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Abstract

Technological development is changing the logic how media !rms operate their 
business and perceive their audiences. "e business models and audience research 
are experiencing a transfer from provider-centricity to customer-centricity as 
!rms enter into service business and adopt new value creation perspectives. 
"e transfer is from a goods-dominant logic (GDL) that sees value as being 
the property of media products distributed by media !rms, towards a service-
dominant logic (SDL) that emphasizes the importance of customers in the 
process of value creation. It makes the traditional audience information systems 
that measure basic exposure obsolete because it shifts the focus from value that 
can be determined by the !rm in !nancial terms, to value that is determined 
phenomenologically by the customer in the use-context. However, changing the 
practices in advertising markets is a struggle due to the path-dependent nature 
of audience measurements and the strategic importance of advertising revenue 
for the future competitiveness of each media.
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1. Introduction

Media convergence, i.e. the blurring boundaries between the sectors of 
media, telecommunication, and information technology, has challenged the 
traditional business models in the media industry (Küng, Picard, & Towse, 
2008). /e media markets are experiencing a major technological change 
that transforms media consumption habits, causing media and audience 
fragmentation, and audience autonomy. Media fragmentation refers to the 
increasing array of distribution platform and content options, audience 
fragmentation to the dispersion of audience attention across the content 
options, and audience autonomy to the increased control of the audience 
over what, when, where, and how media are consumed. (Napoli, 2003, 
2011) /e possibilities to a0ect the choices of consumers are diminished.

Following these developments traditional media is now competing for 
the major source of their income – advertising revenue – with an increasing 
number of new competitors from both within and outside the traditional 
media business. At the same time understanding advertising impact across 
media platforms and comparable audience measurements has become the 
bases for making intelligent marketing investment decisions (see, e.g. World 
Federation of Advertisers WFA, 2008). 

As a consequence of media and audience fragmentation the traditional 
measures of media audiences, the exposure-based ‘media currencies’ (i.e. 
established rates set for buying and selling media audiences), are however 
no longer su1cient conceptualizations of audiences (Napoli, 2011, 2012). 
Advertisers facing a multimedia environment are increasingly putting 
accountability pressures on the media (Taneja & Mamoria, 2012). Not 
only is it important to understand how many people have exposed to a 
certain media, but also who have exposed to the advertising message, and 
more importantly, what was the response to the message.

/e term ‘media’ refers to technologies (print, radio, television etc.) 
through which the content created for groups of consumers is moved and 
organized. Firms in the media industries are thought to act as packagers of 
materials that utilize those technologies. (Küng et al., 2008) Following to 
a large extent a goods-dominant logic (GDL), value has been seen as the 
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property of media products that are created by media 2rms, and distributed 
to consumers. /e tradition of audience information systems to measure 
basic exposure (see, e.g., Ang, 1991; Napoli, 2011) supports this thinking: 
is the particular media product that we deliver actually consumed, and if 
so, how many did we reach?

/e technological change that transforms media consumption habits 
and causes fragmentation is not only changing the logic how media 2rms 
perceive their audiences but also the way they operate their business models. 
A business model can be de2ned as ‘the rationale of how an organization 
creates, delivers, and captures value’ (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009, pp. 
14). In e0ect, the focus in media business is moving from making goods or 
services to assisting customers in their value creation process. /e rationale for 
creating, delivering and capturing value is shifting from treating consumers as 
audiences for media content, to sustaining communities where people create 
value by engaging. Value is increasingly being co-created with customers 
and partners instead of being produced and sold. (Viljakainen, Toivonen, 
& Aikala, 2013) /is sets completely new requirements for media audience 
measurements. However, changing the ‘institutionalized audiences’ (i.e. 
the conceptualizations of audiences constructed by members in the media 
industry) is not only a technological process, but also a legal, economical, 
and political process (Napoli, 2011).

2. Research methodology

/is study is based on a variety of sources. A wide range of academic literature 
and industry research reports have been studied. Also, 2ndings are based on 
research work in projects including, for example, projects 2nanced by the 
Next Media Program and the Finnish Funding Agency for Technology and 
Innovation during the years of 2010 to 2012. /e study includes empirical 
2ndings from two sets of interview data. /e 2rst set of interviews was 
conducted in Finland in the spring of 2010 and in Denmark and Norway 
in the spring of 2012. /e aim of these interviews was to investigate why 
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and how multimedia surveys that require interorganizational cooperation 
between competitors are built to national advertising markets. Altogether, 
39 people were interviewed. Interviews were carried out in organizations 
representing media sellers, media buyers, consultants, and research institutes. 
/e second set of interviews was conducted in spring of 2011 in Finland 
and Norway. /e data consists of 11 interviews with magazine publishing 
professionals mainly from the top management level in both horizontally 
integrated media conglomerates and small- and mediumsized enterprises 
(SME’s). /e aim of these interviews was to understand the evolving business 
models in the magazine markets, with a particular focus on the change 
towards service business. A qualitative research approach was chosen in 
order to study the subjects in depth and across many organisations to 2nd 
patterns in the data, and the units of analysis were selected on the basis of 
their distinctive properties to bring new insights (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 
2007). All interviews were performed using a using the semi-structured 
interview method (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Semistructured interview is a 
method where the interviewees are asked to respond to fairly speci2c topics 
and a list of questions that are the same in each interview. However, the 
interview process is 7exible because interviewees are given a great deal of 
freedom to respond, and the interviewer makes additional questions based 
on what is being said. Each interview lasted from 60 to 90 minutes, and 
interviews were taped and transcribed.

3. Theoretical background

One of the most in7uential new approaches in scholarly marketing debate in 
recent years has been the service-dominant logic (SDL) developed by Vargo 
and Lusch (2004, 2008). SDL focuses on the process of collaborative value 
creation highlighting the important role of customers and the ecosystems 
nature of the market. SDL focuses on the concept of ‘service’, that is, the 
process of using one’s competences for the bene2t of another party (not 
‘services’ (plural), which are particular types of goods). SDL criticizes the 

EDITORIAL NOTE ǿ51MEDIA MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES, BUSINESS MODELS AND CULTURAL INDUSTRIES



traditional goods-dominant logic (GDL) that dominates both academic and 
managerial thinking, in that the tradition sees value as being the property 
of goods that are created by 2rms and then distributed to consumers. In 
the goods dominant logic partners are seen as being part of a supply chain, 
not as actors in the value-networks. 

SDL argues that the main task of a 2rm is to provide inputs (i.e. 
specialized skills and knowledge integrated from the value-networks) into 
the value creation activities of the customer, because a 2rm cannot deliver 
value but can only o0er value propositions. Put another way, a 2rm cannot 
create value but value is co-created together with the bene2ciary. SDL moves 
the focus of providers making goods or services to assisting customers in 
their value creation process. Customer is seen as a resource, not as a target. 
Goods are seen as only distribution mechanisms or vehicles for service 
provision. In e0ect, when the concept of value creation becomes the focus 
of attention, the distinction between goods (tangible products) and services 
(activities) becomes irrelevant. SDL emphasizes the phenomenological side 
of value: actors perceive and determine value uniquely and experientially in 
a speci2c context. SDL shifts the focus from a provider-centric view, to a 
customer-centric view on how to collaborate with and learn from customers 
and adapt to their dynamic needs. Central views and concepts distinguishing 
the di0erences between the goodsdominant and the service-dominant logic 
are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1
Views and concepts distinguishing the differences 

between GDL and SDL

Goods-dominant logic (GDL) 
views

Service-dominant logic (SDL) 
views

Unit of exchange Goods Application of specialized skills 
and knowledge

Role of goods End products produced and 
distributed by firms Vehicles for service provision

Value of goods Value-in-exchange (i.e. market 
value or price)

Value-in-use (i.e. economic, 
functional, and psychological 
dimensions of value)

Organizational resources Tangibles Knowledge and skills
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Role of customer
Target: recipient of goods (cus-
tomers are seen as segmented 
and isolated entities)

Resource: co-creator of value and 
co-producer of service (custom-
ers are related to the context of 
their networks)

Meaning of value Determined by producer (value 
as produced)

Determined uniquely and phe-
nomenologically by the customer 
(value as co-created)

Concepts in focus

Products, features, attributes
Price
Profit maximization from output 
sale
Supply chains
Promotion

Experiences, solutions
Value proposition
Financial feedback, learning to 
become better
Value-creation networks
Dialogue

Source: Adapted from Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008; Kowalkowski, 2010

4. Results and discussion

SDL shifts the focus from a producer to a customer and utilization per-
spective, and thus, is particularly suitable for the study on the evolution 
of audience research. SDL is used as a theoretical framework in this study 
to explain the transition in media business and the evolution of audience 
measurements. 

Following a study (Viljakainen et al., 2013) on two Nordic magazine 
publishing markets (Finland and Norway) there is an evolutionary change 
towards service business, which to a large extent is pertinent for the entire 
traditional media business. As a consequence of audience fragmentation 
media 2rms need better understanding of how value is co-created with each 
customer segment, because the value propositions for each customer segment 
is di0erent. To be able to reach their customers, both people and businesses, 
media 2rms are entering into cooperative agreements with key partners in 
their value-networks both within and outside the traditional publishing 
industry. /e technological change that transforms media consumption 
habits and causes fragmentation of audiences, is at the same time changing 
the logic how media 2rms perceive their audiences. In e0ect, the rational 
of capturing value in media business is shifting from treating people as 
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audiences for media content, to gathering and sustaining communities were 
like-minded people are empowered to become active. /e transfer is from 
authoritarian journalist power to crowdsourcing.

The value-in-use potential of a media community comes from 
engagement and the mutual and reciprocal nature of value creation; both 
participants and media 2rms get something out of it. It also builds a more 
intimate relationship between the people and the media brand. Media 2rms 
are able to deliver better value propositions by interacting with customers 
in co-production of service.

/e following sections will be divided as follows. Section 4.1 describes 
the general metrics measuring the e0ectiveness of media and advertising. 
Section 4.2 explains how the transition towards service business is changing 
the media business models and the audience measurements thereof. And 
2nally, section 4.3 elaborates the issues of power and politics behind the 
reconceptualization of media audiences, and introduces the critical factors 
enabling change.

4.1 DIMENSIONS AND METRICS IN AUDIENCE RESEARCH

/e objectives of advertising (Table 2) may be cognitive (i.e. to provide 
information or facts) or a0ective (i.e. to change attitudes and feelings), 
however, the ultimate objective of all advertising is to produce sales (Lavidge 
& Steiner, 1961). Having the right media mix is getting increasingly 
complex. Marketers value media vehicles on the basis of their e0ectiveness 
as an advertising medium. /e original Advertising Research Foundation’s 
(ARF) ‘Model for Evaluating Media’ was introduced already in 1961. Since 
then, the model has been updated to gain a more human-centric.

approach. Currently, the eight planning metrics that relate to media e0ects 
are: (1) vehicle distribution (having access to the medium), (2) vehicle exposure 
(having an opportunity to see the medium), (3) advertising exposure (being 
exposed to the media vehicle and its advertising), (4) advertising attentiveness 
(being exposed to and focused on advertising), (5) advertising communication/
engagement (having processed and retained information after advertising 
exposure), (6) advertising persuasion/ impact (advertising communication 
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has produced a shift in intentions), (7) advertising response (reaction to 
advertising, such as clicking on an online ad or visiting a store), and 2nally 
(8) sales response (purchasing the advertised product or service in response to 
advertising). (Romaniuk & Gugel, 2010) At present, the levels of precision in 
media currencies di0er in respect to the e0ects of media as an advertisement 
medium. For example, print media surveys generally provide data on vehicle 
exposure (Average Issue Readership, AIR), and TV audience measurements on 
advertising exposure (people meter data). New media in many cases portray 
documentation on advertising response. Increased accountability requirements 
from media buyers’ puts pressure on media sellers to move forward from the 
traditional exposure model, and escalate on the media e0ects ‘ladder’ (see, e.g. 
Futsæter, Sandvik, & Østnes, 2009; Sandvik, Holbæk-Hanssen, & Futsæter, 
2011). /e ARF’s media model is, given that it’s developed by an interest 
group, strongly representing the needs of advertisers.

Table 2
The general metrics for measuring

advertising and media effects

Advertising objectives (def.) Advertising effects Media effects – the planning 
metrics

Conative (stimulate or direct 
change)

Affective (change attitudes and 
feelings)

Cognitive (provide information and 
facts)

Purchase
Conviction
Preference
Liking
Knowledge
Awareness

Sales
Advertising response
Advertising persuasion/impact
Advertising communication/
engagement
Advertising attentiveness
Advertising exposure
Vehicle exposure
Vehicle distribution

Source: Adapted from Lavidge & Steiner,1961; Futsæter et al, 2009; Romaniuk & 
Gugel, 2010; Sandvik et al, 2011

Napoli (2011) on the other hand presents a sequential model on 
audience behaviour, and suggests we have entered a ‘post-exposure audience 
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marketplace’ where media audiences are institutionalized along dimensions 
related to engagement (Figure 1). He contends that that the dimensions of 
awareness (i.e. a person being aware that a content exists), and interest (i.e. 
evoked response from awareness) precede exposure in audience behaviour. 
/e author also ties the dimensions of attentiveness (i.e. time spent per 
exposure) and loyalty (i.e. the frequency of exposure) to exposure, and as 
central elements in the notion of engagement. In e0ect, the author argues that 
all dimensions that follow exposure are in fact being related to the notion 
of engagement: appreciation and emotional response (i.e. emotional level 
reactions after being exposed to content), recall and attitude (i.e. enduring 
consequences of appreciation and emotion), and behavioural response (i.e. 
tangible responses to exposure, such as product purchase or content creation).

Figure 1
Napoli’s audience dimensions

Source: Napoli, 2011, 2012

Despite the arguments that both the ARF Model and Napoli’s model 
incorporate a human-centric approach and integrate the dimension of 
engagement to the context of measuring media e0ectiveness, they however 
still to large extent represent a goods-dominant logic. Customers, even if 
put at the centre of research activity, are still perceived as targets: segmented 
recipients of media products that operate in a sequential manner when 
presented with the right stimuli through the right channel. The aim is 
to induce desired e0ects towards media content (and advertising) that is 
distributed by the media 2rm. /e purpose of measurements is to 2nd 
the value-in exchange value, i.e. the price of contact. Special interest is 
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put on the features and attributes of media vehicles that cause consumer 
engagement (i.e. loyalty, appreciation, emotion etc.) to media products and 
the advertising they contain. /e dimension of engagement, however, is a 
step forward towards SDL.

4.2. SDL AND THE EVOLUTION OF AUDIENCE RESEARCH

For a 2rm to move towards a service-dominant logic, two distinct dimensions 
in the transition path can be identi2ed (Figure 2): (1) strategic repositioning 
in a market by adding services to core offering (i.e. the product-service 
transition), and (2) adopting a new value creation perspective (i.e. transition 
from GDL to SDL) (Kowalkowski, 2010). The following section will 
explain how the transition between these two dimensions is applicable to 
the discussion on the evolution of media business and of media audience 
research. 

Figure 2
The transition of media busi

ness and media audience data

Source: Adapted from Kowalkowski, 2010
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4.2.1 GDL AND PRODUCER-CENTRIC DATA

Goods-dominant logic in respect to media business denotes that media 
products represent the core unit of exchange. Media products (both goods 
and services) are produced at the professional end, and then distributed to 
media audiences. /e value of the media product or service is determined 
by the media 2rm, and then calculated in terms of market value; i.e. how 
many products are sold or the amount of advertising revenue. /e focus 
is on maximizing the sale of products and audiences. /e customer, then, 
is a recipient of goods. Customers, both consumers and businesses, are 
seen as isolated entities that are segmented and then targeted specialized 
product o0erings. It is a unidirectional business model, where producers 
are centralized distributors and audiences passive receivers of (mass) media 
content. Media products and the appropriate measurement metrics are 
produced to respond to the needs of consumers (i.e. entities buying products) 
and advertisers – it has a commercial undertone.

GDL incorporates, to a large extent, the traditional audience research 
emphasizing quantitative measures: audiences are sold in terms of their 
exposure to media. /e aim is to maximize exposure in targeted audience 
segments. Each medium have their own media currencies built on the 
basis of their own needs and interests that are not comparative to one 
another (i.e. the closed silo approach) (see, e.g., Viljakainen, 2013). Media 
currencies function as the basis for tactical planning (i.e. selecting media 
channels to meet a brand’s advertising objectives; Rossiter & Danaher, 
1998) in media buying. /e business model in the GDL is a traditional 
one: media 2rms make money from product sales and advertising income. 
Cell I pinpoints the old-school media 2rms where goods (i.e. cross-media 
products) and advertising sales (CPTs/GRPs) are the core business. A 
strategic repositioning to Cell II means that a media 2rm starts to o0er 
new services, but lacks a customercentric mindset. For example, marketers 
are o0ered low-cost bulk subscriptions of magazines or special advertising 
solutions such as sponsorship. Here, the focus is still provider-centric: the 
aim is to boost circulation/viewership/listening/contact 2gures and thus, 
increase advertising income.
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4.2.2 SDL AND CUSTOMER-CENTRIC DATA

Entering into a service dominant logic means that a media 2rm cannot create 
value by itself, but value is co-created with the bene2ciary. /e competencies 
(knowledge and skills) of media professionals and the customers become the 
main source of value, not a media product. In e0ect, the role of customers 
in the success of media firms becomes essential, because customers are 
coproducers of service and co-creators of value. Customers are not isolated 
and segmented entities,

but rather, they operate as part of their own networks and commu-
nities in creating value. Role of goods is to function as the vehicles for the 
service provision, and the value is determined uniquely and phenomeno-
logically (experientially) by the customer in the use-context economically, 
functionally, and psychologically. /e business model moves on from the 
dualistic (media product sales – advertising income) revenue model into a 
model with a large number of small streams of revenue.

When 2rms enter SDL the focus shifts from provider-centric toward 
customer-centric value cocreation.

It involves the co-production of service in online communities and 
in o<ine services where the services are wrapped around the value proposi-
tion of a strong media content brand. Value propositions are collections of 
products and services that create value to a customer by solving customer 
problems or satisfying customer needs (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009). In 
Cell III value is co-created by using specialized skills and competencies. For 
example, developing online magazines or mobile apps in close cooperation 
with selected advertisers, licensing strong media brands within and outside 
the media business, or providing media content and other information to 
be distributed and cashed in partners’ channels. Entering Cell IV most 
clearly re7ects the service-dominant logic: the service is seen as an input 
for the value creation activity of the customer. It is also usually coproduced 
with partners. For example, o0ering doctoral services or nutrition con-
sultation to health magazine subscribers or shopping evenings to fashion 
magazine subscribers. Event production has become an essential practice 
in commercializing strong content brand, and potentially a signi2cant 
new source of income.
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Entering into SDL sets new requirements for audience research. In 
e0ect, it transfers the focus from provider-centricity towards customer-
centricity, and to audience behavior. Citing Napoli (2011, pp. 46) when 
entering the new era, the exposure-based model becomes less feasible, since 
it ‘is much more re7ective of the needs and interests of the content providers 
and advertisers than it is of the needs and interests of the audience (Ang, 
1991; Meehan, 1984).’ When media business focuses on building and 
commercializing strong media brands with strong value propositions, the 
focus can no longer be solely on exposure data. The notions of media 
experience and engagement become to the fore, because the interactivity with 
audiences has both 2nancial and strategic value for media 2rms (cf. Napoli, 
2011; Viljakainen et al., 2013). A better understanding is needed on the 
customers’ usage contexts in which the value is created. /us, methods and 
tools are to be created for media audience research to be able to pinpoint 
the potential value-in-use of media. /e ‘silo-based’ representations of 
data are replaced with holistic data, looking at consumers touch points to 
media and motives for media use. A requirement is set for the transparency 
and comparability of information, as in SDL the key is to collaborate with 
customers based on truthful information (cf. Kowalkowski, 2010).

4.3 THE POWER BALANCE AND CHANGE ENABLERS IN TRANSFORMING MEDIA 

AUDIENCE RESEARCH

/e transfer toward service business and the evolution of audiences requires 
new comparable measurement systems that portray understanding on the 
di0ering needs and behaviour of audiences.

Recognizing the signi2cance of value co-creation with customers 
and partners in both service o0erings and measurement will have tremen-
dous e0ects on monetizing media audiences. However, it is a struggle to 
change the core logic of media sales due to the unique historical basis. In 
e0ect, mortality hazards rise when core changes are made (see, e.g., Miner, 
Amburgey, & Stearns, 1990; Dobrev, 1999). /e historical conditions and 
path-dependency of each media have built the basis of each 2rm’s resources 
(see, e.g., Gulati, 1999) and media currencies re7ect the needs and interest 
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of each media (Napoli, 2011; Viljakainen, 2013). Media 2rms are primar-
ily seeking improvements to those existing routines and standards that 
are the basis of their competitive advantage (see, e.g., Nelson & Winter, 
1982; Amburgey, Kelly, & Barnett, 1993). In e0ect, it seems that a widely 
adopted and cost-e1cient method to provide transparent and comparative 
cross-media data is to integrate existing media data already accepted in the 
market (see, e.g., Viljakainen et al., 2010).

/is is due to the network externalities (Shapiro & Varian, 1999) of 
existing media measurements – the value of measurements relates to the fact 
that both media sellers and buyers have adopted them, thus, yielding value 
for each user. Due to the path-dependent nature of media measurements, 
at present, this seems to be the only viable option (Viljakainen et al., 2010).

Increasing the transparency and comparability of media metrics is 
an irreversible path-dependent course of action. Current standards have 
strategic importance to the media industry, because they a0ect the future 
competitiveness of 2rms monetizing media audiences. An attempt to change 
the dominant metrics leads to stakeholder resistance and is in fact only 
possible after extensive negotiations between the various counterparts, 
because re-conceptualizations of audiences is not equally appealing to all 
media (Napoli 2003, 2011; Viljakainen, 2013). Everyone is safeguarding 
their own interests, because it is business.

Viljakainen (2013) has conducted research on how negotiations to 
increase the transparency of media data are followed through successfully 
in a marketplace, despite extensive resistance.

According to her findings from three Nordic countries, the 
development of a holistic multimedia survey (i.e. a survey that combines data 
from consumers’ touch points to media and media currency data to provide 
information on cross-media exposure) to an advertising market is possible, 
when a number of critical factors are present or followed. /e critical success 
factors relate to (1) the motives of the participants (i.e. managing the di0ering 
levels of reciprocity and sense of fairness), (2) sequence of actions (i.e. 
managing a long-term evolutionary sales processes and building common 
understanding on goals, targets, and roles), and (3) mechanisms that enable 
exchanges (i.e. project leadership, bilateral contracts, consortiums, and 
relational control mechanisms). Her 2ndings also suggest that marketers 
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have now taken a much stronger role in guiding the development path 
of audience information systems. /us, as a consequence of media and 
audience fragmentation and movement toward service business, not only 
is power transferring from media to consumers, but also to advertisers. /is 
will potentially have far-reaching consequences on the media advertisement 
markets, and thus, on the future of media.

5. Conclusions and Managerial Implications

/e technological development that is changing media consumption habits 
and causing media and audience fragmentation is at the same time changing 
the logic how traditional media companies operate their business models and 
perceive and measure their audiences. Business models and the ‘audience 
information systems’ (Napoli, 2003, 2011) are experiencing a transfer from 
providercentricity to customer-centricity. /ere is an evolutionary change 
towards service business when media companies are adopting new value 
creation perspectives. In e0ect, the transfer is from a goods-dominant logic 
(GDL) that sees value as being the property of media products created and 
distributed by media 2rms and monetized in terms of their value-in-exchange 
(i.e. price), towards a service-dominant logic (SDL) that emphasizes the 
role of customers in the process of value creation and the value-in-use (i.e. 
value that is determined uniquely by the customer in the use-context) of 
the service provision. /ere is a shift in focus from making media products 
to developing and commercializing strong media brands with strong value 
propositions manifested in a number of platforms (i.e. physical products, 
online, mobile, and o<ine services) and networks. ’ (cf. Viljakainen et al., 
2013) Consequently the traditional questions such as ‘How do we increase 
product sales / the size of our audience / advertising income?’, or ‘How do 
we monetize journalistic content?’ are increasingly replaced with the question 
of ‘How do we turn customer value into pro2table business?

As a consequence of these development, the traditional audience 
information systems that are silobased (i.e. each media have their own  
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developed to their own needs) and closed (i.e. there is a lack of transparency 
and comparability between the systems), and that measure basic exposure 
(i.e. quantitative measure on the reach of a media vehicle) are becoming 
outdated (see e.g., Napoli 2003, 2011; Viljakainen, 2013). Advertisers are 
increasingly demanding data on consumers’ touch points to media, the role 
of di0erent media in consumers’ experiences and their impact on purchas-
ing behavior. /e evolution is from exposure- and provider-based models 
e0ective in the GDL towards engagement- and customer-based models that 
presents the perspectives of the SDL. Winners will be those able to concret-
ize, measure, and monetize the service experience that concentrates on the 
phenomenological side of value creation (see Helkkula, 2010). However, 
this is not to say that the current audience information systems are to be 
replaced, but rather, they should be deepened with the new measurement 
methods and customer understanding. In e0ect, increasing the transpar-
ency and comparability of media audience data in advertising markets is a 
technical, 2nancial and political struggle due to the path-dependent nature 
of audience measurements. As long as advertising revenue is a strategic 
issue because it impacts the future competitiveness of media companies, the 
dominant media currencies that emphasize the needs of advertisers are not 
likely to be replaced. (cf. Napoli, 2011; Viljakainen, 2013) However, the 
dualistic revenue model (i.e. sales of media products/services and advertising 
revenue) of traditional media companies is gradually being replaced with 
a model that incorporates a number of small streams of revenue gathered 
from a variety of sources, emphasizing the SDL perspective. /is will put 
pressure on media audience systems to evolve accordingly, and operate 
alongside new measurement practices.

/is paper has identi2ed some managerial implications in respect 
to audience information systems: (1) As long as the current measurements 
are critical in assuring advertising income, and thus, future competitiveness 
of media, it is very unlikely they will be replaced in the near future. (2) 
Current practices are persisting, because they are valuable to both the 
sellers and buyers of media audiences; buyers too need to internalize the 
SDL and become experienced in valuing and purchasing something other 
than contacts. (3) A 2rst step towards holistic and transparent data is to 
start from existing media audience data, because at present it is the only 
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economically and politically viable option. (4) An e0ort to make changes in 
an advertising market is a struggle, but possible, when the di0ering motives 
of market players, the sequence of actions, and the exchange mechanisms 
are properly managed. (5) Co-creation of value is increasingly becoming 
the centre of attention in media business, thus, it should also be present in 
audience measurements. /e key is to concretize how and what is measured 
and how it will be monetized. /e transfer from GDL towards SDL will 
be one of the main drivers transforming the media currencies and the sales 
of media audiences.
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