and following an overall categorization will be presented.   

 

5.2.1 The Eight Categories 
Seven categories, directly linked to online behavior, emerged during the analysis as described 
in the previous section. In regards to the findings directly related to the interviewee’s personal 
experience with Roskilde Festival, a single category was named Roskilde Festival. References 
for interviews can be found in appendix 6, while the recordings are included in appendix 21. 

 

 
Figure 9-16. A few post-it notes from each of the eight categories.  

 

1. Roskilde Festival  
Keywords:  
- Orange Feeling 
- Strong brand 
- Sense of community 

See figure 9. 

As previously described, 16 out of the 19 interviewees had attended the festival at least once. 
Two had not been to the festival yet, but were updated on the festival through social media as 
they plan to attend, and one interviewee did not know much about the festival except it was a 
music festival in Europe. All 19 participants were either volunteers at the festival, or answered 
the interview requests through Roskilde Festival’s Twitter/Facebook profile.  
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As one might except from this particular pool of participants the general perception of the 
festival is very positive. The festival is associated with things like peace, love, good music, 
happiness, partying and relaxation. Those who have attended the festival initially went with 
friends when they were students in high school (gymnasieelever). Music and specific bands 
were the respondents’ primary reason for initially attending the festival, but as they have 
returned through the years they all mention the atmosphere and the so-called “Orange 
Feeling” as the number one reason. Not all the interviewees find it easy to address exactly what 
the “Orange Feeling” is, but JH manages to describe what it is to him: 

It is as if the world comes to a stop for eight days. And nobody thinks about anything else but to 
be present right there, right now, and to meet some people and listen to some music, and be 
happy, and spread some love. ([17], [6:12]). 

Several express a feeling of caring for each other and belonging to a group, when they talk of 
the freedom and openness they experience at Roskilde Festival. Freedom in the sense that they 
can do whatever they like at the festival without anyone being judgmental, and as in freedom 
from everyday obligations. Openness has to do with their perception of the festival as a place 
where people are very friendly and helpful. The findings illustrate that there is a sense of 
community (McMillan and Chavis, 1986) present among the audience and volunteers at 
Roskilde Festival. McMillan and Chavis define a sense of community as ‘a feeling that members 
have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared 
faith that members’ needs will be met through their commitment to be together’ (ibid, p. 9).  

The interviewees mention that it is easy to strike up a conversation, and make new 
connections and friends at the festival.  

Over the course of 10 years, I have met so many people that I now consider to be very close 
friends, and because of where we all live we cannot necessarily meet up often, and we use 
Roskilde as a place to all meet up. ([7], [29:47]).  

As per Peck (Rheingold, 1998) it is openness, equality, and love among others that are benefits 
of being a member of a community. 

The respondents express that the festival is regarded as something precious, like a vacation or 
an oasis. There is no stress; the subjects do not plan their day, but value the ability to relax, be 
surprised, and just get carried away and go with the flow. It is evident that the interviewees feel 
a “shared emotional connection”, which is one of the elements in McMillan and Chavis (1986) 
four-part definition of sense of community. A shared emotional connection covers the belief 
that members have shared and will share history, common places, and similar experiences. 
You may say that Roskilde Festival is a territorial community, bound by geography, but the 
social ties bring people together, as per Hampton and Wellman (Jankowski, 2009, p. 66). It is 
the bonding with other people, the experiences, and the “Orange Feeling” that the interviewees 
talk about, which motivate them to keep returning to the festival. As per McMillan and Chavis, 
people feel like they belong in a community, if they feel that the group accepts them and they 
fit in. It is very clear from the interview statements that you can do whatever you like, dress 
how you want and act how you want at Roskilde Festival; nobody will judge you, but welcome 



	   49	  

you. This is directly linked to Falassi (1987), who argued that festivals are places where 
participants express extreme behavior.  

The interviewees consider Roskilde Festival a strong brand, and recognize the festival for their 
ethical and environmental work. Furthermore, Roskilde Festival is noticed for attracting 
talented people, both with upcoming bands, but also with graffiti artists and the creative 
people who participate at the festival. The interviewees think highly of the festival, and 
perceive it as an organization they would like to be associated with. However, not everybody 
would like to be a volunteer, since it would take too much time away from his or her precious 
festival.  

A common perception from volunteers and the Dream City participant is that they are very 
proud to be part of the festival. They like to feel part of something bigger, and they are willing 
to work hard due to the personal and social gain. CJ, the Dream City participant who build a 
saloon at the festival, expresses it this way:  

The best thing about it was the positive feedback from Dream City, leaders, and managers who 
came by and saw it when it was finally built, and thought it was cool. And of course other people 
who visited our camp, and said it was done in a cool way, and that it was a great idea, and that 
they would like to see us again next year. That made it worthwhile, at least for me ([9], [22:48]). 

 

2. Privacy  
Keywords: 
- Strong control of spectators 
- Strong awareness of personal content 
- Anonymity 

See figure 10, p.47. 

“Privacy” is about being able to control who follows you, and constrain who is allowed to see 
your content. It is about the individual control of boundaries in order to maintain privacy, 
where features and settings to make this possible are valued. Interviewees who talk about their 
use of Facebook touch upon this aspect. They use Facebook to interact with friends, and as a 
place to disclose personal experiences and information. This behavior confirms Boyd’s (2009) 
argument that people connect online with those whom they already share a personal 
connection with. However, the interviewees joined interest communities as well, where they 
connected with others based on common areas of interest.  

The subjects value the ability to control whom to befriend online, the opportunity of one-to-
one communication, and settings that determine who is allowed to see specific content. 
Interviewees are very aware of not disclosing too personal content online either because they 
do not perceive the Internet as a place to share their private life or because of a strong 
awareness of how content may affect their personal appearance (cf. 5.2.1 The Eight Categories, 
8. Spectatorship).  
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A single subject mentions the value of being able to upload content under an alias or 
anonymously. This could be interpreted as a desire to be able to choose a username, and not be 
obliged to use your real name within a community.  
 
 
3. Ownership 
Keywords: 
- Accept of lost ownership when sharing 
- The use of others’ material  
- Others’ use of own material: 
    Amateur 
    Wants credit 
    Wants money if others make money 
- Strong ownership / Need for approval     

See figure 11, p. 47. 

“Ownership” in this context is related to online content. The interviewees believe that when 
you upload content, you cannot control or constrain if that content is shared or used and by 
whom. The participants are used to free access to content online, and they are also used to the 
ability to share what they stumble upon. They have accepted that they loose ownership of their 
own content as soon as it is online. TD describes the dilemma: ‘I think you still need to get your 
work out there. It’s a catch 22. If you don’t show your work no one will know you are there.’ ([6], 
[22:40]) TD creates 3D models and as a consequence of the easy access and sharing abilities of 
the Internet he only uploads low quality images. This way he can expose his work to the world, 
but if someone actually wants to use his work, they have to contact him to get a high-
resolution image.  

A great contradiction was found between the interviewees’ perception on their use of others’ 
work, and expectations towards others’ use of their work. “Use” in this context refers to 
sharing, editing, moderating, or remixing. Some subjects give credit when they use or share 
others’ work, but it depends on how much of the original source is used. Other interviewees do 
not give any credit when, for instance, they share a copyrighted picture on a personal blog. It is 
of great value to the interviewees to be inspired by and use others’ work, but if other users use 
their work they want to be at least credited.  

The interviewees made a distinction between work done as a hobby and work done 
professionally. Nobody expected to be paid or get anything in return if others used, edited, or 
moderated their hobby material, as long as no one else would earn money from it. But it was 
not okay to the same extent for others to use their professional work. DAH describes it this 
way:  

If you are going to get paid for the work done with other people’s work, then I definitely feel that 
it is fair that the original source gets money out of it too […] If used only for inspiration for your 
process it will be fine with credits. ([15], [19:05]).  
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However, a few of the interviewees ideally wish that people ask for permission before using 
their contribution, even if the intention is not to earn money from it. 

There is a clear overlap between findings on ownership of content and literature on remix 
culture (Navas 2007; Lessig, 2008; Ferguson 2010-2012), and de-fragmentation (Sonvilla-Weis, 
2010) as described in 2.3.3 Co-creation as Remix. When users share content on social media 
sites, and it is posted and re-posted, you lose track of the original source, especially if content is 
not credited.  

 

4. Expectations 
Keywords: 
- My interests are met 
- I am willing to work hard for my passion 
- Time & money is not a deciding factor  
- Being part of something bigger 
    - Communal effort. Individually you contribute to a bigger unity. 
- High degrees of activity and immediacy. 
- Convenience  
  
See figure 12, p. 47. 

This category is based on findings on users’ primary expectations towards a social media site. 
The interviewees expressed that their interest had to be met before they were motivated to 
participate. Naturally, this is very individual and also varies from person to person depending 
on their interests and needs at the time. These findings are very much in line with McMillan & 
Chavis (1986) and Preece & Maloney-Krichmar (2003), who believe that a person will join a 
community based on needs, and that people seek communities where they are able to interact 
with others who have attractive skills and competences.    

Through the interviews it became clear that the subjects use various social media sites to 
achieve certain goals, but with very different purposes and expectations towards the sites. The 
point is not only that an online community should meet the interest(s) of its members, but 
also that the participants are willing to put a lot of time and effort into a community, if they 
are passionate about it. It is very important for the respondents to be engaged with their 
hobby, to gain knowledge from others with the same interest or passion, and to gain 
experience. This corresponds with Rheingold (1998) and Smith (1992) who talk about 
“knowledge capital” as a key aspect of an online community. Respondents express that time 
and money is not a consideration, since the interviewees do not expect to get paid doing their 
hobby. To exemplify a few: PM uses a lot of time in a guitar forum to both help others and 
seek inspiration, MRO spent numerous hours to create her first stop-motion film and found 
inspiration on YouTube, TD makes guides to computer games just to help others and because 
games are his passion, and MV uses a lot of time and effort writing Wikipedia articles, even 
though there are strict rules to follow.  
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The feeling to be a part of something bigger (Lacy, 2008) is also mentioned as a motivator. 
Being part of something bigger is a sense of community, and the feeling of contributing to a 
bigger unity. These findings directly relate to McMillan & Chavis (1986) who say that an 
important motivator for joining a community is the feeling of making a difference to the group 
and of the group being significant to its individual member. Moreover, there is also a direct 
link to the extrinsic versus the intrinsic motivators, as competence and autonomy count more 
than external factors like payment. It is about passion, not money equal to Shirky’s “Love over 
Gold” argument (2010). 

If there is a high level of activity in an online community, the subjects are motivated to stay 
engaged, participate, and contribute with content and increase their level of activity. This 
implies that there is an expectation among members to deliver to ensure a constant flow of 
new content, as it is the members who generate value for each other. SSO describes an online 
community he used to be part of, where members challenged each other on content, initiating 
small competitions and thereby achieving a constant flow. On members’ profiles, their level of 
activity was visible causing him to aspire a high level of activity. What SSO describes can be 
related to theories on gamification, where it is expressed how game elements, such as a 
scoreboard, can infuse activity (Zichermann & Cunningham, 2011). 

The interviewees expect immediacy and count on instant reactions in order for an online 
community to be valuable. Immediacy, in this case, relates both to the fact that the content 
they upload needs to be visible instantly, and that they expect instant reactions to content 
either as feedback or through other members interaction with the content (cf. 5.2.1 The Eight 
Categories, 8. Spectatorship). Furthermore, there is also an expectation of convenience. It is 
crucial that it is easy to upload content, reach the right target group, and find relevant content. 
Interaction with both content and other members has to be easy as well. This emphasizes 
Nielsen’s (2006) point on participation, when he states that it has to be easy to contribute.  

 

5. Values of functionalities 
Keywords: 
- Private messaging 
- Media upload  
- Target content 
- Sorting mechanisms 
- Ratings   
- Synchronous collaboration 
  
See figure 13, p. 47. 

This category evolved out of findings that illustrate what kind of functionalities the 
interviewees find valuable on a social media site. The interviewees were not questioned on 
specific or favorite features and functionalities, and this category must therefore not be seen as 
a list of features for incorporation, but valued functionalities uncovered through the 
interviews. 
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The participants find it valuable – and expected of an online community – that they are able to 
have private conversations, either one-to-one or within a defined group of people. This is the 
value of being able to control “boundaries” (cf. 5.2.1 The Eight Categories, 2. Privacy).  

Interviewees are accustomed to being able to interact with and upload all kinds of media files. 

Targeting content is about the possibility to direct your content to the right audience, for 
instance by creating “circles” or “lists”14 for particular groups of people. The use of hashtags15 is 
also valued as a way to categorize and search for content. Sorting mechanisms are important in 
order to find relevant information in the same way it is important to be able to target your 
content. Sorting is important to ensure relevancy and avoid information overflow. It does, 
however, mean that users are not exposed to “unexpected” content. 

Ratings have different valuable purposes to the user. Ratings can secure quality of content 
controlled by members of the community, for instance through “likes”. Ratings can also be 
based on profiles, meaning that ratings can illustrate a hierarchy through a personal status 
within the community. The latter can infuse recognition by being granted a status, or result in 
benefits when the user reaches a certain status or level. For example, PM explains how a guitar 
forum gives access to a private space when a user has contributed with 300 posts. Within this 
space of the forum, members talk about everything but guitars, and thereby reinforce the 
motivational factors of connectedness and relatedness (Shirky, 2010; Aparicio et al., 2012). 
Here the benefit of the “ranking-system” is access to a space where close friendship with 
strangers can be developed. This example shows how “Socializers” benefit from being active 
users, and are thereby granted the reward of “Exclusive Access” (Zichermann & Cunningham, 
2011). 

Google Drive is regarded as a great tool for synchronous collaboration as it allows more than 
one person at a time to work on the same project. With Google Drive everyone can see who 
does what, users can leave comments, and the collaborators can engage in live chat.  

 
 
6. Value of Content 
Keywords: 
- Knowledge sharing 
- Seek and offer help 
- Content must be: 
    Interesting 
    Useful 
    Relevant 
    Inspirational  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14	  ”Circles”	  is	  a	  term	  used	  on	  the	  social	  media	  site	  Google+.	  “Circles”	  is	  a	  way	  of	  selecting	  individual	  members,	  
and	  organize	  them	  into	  specific	  groups.	  This	  is	  often	  done	  by	  grouping	  different	  social	  relations,	  or	  by	  grouping	  
members	  based	  on	  interest.	  “Lists”	  hold	  the	  same	  values,	  but	  the	  term	  is	  used	  on	  Facebook.	  
15	  The	  hashtag	  -‐	  #	  -‐	  is	  used	  before	  a	  keyword	  on	  social	  media	  sites	  such	  as	  Twitter	  and	  Instagram.	  This	  is	  a	  way	  
of	  categorizing	  content,	  as	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  search	  for	  hastagged	  keyword	  on	  those	  social	  media	  sites	  as	  well.	  
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- Improving content 
    Confidence 
    Quality 
    Collective mind 
    Respect 
- Credibility of content 
 
See figure 14, p. 47.  

“Value of content” is a category tied to interactions around online content. In this sense it is 
the content and not necessarily the creator of the content that is of value.  

The interviewees use social media sites to either stay up-to-date, interact around a subject of 
their interest and/or expand their horizon (cf. 5.2.1 The Eight Categories, 4. Expectations). The 
online platforms are places for knowledge sharing on all sorts of topics, and they happily 
engage in discussions. However, the respondents range from those who solely interact with 
friends and families, to those who frequently interact with strangers (cf. 5.2.1 The Eight 
Categories, 7. Social Interaction). Either way, the motivation for participation can be linked to 
that of knowledge capital, as the community possesses a communal knowledge, which each 
member can benefit from (Smith, 1992). 

The interviewees generally like to help others, and they like to share their knowledge to 
enlighten other users. This sort of knowledge sharing occurs in different formats. It can either 
be through discussions, sharing of an article/video or alike, or by producing content, which 
they find significant to their peers or a specific person. PHS for instance, shares restaurant and 
travel experiences with friends on Facebook, MGM records his parkour tricks and shares the 
videos on YouTube, and then there is MF who is a big fan of Twitter:  

I will tweet things that I think are really funny or helpful to people to share. Or just to kind of 
update people, or to tweet something that is interesting to people. ([8], [07:55]). 

The participants share content they find interesting, useful, relevant and inspiring to others, as 
well as they expect to find content according to their own needs. These stories prove Shirky’s 
(2010) point on generosity, Smith’s (1992) discussion on knowledge capital and social 
network, and McMillan & Chavis’s (1986) finding that members of a community like to help 
other members. Moreover, these points are also related to the motivational factor of 
reciprocity, as it indicates that participants want to give back and expect others to give back in 
a community (Porter, 2008). 

Respondents also expressed a desire to improve other’s work, and a willingness to make 
adjustments to own work based on feedback or requests. TD happily edits his computer game 
guides according to feedback (cf. 5.2.1 The Eight Categories, 8. Spectatorship). PTH produces 
festival videos each year after Roskilde Festival. When he realized that the videos reached a 
larger audience than his immediate friends, he bought new equipment to improve the quality. 
It can also be smaller adjustments like SV, who corrects misspellings on Wikipedia just to 
improve quality.  
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Common for the respondents is that they only contribute with content online if they feel like 
they have something to add of a high enough quality. They need to feel confident before they 
share or make improvements. This of course is a very subjective assessment.  

Interviewees express the view that the collective mind is stronger than the individual; if more 
people share and contribute the end product will be better. Furthermore, subjects want their 
work to be treated with respect. It is only accepted that others moderate their content if it adds 
quality.  

The overall findings within this category are very much related to Bruns’ (2010, 2012) 
framework on Produsage Communities. The principle of open participation/communal 
evaluation, which encourages participants to be able to examine, evaluate, and add to their 
predecessors’ contributions to ensure quality. Moreover, as interviewees wish to contribute 
with improvements, in one way or the other, content can be described as an unfinished artifact, 
as it is always evolving through collaboration between the produsers (ibid). 

 

7. Social interaction 
Keywords: 
- Networking 
    Friends 
        - personal relations 
        - a necessity 
 >< 
    Common interest 
        - unexpected relations/interaction 
        - idols/famous people 
- Online/offline relations 
 
See figure 15, p. 47. 

“Social interaction” as a category represents the findings related to the social relations and 
interactions between members of a community. Respondents are motivated to use social 
media sites to network – either to nurse existing relationships or to meet new people based on 
interest. It is about connectedness (Shirky, 2010). However, within this category there is a big 
contrast between the interviewees on whether they mainly connect with friends based on their 
offline relations (Jankowski, 2009; Boyd, 2009), or whether they prefer to connect with 
strangers based on a common interest (Rheingold, 1998; Preece & Maloney-Krichmar, 2003). 

Facebook dominates among the Danish interviewees as the primary social media site, although 
none of them are exclusively limited to Facebook. Facebook is used to interact with people 
they have an offline relationship with like friends, family, co-workers etc. However, Facebook 
is also referred to as a necessary evil in order to stay updated on topics discussed and on events 
initiated by their network.  
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Sites like Twitter makes it possible to follow idols and people you have an interest in without 
asking for acceptance. Moreover, interest communities are also valued among the participants, 
as it is possible to make unexpected encounters, and interact and engage in discussions with 
“strangers” they did not know they shared a common interest with. MF describes Twitter this 
way:  

I will say something about some event, and then people will start talking to me and it will be a 
conversation with some random person I do not know. A couple of weeks ago I had a 
conversation with a bartender from another State about the Falcons playing football. I do not 
know that person, but after that we were following each other on Twitter ([8], [05:48]).  

Interest communities are also valued for the possibility to showcase work to peers and perhaps 
idols. Both TD and TP have experienced to be in close contact with some of their idols online, 
allowing them to share ideas and thoughts around their interest. Because of social media TP is 
in close contact with designers of a beloved computer game, and he recently volunteered to 
help them market a new game: 

I am in contact on a regular basis with people who I admired as a teenager back in the 1990s. 
Today I email and chat with them almost on a daily basis about the game design. It is a dream 
come true. ([10], [25:45]). 

Being able to gain knowledge and experience from an idol creates a great motivation for being 
engaged on social media sites. Again, it is the knowledge capital, combined with the social 
capital, which are valued in interest communities. 

Respondents also mention a connection between the online and offline world. Either in the 
sense that you meet with people offline, that you have originally met online, or in the sense 
that what you share with friends online is something you have already discussed or intend to 
discuss offline. This relation between online and offline relations can be linked to the 
observations by Axelrod (Porter, 2008, p. 115) who found that there is a higher probability of 
people to collaborate online, if they will meet in the future. 

 

8. Spectatorship 
Keywords: 
- Response to contributions 
    Personal acknowledgement 
    Motivation to do more 
    Moderate according to feedback  
- PR of yourself 
 
See figure 16, p. 47. 

This category refers to the “value of spectatorship”; participants’ awareness towards their 
spectators’ reactions to their contributions, the awareness of how their contributions reflect 
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their public appearance, and how these aspects encourage more activity. Hence, spectatorship 
is closely linked to the categories “social interaction” and “value of content”.  

The subjects create and upload online contributions out of a wish to initiate an interaction. 
Hence, there is a desire for a response. The interviewees feel pleased when there is a reaction to 
their contributions. If the response is positive, they believe that their contribution has been 
useful or valid to others, or they see the response as an approval. Either way, it is the personal 
acknowledgement and recognition, which the subjects express as a motivator to generate more 
content. If the response is not entirely positive, or spectators have proposed improvements to 
the content, the respondents are more than willing to increase the quality to meet spectators’ 
expectations and needs. There are also those like SV who delete content if it has not received 
any attention:  

Sometimes I delete items if it has not received any likes. Then it is a bit embarrassing to have it 
out there. […] It seems like you do not have any sense of awareness, like you do not understand 
the concept of Facebook ([11], [16.20]) 

AG talks about the same issue, but instead of deleting the item he goes into hiding and does 
not post or upload for a couple of days.  

The power of spectatorship motivates the interviewees in different ways. For RT, a drop in 
readers on her personal blog is a motivator to increase activity and quality in content in order 
to get the number of visitors up again. What the interviewees express can be linked to 
Haythornthwaite (2005), who found that people are motivated to contribute when they feel 
their work is important and unique. SV and AG interpreted the lack of ”likes” or ”comments” 
as an expression from their peers that their contribution was neither important nor unique, 
and thus deleted it again or were unmotivated to contribute.  

Response and recognition are given through different types of features, which carry various 
values. Depending on the platform a “comment” or a “share” is generally seen as more 
valuable than a “view”16 or a “like”. The “like” is by some subjects perceived as a passive and 
rather easy or lazy way to show approval, but the subjects still use it actively and enjoy the 
feature. 

Interviewees are aware of how contributions affect their online profile, but to which extent is 
very individual. Some see their online contributions as a kind of self-promotion, and only 
engage in topics or themes they want to be associated with. Not that this is establishing a 
“fake” personality, but a way of being very selective on what to expose. Others on the other 
hand see online contributions in a more PR oriented way, as a way to showcase work and 
skills, like a portfolio. Hence, it is important for members of a community to be able to 
“manage identity”. This is related to Porter (2008) who believes that it is important for users to 
be able to personalize their profile. However, through the above findings it becomes apparent 
that managing your identity is also about being able to delete or promote content uploaded to 
your profile. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16	  ”Views”	  are	  an	  indicator	  of	  how	  many	  times	  a	  particular	  piece	  of	  content	  have	  been	  viewed,	  i.e.	  clicked	  or	  
played.	  This	  is	  commonly	  used	  for	  video	  sites,	  like	  YouTube.	  
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5.2.2 Grouping of Categories 
As discovered through the analysis, some of the seven categories (not including the “Roskilde 
Festival” category) are more related and interdependent than others. “Social Interaction”, 
“Value of Content”, and “Spectatorship” share a focus of being rooted in interaction between 
people – holding a social aspect. The other four categories: “Privacy”, “Ownership”, “Value of 
Functionalities”, and “Expectations” generally represent a personal value to the individual. 

 

 
Figure 17: Grouping of categories. 

 

This observation made it possible to create two main groups and divide the seven categories as 
either “Personal” or “Social”, as visualized in figure 17. This division was applied through an 
inductive approach, where the findings determined the division, as opposed to matching 
findings into already defined categories. The two groups should however not be regarded as 
autonomous as there are overlaps between the two. For instance the factor to be able to 
manage identity is presented in both “Privacy” and “Spectatorship”, which are in separate 
groups. This demonstrates interdependence between the categories and thereby between the 
personal and social group. 

By comparing the findings from the interviews against the theoretical framework, it was 
subsequently obvious that there is an overlap between the figure derived in this analysis (figure 
17) and the figure identified in the theoretical framework (cf. 2.4 Motivation for participation, 
figure 1, p. 20), both of which include personal and social motivations. The correlation appears 
with several of the motivational factors. For example generosity and helping out presented as 
Social factors in figure 1 are included in the category “Value of Content” which are also part of 
the Social group in figure 17. Being part of something bigger and knowledge capital are also 
presented in both figures within the personal motivational group.  
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The findings presented in the previous section contain numerous valid findings for the 
concept development phase. However, in order to use the findings constructively, it was 
crucial to be more concise and determine the core principles to bring forward. Engaging in 
storytelling and creating personas brought a structured insight to the concept development 
and assisted in analyzing the findings even further. These steps will be describes in the 
following sections.  

 

5.3 Storytelling  

In order to dig deeper into the findings presented in the previous section, a “game” was 
initiated to challenge and play with the findings. The game was a way to interpret the findings 
by taking them out of context and shed new light on the insights. According to Buxton (2007), 
storytelling and play are critical parts of the design process. ‘Challenges to imagination are key 
to creativity. The skill of retrieving imagination resides in the mastery of play. The ecology of play 
is the ecology of the possible. Possibility incubates creativity.’ (ibid, p. 263). Hence, imagination 
can be provoked through play.  

To initiate the game key findings from each of the seven categories were printed, and posted to 
a wall. Statements from the “Personal” group were attached to one wall of the room, while 
statements of the “Social” group were attached to the opposite wall. The game was to randomly 
select a statement from each group while blindfolded. The reason behind the blindfold was to 
ensure a random selection, and being forced to work with whatever was selected. The idea was 
to create small scenarios and interactions that included both statements, and thereby to be 
imposed to pair findings from the opposite groups. A constraint was included to think out of 
the box and challenge imagination. The constraint articulated that all scenarios had to be 
bound in the physical world as opposed to a digital, online world. It did not have to be the 
physical world as in a realistic world, but to think in physical objects and interactions. In this 
way each statement was recognized and treated as a metaphor. Saffer (2010) describes the 
method of creating metaphors as valuable when doing structured brainstorming, as ‘the oddest 
metaphors will uncover a previously unthought-of direction for a design’ (p. 120).  

As both Saffer (2010) and Buxton (2007) emphasize, a process like this requires a lot of energy. 
The method appeared frustrating as it became evident that it takes practice to do storytelling. 
When creating the stories it is crucial not to think about the final outcome and how the result 
should be applied to the design process. To overcome this challenge, it proved helpful to 
include different tactile elements: colored paper, Lego, food, snow, ceramics, etc. to play with 
(see figure 18). A change of locations also improved the process.  
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Figure 18. Tactical objects. 

In total 16 small scenarios were developed throughout this process. One of the stories is 
exemplified in figure 19, and the remaining scenarios can be found in appendix 7.  

 

 
Figure 19. Storytelling.  

 

The described scenario in figure 19 brings out different values, which are constructed through 
subconscious experiences with human and social behavior. Small gestures as hugging, shaking 
hands, toasting, and delivering a gift are introduced in this story. Gestures that cannot be 
identify directly through the paired statements. Furthermore, the invitation represents the 
artist’s desire to showcase his work, and at the same time it is a way to recommend the 
exhibition to Lotte, whom he knows has an interest in art. Finally, there is the detail of the 
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girls’ expectation of free cocktails. The cocktails are not their primary motivation to attend the 
reception, but it is a bonus that they value. 

An interpretation of all 16 scenarios led to six core principles, which the final concept should 
embrace. These six principles have therefore been key throughout the concept development 
and design phase.  

The six core principles are: 

• The community needs to foster collaboration 
• Allow for 1-to-1 communication 
• It must be possible to give recognition 
• It has to be possible to make and offer improvements to others’ work 
• There should be a gamification opportunity 
• People appreciate a bonus (extra promote/qualify/bonus) 

Buxton (2007) emphasizes that storytelling not only brings stories to life, but they are 
memorable pieces of information that the designer can easily refer to. Throughout this concept 
development phase the inclusion of an extra bonus was referred to as the “Free cocktail”.  

 

5.4 Personas 

As a complement to the six core principles identified through storytelling in the previous 
section, it was found valuable to create personas in order to gain a structured overview of the 
diverse group of interviewees. 

Personas are a type of conceptual models that documents a set of archetypal characteristics as a 
way to comprehend the users. The personas have been used as Cooper (2007) proposes – as a 
way to go from research to design. ‘Personas are based upon behavior and patterns we observe 
during the course of research phase, which we then formalize in the modeling phase.’ (Cooper et 
al., 2007, p. 76). As per Cooper, personas are both a method for analyzing data, identifying 
user needs and primary characteristics (behavior, expectations, and motivation), and as a 
communicative tool for the whole design team. In this process the personas have primarily 
been used to analyze and structure the user specific findings, and thereby gain an overview of 
the diverse interviewee group.  

Cooper’s approach includes accumulating a persona for each type of user you encounter 
through the data gathering. When identifying the primary persona, this persona’s needs and 
expectations must not be in direct contrast with the other personas. Also, the primary persona 
must generally match the overall goal of the project. This is not to neglect the other personas, 
but to focus on one primary persona for the concept development (Cooper et al., 2007). Based 
on the analysis, three personas appeared, however with some kind of overlaps in behavior as 
visualized in figure 20. The figure only gives a brief overview of the personas, but a full 
description of each can be found in appendix 8. Each respondent’s initials are mapped to the 
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figure in order to assist with a quick overview of their characteristics. However, each 
interviewee does not fit one persona 100%, but shares characteristics with all of them to some 
extent. 

The primary distinction between the three personas is their level of engagement online, i.e. 
how much content they contribute with, and how much and with whom (friends or strangers) 
they interact with online. 

 
Figure 20. Persona overview. 

 

Based on the research, “Amanda” is chosen as the primary persona. Ideally “Dave” would be 
the primary user in the community to ensure a high level of engagement, and because he 
would be considered a “fire starter” as outlined in Roskilde Festival’s target group description 
(cf. 4.2.2 Identifying Interviewees). However, if “Dave” was the primary person, the others 
might not find the community appealing. By deciding on “Amanda” as the primary person, 
the target is the middle persona who shares qualities with both the less contributing “Peter” 
and the highly engaged “Dave”. Hereby it is emphasized that the community should cater for 
the possibilities to contribute and engage both on a higher and lower level.  

 

In this chapter data from the qualitative interviews with Roskilde Festival’s target group has 
been analyzed, and several valid findings have been identified, which can be brought forward 
to the concept development phase. Based on this analysis, the following chapter will explore 
the concept development phase, and how the concept of the online community has emerged 
through different creative methods. 
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6.0 CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT  

The previous chapters have explored the evolvement of the process from the theoretical 
framework through research and data gathering to the analysis of the collected data. Glancing 
back at the figure illustrating the process of this project (Figure 5, p. 29) a structured insight to 
initiate the concept development phase has been achieved.   

In order to gain a quick overview of the structured insight brought to this phase of the project, 
the reader can attend to figure 21. The figure illustrates the main findings from the initial 
research and core principles from the analysis. However, the underlying theoretical framework 
also affects the concept development phase, as illustrated in figure 5 (p. 29). 

	  
Figure 21.  

 

As previously described in section 3.2 Design Approach, the concept development phase of 
this project is based on the interaction design discipline. Hence, it is valuable to pay attention 
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to Buxton’s (2007) “Design Funnel” figure 4 (p. 28). The figure shows how the concept 
development phase is an iterative process leading through a divergent phase followed by a 
convergent phase. Brainstorming techniques, sketching, prototyping, and user tests have 
assisted in going through these different phases, and thereby ensured an iterative process.  

There are five overall phases in the concept development of this project. In this chapter each 
phase will be described for the reader to achieve an understanding of the process. The methods 
used, a general description of ideas, and the decisions made, will be presented in each phase. 

The five phases are: Ideation, sketching, prototyping, user test and evaluation, and 
refinements. 

While the first two phases focus on a very divergent approach, the three following phases are 
of a more convergent nature. However, within each phase there are both divergent and 
convergent stages (Buxton, 2007, p. 148).  

 

6.1 Ideation 

In the ideation phase it is imperative to think in quantity rather than quality to gain a wide 
variety of concepts. It can be beneficial to start generating ideas by setting aside most of what 
you know about the technical aspects, users, or business constraints as you will add this later in 
the design process (Saffer, 2010). The ideation phase consisted of several steps, which will be 
reviewed in the following paragraphs.  

 

6.1.1 Brainstorming 
At this point in the process the concept could go in several directions, as long as it stayed true 
to the structured insight. Hence, the initial brainstorming session was very explorative on 
themes the concept could revolve around, i.e. what would be the primary purpose of the 
community. To warm-up the brainstorming session a quick word association game was 
performed to get brains, hands, and mouths engaged (Saffer, 2010). Focus of the initial 
brainstorm was on Roskilde Festival’s four key activities: Music, Architecture, Play, and Art as 
outlined in their strategic ambition (Figure 21). The main goal of this brainstorm was associate 
words and meanings to the four key activities (see figure 22). The outcome of this initial 
brainstorm was used in a brainwriting exercise. Brainwriting is one way to structure a 
brainstorm. The point is for everybody to write down the beginning of an idea on a piece of 
paper, and after three minutes everybody pass their piece of paper to the next person, who 
then has to develop the idea further (Saffer, 2010). After choosing four random words from the 
mentioned brainstorm, it was decided to add “the concept needs to foster collaboration” as a 
constraint. Hence, the goal of this exercise was to explore different ways of collaborating 
within the world of art, architecture, music, and play. This resulted in several loosely defined 
potential concepts, each containing alternative ways of collaborating and interacting.  
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Figure 22. Brainstorming. 

 

6.1.2 Potential Concepts  
The concepts evolved throughout the brainwriting session had very different formats. Some 
were concepts with an overall purpose, while most of the concepts were rooted in specific 
activities or single interactions.  

A few of the explored concepts will be presented in the following, along a brief evaluation of 
each. 
 
Urban Gardening 

Urban gardening is becoming an increasingly popular trend in cities around the world. But 
how do you go about building your own urban garden, and once you have it, how do you keep 
it and expand it? In this community members would exchange ideas and tricks with each 
other, upload videos, images, comments, etc. to share experiences and be inspired. At the 
physical Roskilde Festival, members of the community would meet and tend to a garden 
together, cook together, etc, and professional gardeners would be present to share their 
knowledge. This could be thought of as a new inspiring way to build camps at the festival.  

Communities that already embrace this type of concept are Urban Farm Online17 and 
BackYard Chickens18. 
 

Camp Community 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17	  http://www.urbanfarmonline.com	  
18	  http://www.backyardchickens.com/	  
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This community would be targeted at camps at Roskilde Festival. The festival already has a 
“Camp of the year” competition, where camps sign up and compete during the festival week to 
win the title of Best Camp. But in this community camps would challenge each other and 
compete in different kinds of competitions year round. The camps would also be able to design 
their own camp merchandise, and some designs – maybe based on ratings – would be selected, 
produced, and sold at the festival.  

To some extent a Camp community could be similar to the online forum of Burning Man 
ePlaya19, which is about sharing ideas and knowledge to create themed camps for the Burning 
Man festival. Fan communities and loyalty communities are also related to this type of 
concept, as these kinds of communities are rooted in the core product and attached to a 
physical activity.  

 

Art Community 

This community would address the creative part of Roskilde Festival’s audience. The idea 
would be to have members upload own original content – “art”, which should be understood 
in a very broad sense: images, illustrations, videos etc. The interaction in the community 
would be to do remixes of each other’s work, and collaborations on art projects with other 
members of the community. Roskilde Festival should be able to start projects, which everyone 
could contribute to. From Roskilde Festival’s point of view this would be a way to tap into the 
pool of creativity available among their audience. From the members’ point of view this would 
be a way to contribute to and be an active part of Roskilde Festival.  

Existing online communities that also include a network of artists, who expose their work 
and/or collaborate in creating art works, are DeviantART20, Hitrecord21, and Wdydwyd?22.  

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19	  http://eplaya.burningman.com/	  
20	  http://www.deviantart.com/	  
21	  http://www.hitrecord.org/	  
22	  http://www.wdydwyd.com/	  
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Evaluation of potential concepts 

The concepts were at this stage very loosely defined and each of them could potentially take on 
a number of directions. However, the concepts were evaluated while they were still immature 
to explore how they would match the findings of the structured insight. The structured insight 
was the main guideline when choosing which concept to pursue further (Saffer, 2010).  

The Urban Gardening would be a great concept to promote Roskilde Festival’s green and 
sustainable initiatives. At the same time it would be a fun and engaging way to include the 
audience, not just during the festival but at home as well. However, if the concept needs to 
promote activity and engagement all year around, urban gardening is challenging during 
wintertime. Furthermore, the concept demands that members have access to areas where 
urban gardens can be created, which might be an obstacle.  

The Camp Community is an entertaining way to challenge the existing camps, and for 
participants to interact across different groups. However, it might only be attractive to users 
who have already attended Roskilde Festival, and those who are already engaged in camps at 
the festival. Potentially the community would be able to activate users all year around, but as 
the purpose is bound by an activity at the physical festival, it is likely that the primary activity 
in the community would be limited to the immediate period before and after the festival.  

The Art Community, though still very unspecified, proved most potential to fulfill the 
structured insight and target the intended group of users. There is a potential for the concept 
to foster active participation throughout the whole year, as it is not bound by a physical 
activity at the festival, nor dependent on seasons. Rather, it would be a concept that could gain 
its own digital life, also independent from the physical festival. Furthermore, it was discovered 
that many of the activities and interactions revealed in the brainwriting exercise held a 
potential of being integrated into this concept.  

 

6.2 Sketching  

The Art Community was chosen based on the evaluation of the different concepts as described 
above. At this point the Art Community was only defined in very broad terms, hence the 
second concept development phase focused on evolving this particular concept further. 
Parallel to sketching several important questions concerning the concept’s goal, purpose and 
visions with the community were clarified.  

Sketching was used in this part of the design phase to explore details of the concept. Saffer 
(2010) recommends using pen and paper as it allows for quick and easy ideation, and it is 
possible to move from one idea to the next simply by turning a piece of a paper. According to 
Buxton (2007), sketching is central to the ideation process, and calls it ‘an aid to thought’ (p. 
105). Moreover, Saffer (2010) suggests that designers should have research results, constraints, 
etc. within view for reference and inspiration. Buxton (2007) agrees, emphasizing the idea of 
hanging drafts on the walls of a workspace as this allows it to ‘bake in’ (p. 154), and thereby 
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attain a common understanding within the design team. Key points presented in the structured 
insight (figure 21, p. 64) acquired a prominent space in the design office during the sketching 
phase. This was to ensure that the findings were visible and available, and it was easy to draw 
connections between sketches and findings. The goal of sketching was to get an understanding 
of what the community should be about, what features it could contain, and what activities 
members should be able to engage in. Focus was not on aesthetics or design, but simply to 
brainstorm. With access to a constant reference to the findings, all ideas and concepts were 
iterated on in order to incorporate these findings.  

Special attention was given to the ways in which users would be able to collaborate. Both direct 
and indirect ways of collaborating were identified, as well as private and open ways to 
collaborate. A few examples: The indirect collaboration is expressed when a user makes a 
remix, e.g. combines contributions of others to create a new piece of “art”. Figure 23 shows 
thoughts on how to illustrate that a piece of work is the result of other pieces combined into a 
remix. Figure 24 shows an extract from the uploading system, where users are prompted to 
credit their sources. 

 

 
Figure 23-24. Sketches on remix and upload. 

 

A more direct kind of collaboration is the mentor/trainee system. In this system two members 
engage in collaboration, where the trainee commits to uploading “art”-works, which the 
mentor in return is obliged to give feedback on. Thoughts on gamification elements within this 
concept were also discussed and evaluated. The contemplated elements included status 
symbols within the community, which could be illustrated through the use of wristbands.  

During the sketching phase, Porter’s (2008) framework on social web design proved helpful in 
order to be explicit on core concept and activities. Designers have a tendency to execute what 
Porter calls “feature creep”. Feature creep is when ‘there is a lack of sustained focus on what’s 
most important. Instead of deciding on a few core features to support, the team ends up trying to 
support too many’ (ibid, p.21). To avoid this, Porter’s AOF method – ‘Activities, Objects, and 
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Features’ (p. 23) – assisted in being more explicit about the concept. With this method focus is 
on the primary activity first, then the objects users interact with are identified, and finally a 
core feature set is chosen.  

Besides the AOF-model, the sketching phase also imposed iterations on fundamental 
questions in order to understand vision, goal, and purpose of the community. It proved 
helpful to articulate exactly what the concept contained. By answering these questions the 
purpose of the community was examined. Appendix 9 presents the AOF-model and other 
concept questions and answers. 

 

6.3 Prototyping 

With the broad lines of the concept in order, possible solutions for interactions and design of 
the interface were investigated. Again the main focus was not on aesthetics and visual identity, 
but rather on creating wireframes. Wireframes are blueprints of a product, and a means of 
documenting features, with only a veneer visual design (Saffer, 2010). This section will 
describe the physical sketching and prototyping. 

For the physical sketching pen, paper, crayons, and physical objects like Lego were included. 
According to Buxton (2007), sketching does not necessarily have to do with pen and paper, as 
the designer can use all kinds of materials. Sketching is more about ‘exercising the imagination 
and understanding (mental and experimental) than about the materials used’ (Buxton, 20007, 
p. 135). Using physical objects forced creativity and the ability to go beyond the regular line of 
thought. The physical sketching immediately embraced playful elements into the interface. To 
give an example: the design of the sorting mechanisms on the explore page of the community 
was inspired by a music mixer, with buttons to switch on and off, and a spinning record. 
Figure 25, 26, 27 shows the iteration.  

 

 
               Figure 25, 26 27. Sketching the Stage. 
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This round of sketching provided a more comprehensive understanding of the details within 
the concept. Physical sketching was an important preparation to get to the prototyping phase. 

After brainstorming and an immense amount of sketches, prototyping ensues. The prototype 
was going to be used to test the concept with potential users in order to get their feedback at 
the current phase of development. Buxton (2007) makes it clear, that there is a distinction 
between a sketch and a prototype. Whereas a sketch is tied to the ideation phase, a prototype is 
generated at a later stage.  

 

 
Figure 28. The dynamics of the design funnel (Buxton, 2007, p. 138) illustrates the process from 
sketching to prototyping, and how much time and investment is put in to it. 

 

Saffer (2010) talks of low- and high-fidelity prototypes. In this terminology creating a low-
fidelity prototype is preferred when the designer wants to test overall functionality and 
product flow. If the purpose is to test look, feel, and details on elements, a high-fidelity edition 
should be pursued. Paper prototypes are the simplest form of prototypes as nothing functions, 
but are merely drawn on paper. They can be used to test a product’s overall concept and flow. 
One advantage with the paper prototype – besides being quick and cheap to produce – is that 
the rough look conveys the impression that it is not a finished product, and hence the users 
feel free to comment critically (Saffer, 2010).  

With the current case it was decided to do a semi-finished paper prototype with the intention 
of testing it on potential users. A paper prototype was ideal as the purpose of the user test 
would be to investigate whether or not users understood the overall concept rather than 
testing details in the design. The purpose of the user test was thus to test content, activities, 
and features and how these were perceived. Compared to Buxton’s “The Dynamics of the 
Design Funnel” (figure 28), the current prototype would correspond to the orange area, rather 
than the yellow usability area of the funnel. It was decided to conduct a prototype that did not 
look too complete as a way to test whether or not it was obvious to the users what content 
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would go where (see figure 29). The prototype consisted of hand drawings in an effort to 
match ‘the appropriate visual language to the intended purpose of the rendering’ (Buxton, 2007, 
p. 106).  

 
Figure 29. Pages from the hand drawn prototype: Project Space and Project Brief. 

  

Besides hand drawings of the interface, storyboards were also produced for the user tests (see 
figure 30). Storyboards are traditionally known from comics or the film industry, but are ideal 
for user tests as well, as they can communicate ideas about use and experience (Buxton, 2007). 
Often storyboards will only show screen shots, and not reveal anything on timing, movements, 
and dynamics, which, according to Buxton, is wrong. He proposes that these elements are 
included and suggests the designer leaves comments on where to move, how, and with what 
speed. Buxton’s advice was taken into consideration, and thus each frame was accompanied 
with information and speech bubbles. Drawings and storyboards included in the user tests can 
be found in appendix 10. 
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Figure 30. Storyboard showing how members can recommend other users, and become fans of each other (called 
subscribing at this point in the process). 

 

6.4 User Test and Evaluation   

As the prototype was meant to be tested on potential users, it was decided to get in touch with 
3-5 respondents for the testing. One of the respondents from the qualitative interview phase 
was contacted, as he was located in Copenhagen and part of the target group in terms of 
interest and online engagement. An additional three users were acquired for the testing. All 
three had attended Roskilde Festival in the past, and all of them were part of the target age 
group. All four test persons would furthermore be considered “creative” as their interests and 
skills covered areas such as photography, architecture, illustrating, 3D modeling, storytelling, 
and music. (For a list of test respondents see appendix 11).  

Tests were conducted at a testing lab, despite Saffer’s argument that ideally the designer goes to 
the user, and test the prototype in the user’s familiar surroundings (Saffer, 2010). The 
advantages of a testing lab is that it is possible to use the same setup and test on multiple users 
on the same day (ibid). To use a testing lab was a calculated choice, because it was estimated 
that a test performed in the subjects’ private surroundings would not have rendered more 
viable information. Since the subjects were merely looking at drawings and not actually 
interacting with a working service, the testing lab proved to be a satisfying location.  
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Both designers (the authors of this thesis) were present during all four tests. Subsequently, this 
ensured common ground of knowledge and insight between the designers. It should be noted 
that a pilot test was conducted before the actual user tests. The pilot revealed that the intended 
test was too comprehensive considering the agreed one-hour time limit with each user. Based 
on the pilot test it was decided to have a core test with a set of sketches and questions that all 
four respondents would be presented with. Two subtests were additionally made and handed 
out to two interviewees each. This allowed for feedback on all aspects of the test, and at the 
same time ensured that the highest prioritized elements were tested on all four users. (Tested 
prototypes are available in appendix 10, and a test guide can be found in appendix 12.) 

The users were interviewed one by one to ensure that others did not affect their immediate 
response (see figure 31). All interviewees accepted the test to be video recorded. (Recordings 
can be retrieved on enclosed CD). The respondents were given very few details on the concept 
in an effort to avoid any prior assumptions (Kvale, 2009). Users were merely told that the test 
would be employed in relation to the development of an online community for Roskilde 
Festival. They were not given any specific information or details on the concept.  

The respondents were presented with one sketch at a time. The sketches were, as mentioned 
earlier, hand drawn to convey the message that they were open for suggestions, criticisms, and 
changes (Buxton, 2007). With each sketch the respondents were asked to share their thoughts 
on what they saw, their impression on what it was about, and what types of actions they would 
be able to carry out on that particular page. Saffer (2010) suggests that the pages of a paper 
prototype should be numbered in order to be able to tell the respondents “If you ‘press’ this 
button, go to page 9” (2010, p. 178). The pages in the current test were not numbered, and 
instead users were talked through the prototypes. When they had given their view and opinion 
on content and interaction on a particular page, it was revealed what parts were “clickable”, 
and then they were handed the next page. (See appendix 13 for notes from the tests).  

 



Figure 32. Prototype, the Stage. The 
prominent position of the Orange Stage 
caused respondents to believed the com-
munity would revolve around artists play-
ing at Roskilde Festival. 

Figure 33. Sketch, act. Respondents in the user test 
suggested that acts should have a ”save for later” fea-
ture, making it easy for members to access acts they 
wanted to work on at a later stage.   

Figure 34. Storyboard, Mentor-Trainee. 
The mentor-trainee system is a way for 

members of the community to help each 
other and get valuable feedback. 

Figure 31. User test. The prototype was tested on four respondents. 
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6.5 Refinements 

The user tests were of high value to the process. Buxton (2007) mentions how paper 
prototypes allow for early testing. This way the designer is able to become aware of flaws and 
defects, and has the chance of correcting them early in the process. During this test several 
users questioned aspects that seemed obvious to the designers. This indicated that adjustments 
had to be implemented in order to communicate the desired intentions. The respondents 
questioned elements such as button locations, how features behaved, and what type of content 
this community would revolve around (see figure 32). Several users shared promising ideas 
and input during the test, which were taken into account. This included ideas such as the 
ability for members of the community to have easy access to a “save for later” feature, that 
would allow members to easily save content in order to work on it later (see figure 33). It was 
also suggested that the proposed mentor system not only counted feedback and 
communication between mentor and trainee, but also included the ability of the mentor to 
assign projects as part of the system. Furthermore it was proposed that members should have 
the ability to decline the possibility for others to request them as mentors (see figure 34). 

Based on the user tests refinements were made for the final iteration of the concept. This part 
of the process contained yet another iteration on prototypes. The final prototypes were created 
in Photoshop in order to convey thoughts on design as well as on content. A description of the 
final concept along with final prototypes is presented in the following chapter.   
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7.0 CONCEPT PRESENTATION: Orange ACT  

The previous chapter described the design process, and how the structured insight (cf. figure 
21, p. 64) derived through the initial research and analysis, functioned as a guideline in the 
process. Of the potential concepts explored in the ideation phase it was decided to develop the 
“Art Community” concept (cf. 6.1.2 Potential Concepts) through brainstorming and 
sketching. A low-fidelity paper prototype, as well as user tests and refinement, were conducted 
which led to a concept for the online community. 

In this chapter the final iteration of the concept will be presented. “Orange ACT”, as the 
community is named, is presented through sketches, visual prototypes, and descriptions. The 
reader is encouraged to examine the fully illustrated prototype in Appendix 14, but smaller 
sections of the prototype will be displayed in this chapter to illustrate details of the concept. 
The prototypes in appendix 14 include the main page “Stage”, “Project Brief”, and “Profile” 
page, which can also be seen in figure 35, 36, 37 (p. 79-81). The prototype’s focus is to inform 
the design and possible interface characteristics of the product. Even though it is not a 
functional prototype, it does however reflect intentions on design, content, and features. 

This chapter will commence by answering a few basic concept questions to reveal the 
community’s goal, why it should exist, and which activities it supports. Following will be a 
presentation of design, followed by a description of activities, interaction, gamification 
elements, and ways to gain recognition in the community.  

 

7.1 Characteristics of Orange ACT 

This section will introduce the community’s overall goal, why it exists, and what the purpose 
is. The questions are inspired by Preece and Maloney-Krichmar (2003) and Porter (2008), and 
their approach to develop online communities. The questions and answers are meant to give 
the reader an understanding of the concept before it is described thoroughly in the following 
sections. 

What is the goal? 
The goal with Orange ACT is to get the target group actively involved with Roskilde Festival 
and its related activities all year round.  

Who will the members be? 
Orange ACT’s target group is based on Roskilde Festival’s target group. They are 20-25 years 
old, they want to make a difference, they motivate others to participate, and they are skilled 
(See appendix 1 for a full description).  
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Why does it exist? 
To activate Roskilde Festival’s target group in a playful and educating manner.  

What is the purpose? 
Orange ACT is about creativity, art, play, and Roskilde Festival. It is about acknowledging that 
Roskilde Festival has a young, creative talent pool among its participants. The purpose is to 
support and lift this talent. 

What exactly is the concept about? 
Orange ACT is an online community where members contribute with original content (audio, 
video, text, images). Everything is uploaded under a Creative Commons license so others are 
free to use/edit/moderate all content to create new work. Members can remix existing 
contributions or they can create a project brief where they encourage others to join and 
collaborate.  
 
Overall Orange ACT supports four types of activities: 

1. Members upload content  
(It is free for others to remix). 

2. Members remix others’ contributions  
(A remix does not have to contain own materials, members are free to remix others’ 
contributions). 

3. Members collaborate on projects  
(Members can either create a project brief and encourage others to participate in a 
compilation or members can participate in a project initiated by someone else). 

4. Members can be part of a mentor/trainee program 
(Members can request other members to become their mentor. A mentor will then 
promise to give feedback to a trainee. Requested mentors are free to say no, and both 
mentor and trainee can end the program without notice).  

 

What is the core of the concept? 

The core of Orange ACT is sharing. Sharing ideas, knowledge, and skills. Orange ACT is not 
just a place for members to showcase their work, or passively look through the work of others. 
On the contrary, members are meant to act in this community. They are empowered to create, 
improve, and evaluate. Learning from each other and benefiting from other’s knowledge and 
skills is key to Orange ACT. Orange ACT is ultimately about creating open, playful, and 
socially committed human beings (cf. 1.2 Purpose). 



Fig. 35. p. 79



Fig. 36, p. 80



Næstved, Denmark +

Headliner

Fig. 37. p. 81
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7.2 Prototype & Design  

To demonstrate ideas on design, content, and features it was decided to illustrate three of the 
community’s pages: The Stage, a Profile page (seen from someone else’s view), and a Project 
Brief (see figure 35, 36, 37). Overall thoughts on design will be explained in this section, while 
details and core features will be explained in the following sections.  

The rather minimalist design of the Orange ACT community conveys that this site is a serious 
site with quality content. The minimalist design is chosen to avoid conflict with the user-
generated content that can contain any kind of colors and objects. Shapes in the design, such 
as the mosaic on the Profile page, and the colorful explore buttons on the Stage page, reflects 
that this is also a playful site aimed at a young target group. The color orange is repeatedly 
used to highlight important elements and call to action. Orange is chosen as it is Roskilde 
Festival’s color, and the color of the festival’s main stage: Orange Stage. Use of orange in the 
design, along with the incorporation of the word “orange” in the community name, combined 
with the canopy (part of Roskilde Festival’s logo) in the Orange ACT logo reflect that Roskilde 
Festival is involved in this community. The logo furthermore conveys that Creative Commons 
is essential to the community, as the Creative Commons CC-logo is incorporated into the “O”. 
Iterations on logo can be found in appendix 15. 

Both header and the ACT button in the lower left corner of the page (see figure 35) are visible 
on all pages. They are both fixed, meaning that they stay in position and remain visible on all 
pages, even when scrolling. The header allows the user to easily access their profile and 
compilations they are working on, while the ACT button is a direct way to upload files (image, 
video, audio, text) and create Project Briefs.  

 

The Stage  

Access to all pages within Orange ACT requires a membership to the community, which is 
obtained by signing up and completing a profile. The Stage is the community’s homepage, and 
thus the first page members reach when they login (see figure 35). The Stage equals the more 
commonly used “explore” page on social media sites such as Flickr.com and 8track.com, and 
this is where members can browse – explore – all content of the community. The page is called 
“Stage” rather than “explore” to stay in the festival terminology, and refers to the place where 
artists perform and are displayed at a festival.  

The upper part of the Stage is dedicated to the “Main Stage”, where the most popular acts of 
the week are displayed (see figure 38). These comprise the “Top 3” high-fived (Hi5) acts, 
compilations, and project briefs, as well as the “Top 3” viewed acts, compilations, and project 
briefs of the current week. A view is counted when content has been clicked, while a Hi5 
represents an endorsement, which members can give an act – the same way a “like” is used on 
sites such as Facebook.com and YouTube.com. Using a Hi5 instead of the common “like” 
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feature is rooted in the energy and power that underlies a physical high-five. This emphasizes 
the action between two people, as oppose to the more passive and single action “thumbs-up” 
implied in a “like”. The main stage is presented with an orange background referring to the 
Orange Stage at Roskilde. Content on the Main Stage is displayed in a slideshow to ensure that 
members are exposed to new content through the week. If content were presented as a list, it 
would be the same list viewing through an entire week.  

 

 
Figure 38.  

 

The upper part of the Stage also includes a sidebar with “Available Mentors”/”Most 
Recommended Users”, and “Project Briefs featured by Orange Act” (see figure 38). Mentors 
are promoted in order to increase awareness about the program. Most Recommended Users in 
the community are displayed with their profile picture on the Stage, as a way to give 
recognition to the most skilled users. Featured Project Briefs are a way for Roskilde Festival to 
promote their own projects, as well as projects they find interesting in order to attract 
participants to these projects.  

The lower part of the Stage is reserved for the Explore section (see figure 35, p. 79). This part 
reflects activity in the community, displaying both new and most popular acts. This is where 
members browse. Acts are displayed with a colored frame referring to the type of content.  

For iterations on design of the Stage attend to Appendix 16. Elements on the prototype pages 
“Profile” and “Project Brief” will be explained in details when relevant in the following sub-
sections on “Content & Activities” and “Interactions”. For a thorough walkthrough of all 
details on Stage, Profile and Project Brief attend to appendix 17, 18 and 19.  
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7.3 Content & Activities  

The primary activity for members of Orange ACT is to contribute with original “art”. This can 
be in the form of an image-, audio-, video-, or text- file, a project brief, or a compilation 
(Project Brief and Compilation will be elaborated in 7.4 Interaction). It should be noted, that 
when the word “art” is used in this context it is interpreted in a very broad sense, as it describes 
the content uploaded and produced in the community. Whether or not the uploaded content 
can actually be classified, as “art” is of course subjective.  

 

 7.3.1 Act 
Uploads, project briefs, and compilations made by members in the community are commonly 
referred to as “Acts”. The term “act” refers to making an “action”. The word is also chosen to 
stay in the festival/music terminology where a band is referred to as an “act”, as well as an act 
is about performing – like artists at Roskilde Festival.  

Acts are central to the community as they are the content which interactions and 
collaborations revolve around. When members upload an act to the community it is key that it 
is work the member in question has the right to share. All uploaded contributions must be 
licensed under the Creative Commons label, as members are encouraged to share and play 
with each other’s work. It is the principle of inclusion, rather than exclusion, meaning that all 
content is shared and that no acts are private within the community when uploaded. With 
Creative Commons, members are able to allow others the right to download, share, remix and 
alter the uploaded act without giving up their ownership. It is central to Creative Commons 
that used content is credited to the original source.  

 

 7.3.2 Remix 
Apart from uploading one’s own original content to Orange ACT, members have the 
opportunity to become inspired by the work of others and hence create and upload a remix 
containing others’ work. A remix is either a mix of existing available acts in the community, or 
a combination of own work and others’ work. Hence, very different formats of derivative work 
will appear in Orange ACT. For instance, combining existing images, and adding sound or 
voice-over can create a video. A remix can also be as simple as combining two photos or 
illustrations to create a new art piece (see figure 39). Creating a remix can be perceived as an 
indirect – or asynchronous – way of collaborating, as members use and become inspired by 
others' contributions, but without any direct contact.  
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Figure 39. Remix 

 

Acts are presented in the community in a tree-structure, to illustrate how the content has 
evolved and used in remixes. The sketch in figure 33 (p. 75) shows how an act appears when 
clicked. The boxes above the act represent the resources, i.e. the credited contributions, while 
the boxes below represent outcome in which this particular act has been referenced.  

 

7.3.3 Uploading Content 
It is essential that members credit each other when using and remixing others work. To make 
it easy to credit the correct sources the latest downloaded acts along their creator’s name will 
automatically appear in a list when uploading content. Members are also prompted to agree 
that they have the right to share this specific content (see figure 24, p. 69). When uploading 
acts the user can tag the content with hashtags (#) in order to categorize the content, and 
thereby make it easier for other members of Orange ACT to search. 

 

7.3.4 Fans and Recommendations 
Members of Orange ACT are able to become a “fan” of each other. This makes it possible to 
follow specific members and their activities. Members do not need to accept when other 
members wish to become a fan and thereby follow their contributions and activities; 
subsequently it is not required that members mutually become fan of each other. This is to 
ensure that members can be freely inspired by and gain knowledge from those they have an 
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interest in. On a user’s profile page the activity of those he or she is a fan of will appear in a 
dashboard area, and include uploaded acts, projects and compilations. A news feed will reveal 
what activity the idols (users the particular member is a fan of) are engaged in, and lists 
content they Hi5 or contribute to, and who they become a fan of and recommend. 

Taking the action of becoming a fan a step further, users have the option of recommending 
one another. A recommendation is a way to endorse another member and tell others that that 
particular user is especially interesting. A member can at a maximum recommend 10 other 
users, which makes the recommendation feature rather exclusive.  

The number of fans and recommendations a member has received are visualized on the user’s 
profile, to indicate the member’s popularity within the community (see figure 37, p. 81).  

Being able to explore and view content, become a fan of and recommend members, as well as 
giving Hi5’s to acts, only requires a low level of participation. The activity does, however, still 
have an effect on the community and how content is displayed. Hence, it is the activities 
performed on the lower activity level that determines the outcome of the Main Stage, which 
has a prominent space in Orange ACT. The community therefore supports different levels of 
interaction and activity, from the simple Hi5 to the high barrier production of an original act.  

 

7. 4 Interaction 

The above description has demonstrated how members contribute with content, in the form of 
acts, as well as how members can participate on a low activity level. The following interactions 
among members of the community will focus on how they collaborate and communicate with 
each other in Orange ACT.  

 

7.4.1 Mentor/Trainee  
To encourage knowledge sharing among members of Orange ACT a mentor-trainee program 
is incorporated into the community. This allows for direct communication and knowledge 
sharing between two members, where the trainee can benefit from a skilled mentor. 

A member has to perform well to be approved as mentor. This is assessed through the quality 
of work conducted. Quality is based on feedback from other members, e.g. Hi5’s. A member 
thus needs to reach a certain number of Hi5’s for a specific number of uploads in order to be 
an eligible mentor. As a hypothetical example a member is approved to be mentor, when five 
uploads have received a minimum of 200 Hi5’s each. When a member is approved to become 
mentor, the member will be notified, and the acquired mentor status is visible on the user’s 
profile.  

To acquire a mentor a member must place a request with the desired mentor. This request 
then has to be accepted by the mentor in order to initiate the program. Simply because a 
member has been approved to become a mentor does not mean that the member has to 
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become a mentor. An approved mentor can at any time hide the mentor request button from 
his or her profile in order to avoid applications.  

The mentor-trainee program comprises an interdependent relationship among the involved 
parties. The mentor commits to provide constructive feedback to the trainee’s uploaded acts 
and answer questions the trainee may have. The trainee is in return obliged to upload a certain 
amount of acts to demonstrate his engagement and motivation to learn and improve. (A 
scenario of the interaction is demonstrated with a storyboard in appendix 10 and in figure 34, 
p. 75).  

When the trainee uploads an act the mentor must be notified (incorporated feature upon 
upload), in order for the mentor to know which acts to provide feedback on. Feedback can 
either be given as an input on the act itself, or the mentor and trainee can communicate 
through the community’s private message system.   

Both mentor and trainee are displayed with profile pictures on each other’s profile (see figure 
37, p. 81). It is envisioned that different statuses within the mentor-trainee program can be 
integrated, such as: 

• Trainee: A member becomes a “trainee” once a mentor request has been applied and 
accepted by a mentor. It is only possible to have one mentor.  

• Dedicated Trainee: A trainee who has uploaded more than he is obliged to.  

• Skilled Trainee: A trainee who has achieved 10 new recommendations in a month 
since the mentorship was initiated.  

• Available Mentor: A member who has been approved to be a mentor, but does not 
have a trainee.  

• Active Mentor: A mentor who has accepted at least one trainee (a mentor is allowed to 
take on as many trainees as he or she desires). 

• Mentor Expert: One of the mentor’s trainees achieved 10 new recommendations in a 
month since the mentorship was initiated.  

• Mentor Guru: A guru is mentoring at least five trainees. Three of the trainees achieved 
10 new recommendations in a month since the mentorship was initiated. 
 

Engaging in a mentor-trainee program requires a high level of activity and commitment 
between the involved parties. Participation in Project Briefs and Compilations are other kinds 
of collaborations in the community. These do not require the same level of commitment and 
obligations as the mentor program. Project Briefs and Compilations are described in the 
following. 
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7.4.2 Projects Briefs 
Individual members of the community can create project briefs, which include a short 
description of a project, a challenge, or an idea. The description should be complemented by 
either a picture or video, and it must be specified what kind of skills and professions the 
project is relevant for (see figure 36, p. 80).  

Roskilde Festival is obliged to upload project briefs, which members can participate in. These 
projects could count several of the competitions already initiated by the festival, like the design 
of the official Roskilde Festival T-shirt. The festival could also initiate project briefs to get 
inputs for a logo, presentations, or campaigns taking place at the festival. The festival could in 
this context upload materials, which members could use in compilations for that particular 
brief. Project briefs initiated by Roskilde Festival will be marked with an orange canopy stamp 
in order for users to quickly identify these projects (see figure 40). The Roskilde Festival 
project briefs will also be presented on the login page of Orange ACT, and thus making the 
festival projects visible for non-members as well. 

In figure 40 and 41 two kinds of project briefs are presented as they are illustrated on Stage. 
When a project brief is clicked, the user is taken to the “Project Brief” page (figure 36, p. 80). 

 

	  
Figure 40 and 41. Project briefs on Stage. 

7.4.3 Compilations 
Compilations are, as the term indicates, a sample or collection of materials. The notion is 
typically used in the music industry for an album with collected works, which in this sense is 
an appropriate comparison. The idea of a compilation in Orange ACT is that it is possible to 
create several compilations, which match the description of a project brief. Creating a 
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compilation will therefore always be tied to a specific project brief. A compilation can be seen 
as one solution out of many to a project brief.  

A compilation is made up of uploaded acts (image, video, audio, text) available in the 
community, and then sampled together in a presentation. Compilations can either be “Open” 
or “Private”. An open compilation entails that all members of Orange ACT can make 
contributions, edit, and alter the compilation. When the compilation is open everybody is 
empowered to invite new collaborators to the compilation. A private compilation on the other 
hand is collaboration between a specific group of people who have joined together, or it can 
also be just one person creating his own private compilation. The compilation is private in the 
sense that other members cannot view or edit the compilation while in progress. However, 
when the compilation is done and released it is visible for everybody in the community to 
view.  

The paper prototype (in appendix 10) illustrates how communication tools are incorporated 
into the compilation workspace. The member initiating the compilation must write a short 
description of what is trying to be accomplished with this compilation, and collaborators then 
have the opportunity to make inputs to this description. Members can also engage in 
synchronous chat with other online collaborators. Furthermore, it is possible to see how many 
members have contributed to the compilation, and see a list of acts used to create the 
compilation. Every collaborator is able to release a compilation when he or she thinks it is 
done. In this case the finished version will appear on stage, while an editable version is still 
available.  

It is envisioned that members create the compilation using a tool within the community, as the 
key idea is that members work together (both synchronous and asynchronous) to create a 
compilation. The exact design of and concept for this tool is not included in this thesis. It is 
proposed to use an existing tool, rather than develop a new one for the community. One such 
tool could be Storyplanet.com23, as Storyplanet allows users to create interactive productions 
mixing images, video, audio, and text. The format of a compilation in this context would be 
much like a presentation with different sequences. Storyplanet is proposed, as they are already 
involved with Orange Innovation.  
 
 

7.4.4 Promotion & Recognition 
In order to motivate members to contribute and interact in the community, different elements 
have been incorporated to enhance promotion and recognition. As previously described 
popular acts are promoted on the Main Stage, while top recommended users and available 
mentors are showcased next to the Main Stage.  

 

Wristband 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
23	  Storyplanet	  is	  a	  Danish	  startup	  and	  a	  tool	  for	  creating	  interactive	  productions	  online.	  For	  further	  info	  visit:	  
www.storyplanet.com	  
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An element of gamification that focuses on members’ activity level in the community is 
implemented, and visualized through a wristband (see figure 42).  

 
Figure 42. Wristband 

 

The wristband is in many ways similar to Foursquare’s use of badges24. A wristband however 
was chosen to symbolize a status, since the wristband is essential to Roskilde Festival. The 
wristband communicates which areas of the festival the bearer is allowed access to. Wristbands 
at the physical festival differentiate in color and codes, to reflect who holds more power than 
others (see figure 43). 

 

 
Figure 43. Roskilde Festival wristbands.  

 

It is possible to obtain five different statuses within Orange ACT. A member’s status will be 
visible on the profile page (see figure 37, p. 81) as well as the member’s total number of 
uploaded acts. Status is earned through a specific number of contributions, as a way to 
promote activity. 

The statuses and what they require to obtain are listed below. The applied numbers are only 
meant to serve as an indication in order to demonstrate the logic behind the system. The first 
three statuses are solely based on quantity of activity, while the last two statuses depend on 
quality as well. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24	  Foursquare	  is	  a	  location-‐based	  online	  community	  where	  members	  earn	  badges	  based	  on	  activity.	  The	  
“Adventurer”	  badge	  is	  for	  instance	  achieved,	  when	  a	  user	  have	  been	  to	  ten	  different	  places.	  For	  more	  info:	  
www.foursquare.com	  
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• Amateur: 1 upload  

• Upcoming: 30 uploads + 1 collaboration (either created project brief, created 
compilation or collaborated on compilation) 

• Pro: 70 uploads + 3 collaborations 

• Headliner: 70 uploads + 3 collaborations. Featured on Main Stage at least 1 time. 100 
recommendations.    

• Legend: 70 uploads (in total) + 3 collaborations. Featured on Main Stage at least 5 
times. 500 recommendations.    
 

Web shop 

Another way for members to gain recognition is to have a design selected to be sold at the 
community web shop. This part of the concept is not fully evolved or visualized. Having said 
that, the idea is that designs produced by Orange ACT members are produced and sold in a 
web shop. Goods could include merchandise such as clothes, cups, bags, as well as posters, 
books, etc. depending on content in the community. Roskilde Festival selects designs for the 
shop, and profits are split between the festival and contributing members. The web shop is one 
of the few pages open to non-members.  

 

Exhibition at Roskilde Festival 

A final way for members to gain recognition and be promoted is to be featured at the actual 
Roskilde Festival. The vision is to display works from Orange ACT at the physical festival. This 
could take up any number of forms, depending on content created in the community. One way 
could be to have a certain area of the festival designated for the Orange ACT community. The 
festival is already divided into areas with certain activities, such as “Swim City” where different 
sports and beach related activities take place, “Street City”, where street basket, skater ramps 
and graffiti are located, and “Poor City” where the humanitarian aspect take place. In this 
sense it would be obvious for the festival to have an “Orange ACT” area, where members could 
meet face to face with the ones they have been collaborating with online, and where their art 
works could be displayed and installed.  

Another way to exhibit art works could be to display them on the festival's big screens in 
between concerts. If members of the community produced movies and animations these could 
be shown at the festival movie theatre.  

 

While this chapter has presented the Orange ACT concept, the following chapter will 
commence with a discussion of the concept. The discussion will provide an understanding of 
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the conceptual choices and decisions made, as well as a critical examination of the validity of 
the concept in terms of the theoretical framework and the findings from the interviews. 
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8.0 DISCUSSION & REFLECTION 

This chapter will present a discussion of several elements presented throughout the report. 
First the concept itself will be discussed. In this part the different elements of the concept are 
examined in relation to which theories and findings the particular element is grounded on. 
Following is a reflection on the process, which includes a critical look on the design approach, 
ethnographic approach, and analysis. The chapter is concluded with a section on perspectives. 
This part includes areas to further examine if the process was prolonged, as well as a brief 
reflection on ways to launch a community of this character, and possible steps to take in order 
to establish a stable and successful community.     

 

8.1 Concept in Relation to Theory and Findings 

This section presents a thorough review of the concept presented in 7.0 Concept Presentation. 
The concept will be discussed based on the theoretical framework and findings gained through 
the qualitative interviews. First the concepts’ overall goal and users motivation for joining this 
kind of community is discussed. This includes a brief mention of the web shop and Roskilde 
Festival exhibition, and how these elements could be a motivational factor.  

The core idea of users collaborating in Orange ACT is discussed in relation to how the 
community facilitates collaboration, and how members can be motivated to contribute and 
collaborate if a sense of community is established. This is followed by a brief review of 
copyright issues, in relation to the use of the Creative Commons label. Next is a discussion on 
how users achieve recognition in the community through Hi5’s, inputs, status, and the 
possibility to be exhibited on the Main Stage. Immediately following is a discussion of the 
mentor/trainee system and how this could serve as both motivation and recognition.  

 

8.1.1 Motivations for Joining  
Primary goal for the user to become a member of the Orange ACT community is to be an 
active part of Roskilde Festival. It is a way to work with and contribute to the festival. 
Furthermore Orange ACT is a place to meet like-minded people around a common interest, 
and where members can inspire and learn from each other (cf. 7.1 Characteristics of Orange 
ACT). Theories on online communities and participation have shown that people join 
communities where their needs are met, and where they can engage in their interest and 
interact with others who share that same interest (McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Preece & 
Maloney-Krichmar, 2003; Rheingold, 1998).  
 
It has been established that Roskilde Festival is a strong brand the target group would like to be 
associated with (cf. 4.1.3 Stakeholder Interviews; 5.2.1 The eight categories, Roskilde Festival). 
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Findings furthermore demonstrate that Roskilde Festival has a young, creative audience, 
willing to actively participate in and contribute to the festival, but this is a desire not currently 
met sufficiently by the festival (Publikum som medskabere, 2012; Evaluering af Dream City, 
2012).  
 
The findings showed that the defined goal of the community is – in theory – attractive to the 
target group, and that Orange ACT would fulfill a need for that group. The findings do 
however not guarantee that the target group will actually join the community. Several factors 
have to be considered. First of all the main activity in the Orange ACT community is to share 
original “art” and create projects and remixes based on uploaded content. The main activity is 
therefore not directly linked to Roskilde Festival. One aspect of the idea is that Roskilde 
Festival creates project briefs on a regular basis with challenges for the members (7.4.2 Project 
Briefs). There is however a natural period for festival related activities and projects limited to 
the immediate period before and after the festival. Hence it must be expected that the majority 
of activities in the community will be centered on other themes than Roskilde Festival. In this 
sense, the community is not based on a shared interest in Roskilde Festival, but on an interest 
in “art”, play, and creativity.  
 
It could be argued there are two parallel tracks for the community: the festival track, and the 
creativity track. The key is to interlace these two in a way that makes sense to the target group. 
If the community is promoted as a creative community there is a risk that the part of Roskilde 
Festival’s audience who do not think of themselves as creative will not be inclined to join. If 
Orange ACT on the other hand is promoted as a Roskilde Festival community, it is plausible 
that creative and skilled people who are not part of the festival audience will not be attracted to 
the community, because they do not have a relation or feel an attachment to the festival. It 
could therefore be discussed whether or not the stated community goal is strong enough to 
attract the desired target group.  
  
Findings do show, however, that the majority of Roskilde Festival’s audience define themselves 
as creative, a concept shared by the festival. It could therefore be inferred that an extensive 
member base does exist among creative users interested in Roskilde Festival – thereby 
interlacing the two tracks.  

 

Web shop and Roskilde Festival exhibition 

As already mentioned, the primary goal for users to become a member of Orange ACT 
community is to be an active part of Roskilde Festival. The link from member to festival would 
be manifested on several levels. First of all members can contribute to the Roskilde Festival 
project briefs within the community. Furthermore it is expected that the community should 
embrace a web shop. This part of the concept has not been fully elaborated, but the overall idea 
is for the festival to select designs by community members to be sold in the shop.  

Another part of the concept is for community art to be displayed at the actual festival, where 
members could meet face-to-face with the other members that they have been collaborating 
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with online. From the interview with Anders Hjortkær-Rask (cf. 4.1.3 Stakeholder Interviews; 
Appendix 3) it is known, that to have work displayed seems to be a motivator for the target 
group to participate in Roskilde Festival’s creative competitions. Further interviews with the 
target group showed that they feel proud and recognized when others interact with their 
online contributions. It can however be debated whether or not this feeling of recognition 
from “likes”, “comments” and “shares” in an online setting can be interpreted as a desire to 
have work exhibited in the physical world. An exhibition at the physical festival is a way for the 
members of Orange ACT to reach an even larger audience with their “art”, and not solely 
expose their skills to other members of Orange ACT. Actual exhibition also allows Orange 
ACT to promote the community, and thereby attract new members. To be exhibited is a way 
for the individual member to be an active part of the festival, as he or she would be 
contributing to the festival’s art program. But then again, it is not entirely sure that anyone 
would want to exhibit at a physical location, just because they want to contribute in an online 
community. Another aspect to consider is the case of an Orange ACT member, who is not 
participating in the festival event. If the member is not attending the festival it may not be of 
high importance to be exhibited, as he or she will not experience the physical exhibition at the 
event. Yet again, it may be a motivator to attend the festival if you know you will be an 
exhibiting artist. Either way it should be possible for a member to express that he or she is not 
interested in having works on display at the festival, or designs sold at the web shop.  

  

“Free cocktail” 

One of the core principles derived from the findings (cf. 5.3 Storytelling) is the so-called “free 
cocktail”: an extra bonus or reward given to new members of Orange ACT as a way to attract 
them. It has been discussed whether the opportunity to be exhibited at the festival, as well as 
the opportunity to have your work selected for the web shop could function as the free 
cocktail. However, as outlined in the previous paragraph this may not be a motivational factor 
for all community members.  

Additionally it has been discussed whether to include a virtual currency (cf. 2.4.3 
Gamification) where members can earn points according to their activity level in the 
community. Points could be translated into services or goods at the festival, like hot showers, 
massage, food, beer, etc. The free cocktail for joining Orange ACT could then be a certain 
amount of points upon sign-up, so that the member is motivated to contribute and take 
advantage of the earned points. It might be envisioned that a “free cocktail” of larger value is 
promoted when launching the community, however giveaways in the form of tickets to 
Roskilde Festival is not encouraged (cf. 2.4.3 Gamification).  

 

8.1.2 Online Collaborations  
Activities in Orange ACT are centered on collaborations. Either as direct collaborations 
around common projects, or in the more indirect sense as remixes, where members modify, 
edit, and build-upon others’ work. There are several aspects to consider when developing a 
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community based on collaboration. First of all the community must facilitate collaboration, 
giving the members agency to act, contribute, and share knowledge. Hence, the design of 
Orange ACT must fulfill the principles and characteristics of a produsage community (Bruns, 
2008) as identified in the theoretical framework. Secondly it is vital to consider how to 
motivate users to join the community and collaborate with other users they might not know. 
An important aspect to reflect on is how to induce trust in the community to such an extent 
that members are willing to share their work and content with others. 

 

Produsage Community 

The philosophy of Orange ACT is that participants’ skills and work evolve and is improved 
because of interaction with other members and their work. Members are able to examine and 
evaluate content by giving Hi5’s (cf. 7.2. Prototype) and writing inputs to acts uploaded in the 
community. As content in the community is free for everyone to use members have the 
opportunity of creating remixes and initiating open collaborative compilations, where 
participants can add to the contributions of their predecessors. Contributions in Orange ACT 
therefore rely on iterations among the members, and the content can be seen as artifacts that 
are always in the process of evolving (Bruns, 2008). It is the attitude of inclusivity rather than 
exclusivity, and because members of Orange ACT can freely evaluate and participate, it is in 
line with Bruns’ (ibid) principle of open participation and communal evaluation. However, it 
can be discussed whether Orange ACT would perform fully as a community of open 
participation, as you need to be a member of the community, i.e. sign-up. Non-members 
cannot view uploaded content; hence they are not able to be part of the communal evaluation 
and participation.  

Participants of Orange ACT have equal potential to make worthy contributions, as members 
can participate according to their skills. This is emphasized through the mentor-trainee 
program in the ways in which members have different skills. It is accepted that trainees’ 
contributions are part of a learning process, where knowledge sharing between the different 
levels are essential. Status within the community develops from both quality and quantity of 
contributions, through display of acts on Main Stage and wristband status, to 
recommendations and mentorship. This illustrate that member’s statuses in Orange ACT can 
constantly change, which describes the principle of fluid heterarchy and ad hoc meritocracy 
(ibid).  

All four principles of produsage communities (cf. 2.3.2 Produsage Communities) were taken 
into consideration while developing the concept of Orange ACT. The community facilitates 
user agency to collaborate and enhance communal evaluation and open participation. 
However, the opportunity for collaboration and knowledge sharing do not equal that 
participants are motivated to join Orange ACT, participate, and collaborate. Establishing a 
sense of community is essential to participation. This will be discussed in the following.  

 

Sense of Community  
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Orange ACT is a community based on a shared interest in creative works and Roskilde 
Festival. If it is possible to create a sense of community among members, it would, according 
to McMillan & Chavis (1986) motivate members to participate and collaborate. If a sense of 
community is established, members will feel that they are important to each other, and that 
they can mutually benefit from each other. The obstacle, however, is to create the sense of 
community. Elements that support the evolution of a sense of community are a common 
language between members, symbols, and rituals. The point is to induce members with a sense 
that the group accepts them, and that they can benefit from each other. One of the ways to 
implement this is to introduce certain words to spark a common language unique to the 
community. In the case of Orange ACT this is exemplified with the use of the word “act” to 
describe content in the community. Another example is the different titles members can 
achieve, such as “legend” and “headliner”. The Orange ACT logo is a symbol shared by 
members. Rituals could be weekly challenges, virtual get-togethers, and the annual meet up at 
the festival. According to Axelrod (Porter, 2008, p. 115) people are more inclined to work on a 
project with strangers, if there is a chance they might meet up in the future. The annual meet-
up at Roskilde Festival provides such a chance.   
 
Trust is a vital part of the foundation of a healthy and strong community (Preece & Maloney-
Krichmar, 2003). In order to infuse trust among members, it is important to convey the 
message that uploaded work is not being misused. This is of course impossible to guarantee, as 
Orange ACT cannot control what members choose to do with content from the community in 
other contexts. However, measures such as a clear policy outlining community rules, as well as 
a “report” function could be ways to create such a trust (ibid). Another important element is to 
let members of the community get to know each other, to allow them to get an idea of who the 
other members are. A way to assist this is to allow members the ability to create unique profiles 
(Porter, 2008; Preece & Maloney-Krichmar, 2003), and display their reputation. As 
communities rely on trust and an emotional safety where participants wish to know of each 
other, boundaries are important and necessary to create community rules and policies.  
 
According to McMillan & Chavis (1986) boundaries define that some belong, and others do 
not. One way to build trust among participants could therefore be to only allow members 
access to the community. Non-members would in this sense be prohibited to view content, 
share, or evaluate content within the community. On the other hand, prohibiting non-
members to view content in the community has the consequence that potential members 
cannot examine the activities and interactions in the community, and therefore do not have a 
clear idea of what they are letting themselves in on upon sign up. This point emphasizes the 
importance of a clear “about” text, video teasers that illustrate content and interactions, as well 
as examples of work and projects from the community to be visible for non-members.  
The line between members and non-members should potentially be tested and discussed with 
users and adjusted accordingly once the community is implemented. It could be discussed 
further whether the applied measures will provide sufficient trust among members, in order 
for them to feel confident enough to share their work with others and hence collaborate.  
 
As previously mentioned, Orange ACT is based on collaboration and knowledge sharing. In 
order for collaborations in the form of common projects and remixes of others’ work to 
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function, members of the community have to share their own work in such a way that other 
members are allowed to edit and share it. Findings from the qualitative interviews however 
showed that respondents are not always willing to let others use their work. They are 
accustomed to easy access to others' work, and the respondents appreciate the possibility to be 
inspired by and use content created by others. But when it comes to their own creations, it is 
not always okay for others to use it, and if others do, the respondents wish to always be 
credited. Some respondents even express a feeling that others should ask for permission before 
they are allowed to use their work. With Orange ACT it was chosen to challenge the 
respondents attitude concerning this issue. And instead emphasize the respondents’ 
willingness to collaborate, and their belief that it is possible to achieve a better result if more 
people contribute. It is a concern whether or not users will accept the condition that others can 
use everything they upload. Research on other communities has shown however, that this 
exchange and sharing of knowledge and content does already exist online (cf. 4.1.4 Online 
Community Research). It is the perceived attitude that members of a community are willing to 
share content, if the common interest is strong enough, if a sense of community thrives, and if 
the correct measures are imposed.  

 

8.1.3 Community Rules 
One of the policies applied to Orange ACT is that all uploaded contributions must be licensed 
under the Creative Commons label. Usually the creator of a piece of work would have the 
exclusive rights to use, edit, and share that particular piece of work. This however would not 
work within Orange ACT, given the nature of the concept. Either a unique set of community 
rules or the employment of Creative Commons’ licenses (or some of them) would have to be 
applied. Both have advantages and disadvantages. Creative Commons offers six alternative 
copyright licenses with a broad range of possibilities. The licenses range from allowing others 
to download and share work (the most restrictive of the six) to allowing others to edit, remix, 
build upon, and use it for commercial purposes (the most free of the licenses)25.  

The concern with Orange ACT is that all members of the community should be allowed to:  

• Download all acts in the community. 
• Use all acts in compilations (and thereby share acts) in the community. 
• Remix others’ acts. 
• Roskilde Festival should be allowed to use materials from the community as 

merchandise (splitting the profit with creators), in advertising, and in 
exhibitions.   

By employing specific community rules it would be possible to create rules that covers all four 
concerns. On the other hand it is difficult to estimate what consequences uniquely tailored 
rules could have. What if a member of the community shared another member’s work 
elsewhere – would that be a violation? Furthermore it would require all members to be aware 
of and understand these rules. An advantage with Creative Commons’ licenses is that the rules 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25	  To	  read	  more	  on	  Creative	  Commons	  visit:	  http://creativecommons.org/licenses/	  
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are already outlined. At least some users would be expected to know of Creative Commons as 
it is already implemented in several online communities, such as Flickr.com. The disadvantage 
of Creative Commons is that one of the licenses prohibits others to make changes to one’s 
piece of work. If members choose to use this license a part of the overall concept is disrupted, 
as remixes would not be allowed. The community policy could of course encourage members 
not to use this license. However that would not guarantee that members do not actually use it. 
A way to solve this issue would be to simply not allow members to choose this option. Another 
concern with Creative Commons is that when something is shared under a Creative Commons 
license, it cannot be restricted to a certain community. Meaning that all members would be 
allowed to share everything they find in the community everywhere else.  

The Creative Commons licenses include a label that prohibits commercial use of the content. 
Part of the Orange ACT concept includes that selected acts are sold in the web shop. If 
members use the “non-commercial” license it would not be possible to sell their work in the 
webshop. On the other hand if members do not use the non-commercial license, then others 
are allowed to use their work in commercial ways everywhere else – outside the community as 
well. One way to solve this would be to implement a special “OK for Roskilde Festival to use, 
sell and exhibit my work”-badge to apply on acts. Another way could be to outline in the 
community rules that Roskilde Festival is allowed to carry out the mentioned actions on all 
acts in the community (as long as Roskilde Festival split the profit with the creators). The 
approval of Roskilde Festival to use everything in the community should be communicated in 
a way, so members feel it is a privilege to have work chosen by the festival to be sold at the web 
shop or used in other correlations. The important issue is that members do not get the 
impression that Roskilde Festival wants to take over the rights of their work (which they do 
not). 

To come up with the best solution involves taking judicial issues into account, which are 
outside the realm of this thesis. The proposed solution would be to apply Creative Commons’ 
licenses and add a way for members to grant an exception for Roskilde Festival to be allowed 
to use and sell designs from the community.  

 

8.1.4 Motivation for Participation  
In order to encourage members of Orange ACT to participate and create content, certain 
incentives have been included in the concept. This includes the possibility to Hi5, provide 
inputs, gamification elements, and the possibility to be promoted on the Main Stage.  

 

Hi5 and Inputs 

Findings from the qualitative interviews showed, that the respondents feel recognized when 
shared content in an online setting receive “likes” and “comments” from others, and that this 
increases their desire to create even more content. The ability to receive Hi5’s and inputs on 
acts is therefore incorporated in Orange ACT.   
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The respondents themselves use “like” and “comment” functions to show appreciation for 
others and their work. A “like” does not contribute with any actual content, but it is still a way 
to participate by showing an appreciation, and a “like” indicates what is considered popular in 
a community. The theoretical framework supports that it is preferable to incorporate “like” 
and “comment” functions in an online community. Arthur (2006) argues that in an online 
community only one out of a 100 people will create content, 10 will interact with it, and the 
remaining majority will simply view it. In order to increase the likelihood that users will 
participate on some level, it has to be easy to contribute (Nielsen, 2006). A Hi5 is thus 
considered an easy way to contribute.  

 

Gamification  

Several gamification elements are implemented in the Orange ACT concept as another way to 
foster participation (7.4.4. Promotion & Recognition). Findings from the qualitative interviews 
showed that features such as making the number of contributions visible on a users’ profile 
motivates users to contribute more in order to boost the number. Theories on gamification 
show that to award members with status and rewards are another way to increase activity 
(Zichermann & Cunningham, 2011; Nielsen, 2006). It could be questioned however whether 
or not the statuses and rewards introduced in Orange ACT are attractive enough for member 
to strive for.  

 

Main Stage 

Another way to achieve recognition in Orange Act is to have acts displayed on the Main Stage. 
Only the most popular content will be displayed here, and it is meant to be something highly 
desired by members. When content is displayed on the Main Stage it is promoted as the most 
popular content in the entire community that particular week, which is something only an 
exclusive number of acts achieve. The number of acts a member have accomplished to display 
on the Main Stage is furthermore counted on the member’s profile page as a way to promote a 
kind of recognition and status within the community. This is implemented based on 
respondents’ expressions that they are motivated to contribute when they receive recognition, 
and on Nielsen’s (2006) argument, that to promote quality contributors is a way to motivate 
members. It could be considered whether or not acts that have been featured on the Main 
Stage should receive an orange ribbon or something similar that communicates that this 
particular piece has been featured on the stage at some point.  

8.1.5 Mentor/Trainee System  
 
Part of the concept of Orange ACT is the mentor-trainee system. This system is meant to 
generate quality content and knowledge sharing in the community. The system is 
implemented based on findings that show that people like to help each other. This is directly 
linked to several theorists, such as McMillan & Chavis (1986) and Rheingold (1998) who stress 
that people like to help each other, just as they enjoy receiving help.   
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Findings from the analysis showed that respondents strive to produce content that others 
appreciate. This was expressed when respondents articulated that they make changes 
according to feedback. This indicates that they are willing to make improvements, and are 
open to suggestions. Of course it can be discussed whether it is a stretch to interpret this, as 
users would be willing to be part of a mentor-trainee program. The system was, however, 
highlighted by several test persons as a unique, desirable, and interesting element.  

Based on the findings it seems that there is a basis for members being willing to sign up as a 
trainee, as this would ensure feedback from a qualified mentor in their line of work. It is 
nevertheless worth considering why any members would want to sign up as a mentor. Should 
there be some sort of reward for the mentors in order to make it attractive? It was decided not 
to introduce any other rewards than promoting mentors in the community. As one of the test 
users expressed it: ‘If people sign up as a mentor to get a reward […] they are doing it for the 
wrong reasons’ (User test S.G, [42:17]). Instead it was decided that a member has to provide a 
certain amount of work that receives a certain amount of HI5s in the community in order to 
be an eligible mentor. This way it should be perceived as an honor in itself to become a 
mentor. Furthermore, available mentors are highlighted on the Stage page, and active mentors 
are highlighted on their trainee’s profile. The mentor system is however something that would 
have to be adjusted based on feedback once the community is initiated.   

Throughout this section Orange ACT has been discussed in relation to the theoretical 
framework, the initial research, and findings from the analysis. It has critically been assessed 
how the concept facilitates collaboration and knowledge sharing, as well as how participants 
can be motivated to engage, contribute, and collaborate in the community. The following 
section will attend to a reflection of the applied methodology and the methods used, in order 
to critically evaluate the process of which Orange ACT has been developed. 

 

8.2 Process   

This section will evaluate the approach and methods used in this project. This includes a 
critical look at the ethnographic approach and the design approach applied to develop the 
Orange ACT concept. First, it will be examined how the two approaches combined have 
affected the process and outcome of this thesis. Secondly, some of the methods used will 
briefly be discussed. 
 

 8.2.1 Approach  
The ethnographic approach and the design approach have been combined to achieve a 
comprehensive method and process for this project. The authors of this thesis have therefore 
acted as both ethnographic researchers and designers. Often these roles are distinct, yet 
interdependent. The ethnographer needs to have a broad perspective of the field of study 
(Creswell, 2013), while the designer develops the design based on specific restrictions and 
criteria in order to accomplish the end goal of the project (Saffer, 2010).  
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Through this process research, qualitative interviews, and definition of the theoretical 
framework have had overlapping phases, and thus had a mutual influence. The interviews 
conducted have been influenced by knowledge acquired through theory and research, and vice 
versa. Having a basic understanding of the study field had an influence on the questions asked 
and the interviewers’ perception of the answers given, and it made the interviewers capable of 
asking more profound follow-up questions.  
 
Combining both an ethnographic approach and the design approach in the same project 
implies that the outcome of this process is not simply the Orange ACT concept. The methods 
used through the design phase ensured an iterative process that generated a solution and not 
necessarily the solution. Orange ACT is therefore a solution. The structured insight derived 
from the underlying research is the outcome of the project’s academic studies, which can be 
appropriated for other concepts. If the Roskilde Festival context is removed from these 
findings, the analysis of the qualitative research, i.e. the user interviews, may serve as 
foundation for developing any online community focusing on users’ motivation for 
participation. 
 

 8.2.2 User Interviews 
Identifying respondents for the qualitative interviews was based on Roskilde Festival’s target 
group, as they are the potential users of Orange ACT. Their relation and different levels of 
engagement with Roskilde Festival was however prioritized substantially in identifying the 
respondents. In hindsight the respondents’ level of engagement with the festival is not truly 
corresponding to the goal of the interviews, as the goal was foremost to understand the target 
group’s behavior and motivation towards using and contributing on social media sites. The 
primary goal was not to examine the respondents’ motivation to actively participate in 
Roskilde Festival. The different levels of engagement outlined when identifying the 
interviewees therefore did not serve an actual purpose for the goal, and it can be considered 
whether solely focusing on the festival’s definition of the target group (cf. 4.2.2 Identifying 
Interviewees), would have been more relevant.  

The majority of the respondents were recruited through Facebook and Twitter. This may have 
proved an uneven distribution of the respondents’ level of activity on social media sites, as 
users who answered to the request are assumed to already be active participants on social 
media sites. Glancing back at the persona overview (figure 20, p. 62) – where respondents are 
mapped according to their social media use – it becomes clear that recruiting festival 
volunteers resulted in a more even distribution of respondents in regards to online 
engagement. With this perspective in mind the findings are perceived valuable for a project of 
this character, as nineteen interviews were conducted and consistency was found in the data. 
Another way to recruit respondents could have been to contact universities and educations 
with creative lines of study, where it would be expected to be possible to get in touch with 
respondents who fulfills the target group description.  
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 8.2.3 Personas 
Creating personas was a part of structuring the rich amount of qualitative data from the user 
interviews into an apprehensible overview (cf. 5.4 Personas). As Cooper et al. (2007) describe 
personas can be used to analyze data. Designers however commonly construct personas to use 
them actively in the concept development phase often accompanied with user scenarios. This 
is done to ensure a user-centered design approach where users’ needs and requirements are 
continuously tested against the design.  

Through this project the identified personas have only been applied in a limited way in the 
concept development phase. Rather, findings derived from the analysis together with 
statements from the interviewees have served to ensure the user-centered design approach. 
The personas have, however, had a prominent place in the design office and served to 
articulate the different online activity levels. The personas have emphasized Nielsen’s (2006) 
point of participation inequality, and therefore forced Orange ACT to cater for all three levels 
of online participation represented by the personas. Even though the personas have not 
explicitly been referred to in the concept development phase or the concept discussion, they 
are still recognized as part of this process and have contributed with an overview, which 
proved useful at the time of the analysis. 

 

This section critically assessed how the approach and methods have influenced the process of 
this thesis. The following section will provide a brief reflection on next steps of significance to 
this project. 

 

8.3 Further Perspectives 

This section will briefly reflect on steps to pursue if the community was to be developed 
further and eventually implemented. First areas that would have to be elaborated on and 
further explored will be presented. Then reflections on how to implement the community, and 
which considerations to be aware of is discussed.  
 
 

 8.3.1 Areas to Explore  
As with all design processes it is possible to keep iterating. This thesis, however, has a certain 
timeframe, which provided a limit. If the concept was to be further developed the iterations 
and user involvement would not end at this point. The primary focus for this thesis has been to 
develop a conceptual frame, and thus several important aspects have been left out or only 
attended to on a general level. In order to be able to actually implement the concept it would 
be necessary to attend to issues such as usability, the technical components of the concept, and 
a business model.  
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It would only be natural to test a working prototype on users, and make adjustments 
accordingly. This would complement Buxton’s (2007) figure on “The Dynamics of the Design 
Funnel” (figure 4, p. 28) and include usability testing. This thesis has focused on personal and 
social motivations for participation, but it is important to acknowledge that usability-aspects 
have an effect on human motivation for participation as well.  

As this process has focused on developing the conceptual frame of the concept, it has not been 
explored how to develop a sustainable business model for the community. This is, however, an 
important part of a development process, and an aspect that would have to be taken into 
consideration if the community was to be implemented. Furthermore it would be necessary to 
develop a strategy for the actual implementation of the community. This aspect will be further 
discussed in the following.   
 

 8.3.2 Launch of the Community 
This thesis is not concerned with the actual implementation and launch of Orange ACT, as the 
community is merely developed on a conceptual level through this process. A few aspects 
concerned with an eventual launch will be briefly touched upon in this section, as these are 
important aspects to consider. 

One approach to consider is that of Millington (2011). His idea on how to launch an online 
community is described in his book “The Proven Path”. Millington emphasizes how important 
it is to start small, and gradually expand the community. The first goal is to get 50 active 
members. Millington suggests making a list of 200 people, who are interested in the topic, 
which the community is concerned with. Next step is to interact with these 200 people, and 
once a relationship has been established then you can ask them to become founding members 
of the community. These steps take place before an actual implementation, in order to 
establish the foundation for a healthy user base.  

For the Orange ACT community it would be suggested to contact creatively skilled people – 
keeping the actual target group in mind (appendix 1). Several of the respondents from this 
thesis’ qualitative interviews and user test would be obvious to get in touch with, as they 
already know of the project, and they fall into the target group. It would also be recommended 
to apply the same approach as in 4.2.3 Recruiting Interviewees, and get in touch with potential 
members through Roskilde Festival’s social media sites. Another way to find eligible members 
could be to contact students studying areas such as Design, Film, Graphic Design, Music, 
Writing, etc.  

On a final comment it should be noted, that it is important to keep improving on the concept 
– even after launch (Millington, 2011). This includes listening to the members, learning from 
their behavior, activity and interactions, and continuously adjusting accordingly. 
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9.0 CONCLUSION 

The goal of this thesis has been to develop a concept for an online community aimed at 
Roskilde Festival’s target group. Developing an online community for Roskilde Festival means 
working with an organization that wishes to push boundaries, constantly evolve, and with 
idealistic values. The festival’s vision for their work in general was quoted at the introduction 
to this thesis: 

'It’s all about moving and changing people – to inspire and develop. We are not here solely to 
entertain, but to make a difference in people’s lives.' (Rfnet Vinterkatalog, 2012). 

Key to the festival’s activities is to involve and engage their participants and assert that they get 
more out of their involvement with the festival than purely entertainment. As the quote reads, 
it is about inspiring the audience, and making a difference in their lives. This vision was kept 
in mind throughout this thesis as a constant reminder that the concept to be developed should 
meet the festival’s visionary standards. The challenge of this thesis was to take on this mindset 
and create a concept for a new online community that would fit into the festival context. The 
research question read as follows:  

How can we through qualitative research create a concept for an online community that fulfills 
Roskilde Festival’s strategic ambition and where Roskilde Festival’s target group is motivated to 
participate and collaborate 365 days a year? 

In order to answer the research question it was decided to conduct ethnographic research 
combined with a theoretical framework. The main focus of the academic studies was to 
explore and identify online social behavior and motivation for participation in social media. It 
was decided to conduct qualitative interviews in order to explore this area. This decision was 
based on the belief that in order to comprehend how users act and why they behave as they do 
on social media sites, it was necessary to engage in interviews with the target group. Solely 
observing their behavior on social media sites would only disclose what users do, where and 
when. 

Findings from the qualitative research showed that users are willing to connect with strangers 
online if they share a common interest. Users will join and participate in an online community 
if the community meets their needs. Users are willing to work hard on a project if that project 
is within their hobby and interest. Users participate on social media sites in order to gain 
knowledge and experience in return, and to achieve a feeling of being part of something 
bigger. It furthermore became clear that users like to help each other, and they seek to make 
online contributions that are valuable to others. Findings additionally showed that users are 
motivated to participate if they gain recognition, and also suggested that gamification elements 
can be a way to motivate users to participate. 

When comparing these findings with existing theories on interest communities, motivation for 
online participation and how a sense of community motivates engagement, it becomes clear 



	   106	  

that these findings support existing theories. Even though the findings are not pioneering, it is 
still determined that conducting qualitative research in this context added significant value to 
this project. The qualitative research supplied a comprehensive understanding of the research 
field, and tied in theory to concrete examples grounded in the respondents’ experiences. The 
fact that these findings support existing theory suggests that the findings can be applicable in 
other contexts surrounding the development of online communities with a focus on 
motivation for participation. The findings from this process can therefore  be perceived as a 
contribution to this specific field of study.  

The analysis of the empirical data from the qualitative interviews resulted in seven categories 
of significance to the respondents’ online behavior and motivation. These characteristics could 
be grouped into two overall categories: The “social” and the “personal” factors. The social 
factors share a focus of being rooted in interaction between people – holding a social aspect, 
while the personal factors generally represent a personal value to the individual. The analysis 
was taken a step further in order to apply these results in an actual online community. 
Through interpretations of the analysis some core principles emerged. These principles were 
essential to summarize what the online community had to facilitate to engage its members. 
According to these principles the community to be developed would have to foster 
collaboration, allow for 1-on-1 communication, as well as for members to give each other 
recognition, and to offer improvements to others’ work. Furthermore, there should be a 
gamification opportunity, and a reward should be incorporated. By integrating these core 
principles with Roskilde Festival’s strategic ambition and knowledge achieved through initial 
research, Orange ACT was developed through a creative design process. For this process it was 
essential to embrace a user-centered design approach as it ensured a focus on the rich 
qualitative data, which was a direct outcome of a focus on potential users, their behaviors, and 
motivations.  

The Orange ACT concept was developed based on the abovementioned findings, existing 
theory and through the interaction design discipline. Orange ACT is aimed at Roskilde 
Festival’s target group and revolves around sharing of knowledge. Keywords are 
empowerment, openness, tolerance, and freedom to express. Members of the Orange ACT 
community collaborate around art, creativity, and Roskilde Festival. Orange ACT serves to 
illustrate how qualitative research can become an integrated part of a creative design process, 
and how participants’ behavior and motivations can be translated into a design that includes 
social objects and features. It can therefore be concluded, that it is possible to develop a 
concept for an online community based on qualitative research. However, Orange ACT must 
be acknowledged as a solution to an online community that can be evolved from the 
structured insight, not necessarily the solution.  

In conclusion, the final concept fulfills the core principles derived from the analysis and 
recognizes the preferences articulated by the users through qualitative interviews and user 
tests. The Orange ACT community offers activities from a low to high level of required 
participation and commitment and therefore caters for the different activity levels observed 
among users. The concept fulfills Roskilde Festival’s ambition, as it seeks to foster active 
participation by empowering its members, the community embraces an international 
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audience, and activities are not bound by time and place, thus creating the possibility for 
participation throughout the whole year.  

The concept was presented to Orange Innovation (the client on the project) prior to the user 
tests (cf. 6.4 User Test & Evaluation). The concept was positively received, and it fully lived up 
to the clients expectations. The possibility for members of the community to participate on 
both a high and lower level was especially highlighted, as this is a crucial aspect for the festival 
in order to potentially reach and include a large pool of Roskilde Festival’s target group. 
Orange Innovation was greatly enthusiastic about an Orange ACT exhibition at the festival, 
and it was proposed to present acts on the festival’s big screens in between concerts. Aspects 
such as the mentor/trainee system and the possibility to initiate and collaborate around project 
briefs were also emphasized. Orange Innovation was convinced about the concept’s potential 
based on the presentation, and as a result Orange ACT is a project Orange Innovation wish to 
pursue and develop further.  

Through this thesis it has been demonstrated how qualitative research has contributed to 
create a concept for an online community that fulfills Roskilde Festival’s strategic ambition, 
and where motivation for participation and collaboration 365 days a year is supported. In 
theory Orange ACT is a solution, but whether it will become successful in its activities, attract 
members, and ensure a continuous motivation for participation is dependent on further 
development, implementation, and launch of the community. 	  
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