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Dear Editor,

Attached please find a revised version of our submission entitled “A typology of media innovations: Insights from an explorative study”. The paper was first submitted on October 11, 2013. 

Let us start by thanking you for the quality of the referee reports. Especially the insistence of the referees that we should improve our theory development has proved of great help. It forced us to reconsider and make more explicit our hypotheses on media innovation, which hopefully improved the quality of the paper in general.

The main modifications to the paper are listed in chronological order:[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Please note that we have removed all comments that did not expect changes or comments.] 


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?:
 
Reviewer A: One aim of the article is to broaden the scope of innovation to include content-related novelties (p.5).  The article claims that the traditional indicators as the OECD definition does not include creative innovation and media content explicitly. Against this one may argue that although the OECD definition does not include creative innovation and media content explicitly, there is nothing in the OECD definition that excludes these innovations either. In the article this point should be elaborated more with reference to the innovation literature in fields as service innovation.

Our comment
[bookmark: _GoBack]We have responded to the comment according to which “there is nothing in the OECD definition that excludes these innovations either” (p.5). However we have preferred to directly refer to the OECD documents rather than to the literature on service innovation. It was not clear why we should have referred more to the literature on service innovation, therefore adding another – in our view weighty – layer of complexity.

Reviewer B: This is an interesting essay.  But in my opinion the theorisation is not sufficiently informed by evident acquaintance with or engagement with earlier work that examines processes of innovation in the distinctive context of media.  For example Lucy Kung's quite extensive work on strategic management and innovation and on differing types of innovation in the media is not mentioned.  Nor is any other relevant media-related work on innovation by business scholars, such as by James Roberts, given a mention.

Our comment
We would like to thank Reviewer B for reminding us of integrating Küng’s work; and for having introduced us to Roberts’. Both have been integrated in different parts of the paper. We would also like to remind that there are other important papers on media innovation written by business and/or economic scholars mentioned in our paper, including a.o. Castaner and Campos (2002), Handke (2010), Dogruel (2013), Stoneman (2010), etc.

5b. Do you have any suggestions for the author(s) that would improve the analysis?: 

Reviewer A: How should the new suggested typology be used – and by whom?   How it actually give a better indicators. 

Our comment
The typology allows mainly to better understand what is going on in the media sectors in terms of innovation. For example, we believe, and we have tried to make it even clearer in the text, that the analysis in section four is made possible by the typology. Hence, the typology can be used by media experts, policy makers and academics. Providing better indicators is one possibility but it stands outside the scope of the paper.

Reviewer A: Interviewing three persons may be too little to justify the title “insights from an exploratory study”.  What new insight did you get from the interviews?   What is surprising news in table 4?

Our comment
Thanks to the interviews (and this is reflected in table 4, as well as in the comments), we see that there is innovation taking place in the media sector – contrarily to what a standard approach (e.g. using standard statistical tools such as R&D expenditures) tells us. More interestingly, it allows us to see what kind of innovation takes place, the role of technology and who is perceived by the media stakeholders as innovators depending on the type of innovation. To the point that some interviewees consider innovation as important but traditional media stakeholders (like themselves) as not innovative in all discussed areas.

Reviewer B: To strengthen the analysis, the methodological approach needs to be explained and defended more convincingly or, if this proves impossible, it really needs to be reconsidered.  One problem that needs attention is that it seems very unlikely that anyone with significant sector-specific knowledge of media would agree with the assumption, used as a general starting point in this article, that R&D expenditure might possibly represent a useful proxy for measuring levels of innovation within media companies.  The basis for assuming this measure could possibly capture the activities referred to later in the article as instances of innovation is unclear. 

Our comment
We do not believe that R&D expenditures should be considered as such proxies (e.g. we write "Abreu et al (2010) show that innovation activities are underestimated when metrics of R&D and patents are applied.") but we believe this is a statement worth being discussed (and finally contradicted). We have rewritten in some places to make our point of view clearer.

Reviewer B: A second methodological issue that, at present, impacts adversely on quality is that there is not sufficient transparency about the selected sample of interviewees (number, roles etc) and justification for their selection.  The discussion of findings ranges across a large number of issues whereas a focus on fewer might well facilitate a more convincing depth of analysis.

Our comment
We have rewritten the paragraph on the interviewees to make it more transparent. More information on the interviewers’ position and company information have been placed in an endnote (this was already the case in the original version). See also next comment

6.  Is the article well written? Specifically:
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?: 

Reviewer A: It is not clear what is novel and what is existing knowledge within the field. The new typology should be compared explicitly with other typologies in order to point out the differences.  There should be a more critical discussion of the possible difficulties of including e.g. Consumption in the new typology.

Our comment
We have rewritten the subsection “Towards a Typology of Media Innovation” taking these comments into account. Typologies were already introduced in the previous subsection but some have been (re-)introduced here to make the comparison more explicit, e.g. Handke’s (2010) distinction between creative and humdrum innovations, Martin’s (2009) innovation funnel, or Kamprath and Mietzner’s (2009) typology based on the novelty of the innovation.
We have also added a paragraph in the end of the section to give a more critical view on the typology we propose, notably regarding consumption innovation.

Reviewer B: The article contains some interesting insights but the way it is conceptualised and structured is not clear and compelling.  The discussion spreads itself too thinly over too many issues and doesn't deal with any one of these in sufficient convincing depth. The analysis of implications for policy, for example, involves a confusing conflation between companies' innovation policy (i.e. their business strategy) and public policy interventions.  It is difficult to see what wider value emerges from the handful of disparate viewpoints relayed by the author.   The conclusions section is not convincingly argued nor supported.

Our comment
The number of issues has been reduced so that the analysis is less spread; and policy implications were removed as indeed the subsection was weaker than the rest of the analysis. In addition to this, we cross-checked the R&D which led to some minor adjustments and also included some explanatory notes to Tables 2 and 3. We also rewrote the conclusion to align the findings more and link them back to the three assumptions on media innovation proposed in the third section.

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

Reviewer A: Make a more motivated  transition from Table 1 to the discussion of “innovation policy” (p.8).

Our comment
This was completely rewritten.

Reviewer A: Figure 1 must be explained better and provided in a better print. 

Our comment
The figure has been deleted.

Reviewer A: The suggested new typology should be explained with more examples of what can be defined within and what is outside the new typology.

Our comment
We have added a paragraph in the end of the section “Media Innovation: Definitions and Typology” to explain what is outside of our typology. In the rest of the section, we have added more examples and references to better explain the typology.

Hoping that the revised version meets your expectations, 

Yours sincerely,

***Anonymised***
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