NOTES ON REVISIONS

Reviewer B:  
1. Is the topic relevant to the general focus and scope of The Journal of Media Innovations?:  	Very relevant  

2. Do you consider the article to be an original contribution to the research field?:  	Original  

3a. Is the theoretical perspective outlined satisfactorily in the article?:  	Satisfactorily   

3b. Are there any gaps in the theoretical framework that you would like to point out in particular, and are there any additional theoretical perspectives or relevant research you would suggest that would improve the article?  :  	

•	The author can preferably attempt to nuance their theoretical discussion by acknowledging and integrating the theoretical and critical work on audiences by Mark Andrejevic and Göran Bolin respectively.   

Thank you for the very helpful suggestion. We have incorporated this work in several parts of the paper.   

•	You can also develop briefly the theoretical concept of affordances that you refer to but do not explain.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]We have included a definition on p. 3  

4. Is the method outlined satisfactorily?:  	Unsatisfactorliy  

5a. Is the analysis executed and described satisfactorily?:  	Neutral  

5b. Do you have any suggestions for the author(s) that would improve the analysis?:  	
Relevant to both analysis and method: The author must develop a more transparent and reflexive discussion on their method and material.  You need to discuss length and content of interviews, your interviewing approach, and how you have conducted your analysis. (Instead you can shorter your descriptive discussion on the Flemish commercial television).   
The description of the methodology can be found on pp. 6-7   
•	The author  should be more clear about how their work contribute to the field of media innovations.  
We have restructured the second part of the paper to outline our arguments more clearly.   
•	The reader is left to entirely rely on the author since none of the respondents is quoted. Along with a insufficient method section, itis impossible to know how the process of analysis actually has taken place. I suggest to revise this, inserting some examplifying quotes into the findings, alternatively at least a few into the method section to illustrate how you have derived conclusions from what has been said.  
We have clarified the method in the method section and incorporated several quotes to the section on the Flemish audience measurement and industry.   

6.  Is the article well written? Specifically:  a. Does the article express its main claims clearly - and in ways that will be accessible to readers from a wide range of disciplines?  b. Are the arguments made in the article clear and compelling?  c.  Is the structure of the article made clear in the introduction - and does the article provide readers with useful reminders of the structure in appropriate places and ways, e.g., at the end and/or beginning of specific sections as devoted to a particular module or component of the article?:  	

On A:  
•	The author could preferably articulate their contribution better, especially in  the introduction, which currently includes a copy-paste version of the abstract  
We have altered the introduction section and restructured the second part of the paper in order to clarify our contribtion.   

On B:  
•	Some arguments should be supported by references to literature, such as that there is an increase in smartphone use (which I do not question, but which varies greatly in speed and impact among different groups and countries).   
We have included statistics on the evolution of smartphone & tablet usage.  

On C: Yes 
•	How does the Flemish case study inform international research?  
We have elaborated on the relevance of the Flemish case on p.6.  

7. Do you have specific suggestions to the author(s) regarding elements in the manuscript that would be helpfully expanded on, shortened, or removed?:  	

•	Do not use decimals when refering to your descriptive statistics (implies higher robustedness than these carry)  

As the quantitative data is official Digimeter data obtained with a representative panel for Flanders (see reference), we opted to cite the exact numbers in the paper as stated in the   Digimeter report.   

•	You can shorter your descriptive discussion on the Flemish commercial television.  

As this comment was a bit contradictory to comments we received from the other reviewer, we decided not to shorten it, but to restructure it so that it would be more clear and more supportive of our argumentation.    

•	As you are anonymizing some references, while still being explicit about conference contribution and national context, made very easy to identify who the author is.      

Reviewer C:  
1. Is the topic relevant to the general focus and scope of The Journal of Media Innovations?:  	Relevant  

2. Do you consider the article to be an original contribution to the research field?:  	Original  

3a. Is the theoretical perspective outlined satisfactorily in the article?:  	Neutral   

3b. Are there any gaps in the theoretical framework that you would like to point out in particular, and are there any additional theoretical perspectives or relevant research you would suggest that would improve the article?  :  	

Not a gap but a comment. It is true that interactivity is often presented (to audiences) as user empowerment. But, as is well known, interactivity is the basis for behavioural tracking. The Smythian idea that audiences 'work' by watching was startling in the 1960s but with interactivity the process of commodification of audiences' attention has become very clear to media scholars and to media business people. In short, I found the opposition the author sets up between 'user empowerment' and 'commodification' to be a bit of an anachronism. It might be more effective to argue that what is really being 'empowered' by interactivity is surveillance capability.  

We have incorporated the framework provided by Andrejevic (2002) which describes interactivity in relation to (productive) surveillance.   

4. Is the method outlined satisfactorily?:  	Neutral  

5a. Is the analysis executed and described satisfactorily?: Satisfactorily  

5b. Do you have any suggestions for the author(s) that would improve the analysis?:  	Regarding the method: OK to interview experts but I wonder why they are named. Usually the identity of respondents is not disclosed.  

The respondents agreed not to be anonymised and thus to be stated with their full names and affiliations.   

6.  Is the article well written? Specifically:  
a. Does the article express its main claims clearly - and in ways that will be accessible to readers from a wide range of disciplines?  b. Are the arguments made in the article clear and compelling?  c.  Is the structure of the article made clear in the introduction - and does the article provide readers with useful reminders of the structure in appropriate places and ways, e.g., at the end and/or beginning of specific sections as devoted to a particular module or component of the article?:  	

The article is in general well written and readily understandable.    Of most interest is the insight into the ways the players in the Flemish TV industry are resisting or encouraging innovation around interactivity, according to their perceived business interests and business models. These of course are related to issues of measurement and monetization.   

7. Do you have specific suggestions to the author(s) regarding elements in the manuscript that would be helpfully expanded on, shortened, or removed?:  	

The word 'depart' is used idiosyncratically - English-speakers will understand the opposite of the meaning intended by the author.  I recommend that the term 'starts with' or 'begins with' be used instead.  

Also the term 'deduct' has a specific meaning in English: to subtract from.  I believe that the author means 'deduce'.  But to deduce is what detective Sherlock Holmes does when he attempts to solve a complex mystery.  Unless this is specifically what the author wishes to communicate, it might be better to say 'we consider that.." or "we conclude that..." or "we see that.." or "we have argued that..." or "it is clear that..", etc.  

Also please check use of the word 'altercate' which means a conflict or disturbance.  The divisions of the paper should be called sections, not chapters.  

We have altered 'depart', 'deduct', altercate and 'chapter' throughout the paper. Thank you very much for these useful comments and practical suggestions.
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