
Prof. Neil Thurman 
Ludwig Maximilians University Munich       
neil.thurman@ifkw.lmu.de 
@neilthurman 

It’s time to talk metrics:  
Audiences, attention, and the 
persistent power of print 



Source: World Press Trends, 2016 







Source: WAN-IFRA, Print-online performance gap 
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•  Digital not doing so 
badly? 



•  Takes mobile into account 
•  Measures digital consumption passively 



•  Takes mobile into account 
•  Measures digital consumption passively 

Shows print’s performance against digital is 
even better than Iris Chyi suggests! 
 
What’s the magic metric? 
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“The inclusion of the PC website and mobile data … created 
impressive headlines as to the overall reach of publisher brands” 
 
Katherine Page, NRS 
(“Breaking and making: A new measurement service for the British published media”) 



“the preoccupation with audience size has 
led to erroneous decisions in the 
management of media content”  
- Bogart (1966: 47) 

Source: Bogart, Leo (1966) “Is it time to discard the audience concept?”  
Journal of Marketing 30.1. 
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Frequency	   73%	  of	  print	  readers	  
read	  it	  “almost	  
always”	  (i.e.	  every	  day),	  
with	  13	  percent	  reading	  
them	  “quite	  oIen”	  (NRS	  2017).	  

Online	  visitors	  visit	  
an	  av.	  of	  three	  
<mes	  a	  month	  
(comScore	  2016).	  	  
	  

Time-‐spent	   Print	  edi,on	  read	  for	  
55–86	  minutes	  per	  issue	  
per	  reader	  (NRS	  2017).	  

Online	  edi,ons	  
read	  for	  8.3	  
minutes	  per	  user	  /	  
per	  month	  (comScore	  2016).	  



•  Time spent is the “biggest predictor of whether readers notice 
advertisements” (Petric et al., 2017). 

•  Financial Times believes “time-based metrics will benefit 
publishers” because they value “real reader engagement over 
clicks” (FT.com 2015). 

Time spent: the magic metric? 
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•  Financial Times believes “time-based metrics will benefit 
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clicks” (FT.com 2015). 

Time spent: the magic metric? 



Total minutes spent reading by the aggregated British print, PC, and mobile 
readerships (18+) of each of 8 UK national newspaper brands, 2016 
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Time spent reading UK newspaper brands in 2016 by 
their British audiences aged: 

55 & older 35-54 

Newspaper brands in sample: The Mail, Mirror, Star, The Telegraph, The Guardian, The Sun, 
Standard, and The Times.  
Sources: NRS and comScore. 



Time spent reading UK newspaper brands in 2016 by 
their British audiences aged: 

55 & older 35-54 18-34 

Newspaper brands in sample: The Mail, Mirror, Star, The Telegraph, The Guardian, The Sun, 
Standard, and The Times.  
Sources: NRS and comScore. 
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by their British audiences in: 
 
 1999/2000 2016 

Sources: NRS and 
comScore. 
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+17% 

+19% 
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Changes in AIR and time-spent with The Guardian in 
print, 2009-2016 
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London Evening Standard, Average Issue Readership  

Source: NRS 



London Evening Standard, Average Issue Readership  

Source: NRS 



Gone  
online-only 



33 
Last print edition – March 2016 

Continues online-only at: 
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26	  March	  
2016.	  
The	  

Independent	  
stops	  

prin,ng	  and	  
goes	  online-‐

only	  
	  

Net monthly British readership (aged 15+) of The Independent in the 12 months 
before and the 12 months after it stopped printing and went online-only 

+8% 

+31% 
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26	  March	  2016.	  The	  
Independent	  stops	  prin,ng	  

and	  goes	  online-‐only.	  

Total attention (measured by time spent reading) received by The Independent  
from its British audience before it went online-only 
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Total attention (measured by time spent reading) received by The Independent  
from its British audience before it went online-only 
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26	  March	  2016.	  The	  
Independent	  stops	  
prin,ng	  and	  goes	  

online-‐only.	  

Changes in the total attention (measured by time spent reading) received by 
The Independent from its British audience before and after it went online-only 
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Online	  <me-‐spent	  
changed	  <1%	  81%	  fall	  
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•  Focus on reach/readership promotes false 
equivalence between print and online reading 

•  Av. print reader spends x80 more mins. with UK 
news brands than their av. online visitor  

•  ‘Annual time spent’ accounts for this difference 
& can be calculated using available data 

•  What’s in it for publishers? 
•  Help make argument about value of print 
•  Inform strategic decisions 

Conclusions 



•  Product perspective: 
•  Take inspiration from print’s ability to engage 

•  Design cues 
•  Contained experience / sense of completion 

•  Content perspective: 
•  Consequences of chasing reach: 

•  Click-bait and fake news 
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•  Product perspective: 
•  Take inspiration from print’s ability to engage 

•  Design cues 
•  Contained experience / sense of completion 

•  Content perspective: 
•  Consequences of chasing reach: 

•  Click-bait and fake news 
•  Keep exploring quality of reading and new 

business models! 

Conclusions 
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