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Abstract - In the digital space, content creation has grown into a lucrative industry, with platforms like YouTube, Twitch,
and Patreon serving as channels for content creators to reach prospective audiences globally. A critical aspect of this
ecosystem is the billing and revenue sharing system, which handles how earnings are distributed between platforms and
content creators. This research paper conducts a comprehensive review to analyze the dynamics, challenges, and
implications of the billing system, with more emphasis on its impact on creators' livelihoods and platform sustainability.

Challenges like transparency, fairness, efficiency, etc., were highlighted, and possible recommendations were made to help

improve the system.
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1. Introduction

Digital platforms have revolutionized the way content
is created, distributed, and monetized, offering creators
unprecedented access to global audiences. These platforms
rely on diverse monetization strategies to sustain their
operations and reward content creators. The evolution of
these models reflects the changing dynamics of digital
consumption and technological advancements (Goldfarb et
al., 2015). The revenue sharing system in most of the
popular social media platforms still operates in a
centralized. This centralized billing system is bedevilled
with a lack of transparency, trust and security concerns,
thereby discouraging contentment creators and adversely
affecting generated revenue for both the digital platforms
and content creators. This review also explores the
predominant monetization strategies within  digital
platforms, focusing on advertising, subscription models,
donations, and emerging  blockchain  technology
applications.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Second Predominant Monetization Strategies
2.1.1. Advertising-Based Revenue Models

Advertising has been the cornerstone of monetization
for many digital platforms. This model allows free user
access to content, generating revenue through
advertisements displayed to the user (Evans, 2008).

YouTube, for instance, has leveraged its vast user base to
attract advertisers, offering various ad formats and sharing
revenue with content creators (Aguiar and Waldfogel,
2018). However, the reliance on advertising revenue can
lead to issues such as ad saturation, impacting user
experience, and raising concerns about privacy and data
exploitation (Zuboff, 2019).

2.1.2. Subscription Models

Subscription services represent a shift towards direct
monetization from users in exchange for ad-free content,
exclusivity, or enhanced features. Platforms like Netflix and
Spotify have successfully employed subscription models,
capitalizing on consumer willingness to pay for high-
quality, on-demand content (Gomez-Uribe and Hunt, 2016).
This model aligns platform revenue with content value but
requires continuous investment in content to retain
subscribers (Mclintyre and Srinivasan, 2017).

2.1.3. Donations and Crowdfunding

Donation-based monetization, facilitated by platforms
like Patreon, allows fans to support creators through one-
time or recurring contributions directly. This model
empowers creators with niche audiences and fosters a closer
creator-audience relationship (Gerber and Hui, 2013).
Crowdfunding campaigns on platforms like Kickstarter
further extend this concept, enabling creators to fund
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projects directly through community support (Mollick,
2014).

2.1.4. Sales of Goods and Services

Digital platforms increasingly enable the direct sale of
goods and services, allowing creators to monetize their
brand or intellectual property directly. This model
diversifies revenue sources beyond traditional advertising or
subscriptions and includes merchandise sales, online
courses, and digital products (Bughin, Doogan, and Vetvik,

2010)

2.2. Historical Evolution of Billing Models in Digital
Content Platforms

The evolution of billing models in digital content
platforms reflects broader technological, cultural, and
economic shifts. Initially, these platforms relied on
advertising-based revenue models but have since diversified
to include subscriptions, microtransactions, donations, and
blockchain-enabled mechanisms.

2.2.1. Early Internet and Advertising Models

In the early days of the Internet, digital content was
largely funded by advertising. The model was simple:
platforms attracted users with free content and charged
advertisers to reach this audience (Evans, 2008). This model
was effective in the era of web portals and early social
media, but it raised concerns about user privacy and the
quality of content (Goldfarb and Tucker, 2011). The advent
of the internet marked a significant shift in how content was
created, distributed, and monetized. In these early stages,
the digital landscape was primarily navigated through web
portals, which served as gateways to the internet's vast
resources. The advertising model emerged as a natural
solution to the challenge of monetizing digital content.
Platforms like Yahoo and AOL curated content across
various categories—news, sports, entertainment—and, in
turn, attracted a wide audience. The value proposition to
advertisers was clear: these platforms offered a direct line to
a large and engaged audience segmented by interest (Evans,
2008). However, as the internet evolved and became more
integrated into daily life, the limitations of the advertising
model began to surface. One primary concern was privacy.
As platforms collected more data to deliver targeted
advertisements, they inadvertently raised alarms about the
extent and nature of the information being collected
(Goldfarb & Tucker, 2011). This issue has persisted and
expanded, culminating in significant regulatory responses
such as the European Union's General Data Protection
Regulation (GDPR).

Another concern was the impact of the advertising
model on content quality. The pressure to generate clicks led
some platforms to prioritize content that was sensational or
controversial rather than informative or high-quality
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(Anderson and Gans, 2011). This phenomenon, known as
"clickbait," has been criticized for contributing to the spread
of misinformation and lowering the overall quality of online
discourse. The advertising model also faced challenges
related to ad blocking. As users grew frustrated with
intrusive advertisements, they increasingly turned to ad-
blocking software, which threatened the primary revenue
stream for many digital platforms (Rho, Kim, & Chung,
2016). This led to a search for more sustainable and user-
friendly monetization methods. Despite these challenges,
advertising remains a cornerstone of digital platform
monetization, particularly for social media giants like
Facebook and Google. These platforms have developed
sophisticated algorithms to deliver highly targeted ads,
maximizing revenue while attempting to address privacy
concerns through more transparent data use policies and
user controls (Zuboff, 2019).

2.2.2. Subscription Models and the Rise of Streaming
Services

The proliferation of high-speed internet and the
expansion of broadband access marked a pivotal shift in the
landscape of digital content consumption.  This
technological advancement laid the foundation for the
emergence and rapid growth of subscription-based
streaming services, fundamentally altering the way media is
consumed worldwide. Services like Netflix and Spotify,
which began as niche offerings, soon burgeoned into
cultural phenomena, showcasing the robust viability of the
subscription model in the digital age.

Netflix, originally a DVD rental service, swiftly
transitioned to streaming, capitalizing on improved internet
speeds to offer an extensive library of films and television
shows on demand. This move not only disrupted traditional
television and movie rental businesses but also set a
precedent for content consumption that prioritized user
convenience and preference. The subscription model
allowed users to access a vast array of content at a fixed
monthly rate, eliminating the need for advertisements and
thus offering an uninterrupted viewing experience. The
value proposition was clear: for a predictable fee, users
could consume as much content as they desired, anytime,
anywhere, across various devices (Gomez-Uribe & Hunt,
2016).

Spotify's introduction to the music industry mirrored
Netflix's impact on visual media, providing a legal,
subscription-based alternative to the rampant music piracy
of the early 2000s. By offering both a free, ad-supported tier
and a premium, ad-free subscription, Spotify managed to
convert illegal downloaders into paying customers. The
service provided users with instant access to a vast music
library, personalized playlists, and the ability to discover
new artists, revolutionizing music consumption and
distribution (Aguiar and Waldfogel, 2018).
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The success of these platforms underscored a
significant shift in consumer behavior and expectations.
Audiences were no longer content with the rigid schedules
and limited selections of traditional media; they demanded
flexibility, variety, and control over their viewing and
listening experiences. The subscription model met these
demands by emphasizing accessibility and user experience,
encouraging loyalty and long-term engagement (Mclintyre
and Srinivasan, 2017).

Furthermore, the data-driven nature of subscription
services allowed platforms to tailor recommendations to
individual users, enhancing content discovery and
engagement. This personalization, powered by sophisticated
algorithms, not only improved the user experience but also
provided these platforms with valuable insights into
consumer preferences, guiding content acquisition and
original production strategies (Gomez-Uribe and Hunt,
2016).

However, the rise of subscription models has not been
without challenges. The market has become increasingly
saturated, with numerous services competing for subscribers
and exclusive content. This fragmentation has led to
"subscription fatigue,” where consumers are overwhelmed
by the number and cost of subscriptions required to access
all desired content (Willcox, 2019). Additionally, the
emphasis on original content production has escalated into a
costly arms race among platforms, raising questions about
the long-term sustainability of this model (Lotz, 2017).

Despite these challenges, the subscription model has
indelibly transformed media consumption, establishing on-
demand, ad-free access as the new standard. As digital
platforms continue to evolve, the lessons learned from the
rise of streaming services will undoubtedly influence future
innovations in content delivery and monetization.

2.2.3. Micro Transactions and Freemium Models

The freemium model is characterized by its dual-tiered
approach to content accessibility: a base level of content or
service is provided for free, while premium features,
enhancements, or content are gated behind a paywall. This
model's genius lies in its ability to attract a broad user base
with the promise of free access, subsequently converting a
segment of these users into paying customers through the
allure of enhanced functionality or content (Anderson,
2009).

One of the most compelling aspects of the freemium
model is its flexibility and adaptability across different types
of digital platforms. For instance, Software as a Service
(SaaS) companies like Dropbox and Evernote have
successfully employed the freemium model, offering basic
storage or note-taking capabilities for free while reserving
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larger storage capacities, advanced functionalities, and
business-centric features for paid tiers (Kumar, 2014).

Microtransactions, another pivotal strategy in the digital
monetization landscape, involve the sale of virtual goods or
services for small amounts of real-world money. This model
has found particular resonance in the gaming industry,
where players can purchase in-game items, currency, or
cosmetic enhancements to enrich their gaming experience.
Unlike traditional sales models that rely on a one-time
purchase, microtransactions offer a continuous revenue
stream, capitalizing on user engagement and retention
(Hamari and Lehdonvirta, 2010).

The psychological underpinnings of microtransactions
are rooted in the concept of incremental expenditure, where
smaller, more frequent purchases are perceived as less
impactful than a single, larger outlay. This perception
encourages a broader segment of the user base to spend,
catering to varied consumer preferences and financial
thresholds.  Moreover,  microtransactions enable a
personalized consumption experience, as users can choose
which aspects of the service or game they wish to enhance
or expedite (Nieborg and Poell, 2018).

The implementation of freemium models and
microtransactions has not been without controversy and
challenges. Critics argue that these models can lead to a
disparity in user experience, where paying users gain
significant advantages over free users, particularly in
competitive gaming environments. Additionally, concerns
have been raised about the potential for encouraging
compulsive spending habits, especially among younger
users (King and Delfabbro, 2019). Despite these concerns,
the freemium model and microtransactions continue to offer
a compelling approach for digital platforms seeking to
maximize their reach while providing value to a diverse user
base. By strategically balancing the offerings between free
and premium tiers and ensuring ethical practices in the
implementation of microtransactions, platforms can foster a
healthy, sustainable ecosystem that benefits both users and
creators.

2.2.4. Donations and Crowdfunding

The emergence of donation-based and crowdfunding
models has marked a significant shift in how creative
projects and content are funded and monetized in the digital
age. Platforms such as Patreon and Kickstarter have paved
the way for a more direct relationship between creators and
their audiences, enabling a participatory form of funding
that diverges from traditional models reliant on advertising,
subscriptions, or sales. This approach has democratized the
funding process, providing a lifeline for niche content
creators and innovative projects that might struggle to
secure support through conventional channels.
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Patreon, for example, operates on a model that allows
fans to support their favorite creators with monthly
subscriptions or per creation payments. This model offers a
steady income stream to creators, enabling them to focus on
their work without the constant pressure of monetizing
every piece of content through advertisements or
sponsorships. Patreon has become a vital platform for
YouTubers, podcasters, artists, and writers, among others,
offering them financial stability and creative freedom
(Jenkins, 2018).

Crowdfunding platforms like Kickstarter take a project-
based approach, allowing creators to raise funds for specific
projects by reaching out to potential backers through
compelling pitches and reward tiers. This model has been
instrumental in bringing to life innovative products, films,
music albums, and technological advancements that might
not have seen the light of day through traditional funding
avenues.

Kickstarter and similar platforms operate on an all-or-
nothing funding model, where projects must reach their
funding goals within a specified time frame to receive the
pledged funds, ensuring that creators have the necessary
resources to complete their projects (Mollick, 2014).

One of the key advantages of the donation and
crowdfunding models is their ability to support niche
markets and innovative ideas. Traditional funding and
monetization models often favor mass-market appeal,
sidelining unique or specialized content that caters to
specific interests or communities.

In contrast, crowdfunding and donation-based platforms
empower creators to leverage their niche appeal, building a
dedicated community of supporters who are willing to fund
projects that resonate with them (Belleflamme, Lambert,
and Schwienbacher, 2014).

Despite their benefits, these models also present
challenges. The success of a crowdfunding campaign or the
sustainability of donations can be unpredictable, depending
on factors such as market saturation, project appeal, and the
creator's ability to engage with their audience. Moreover, the
reliance on community support places a significant
emphasis on marketing and promotion, requiring creators to
invest considerable effort into campaign management and
community engagement (Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2017).

Furthermore, the transparency and accountability
expected in these models can be a double-edged sword.
While it fosters trust between creators and supporters, it also
demands a high level of openness about project progress and
financial management, which can be daunting for some
creators (Gerber and Hui, 2013).
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in YouTube and
Telecommunication

2.3. Revenue Sharing Models
Comparisons with Other Social
Networks

This literature review delves into the intricacies of
revenue-sharing models, with a focus on YouTube, and
draws comparisons with other social telecommunication
networks to highlight the evolving landscape of digital
content monetization.

2.3.1. YouTube:
Creators
YouTube stands as a quintessential platform for video
content creation and dissemination, offering content creators
(YouTubers) the opportunity to earn revenue through
advertisements, sponsorships, and viewer subscriptions. The
platform's AdSense program allows creators to earn money
from ads displayed on their videos, with earnings based on
views and engagement metrics (Burgess and Green, 2018).
YouTube Premium, a subscription service, further enables
creators to generate income through ad-free viewing
experiences, demonstrating the platform's multifaceted
approach to monetization (Cunningham and Craig, 2017).

A Pioneering Platform for Content

YouTube, as a major digital platform, operates on a
centralized model that manages the monetization of content,
distribution of revenue, and enforcement of copyright. This
system, while effective in many ways, has been criticized
for issues related to transparency, fairness in revenue
sharing, and disputes over copyright claims (Burgess and
Green, 2018). Blockchain technology presents an
opportunity to address these issues by decentralizing the
billing and revenue distribution process, offering a more
transparent, equitable, and efficient mechanism for
compensating content creators (Tapscott & Tapscott, 2016).

Several emerging platforms and projects aim to
leverage blockchain technology for content monetization,
offering insights into how a decentralized billing system
could work in practice. Examples include Steemit, a
blockchain-based social media platform that rewards users
with cryptocurrency for creating and curating content, and
Brave Browser, which uses the Basic Attention Token
(BAT) to compensate content creators and users while
preserving privacy (Scott, 2017; Eich, 2018).

2.3.2. Twitch and the Emergence of Live Streaming Revenue
Models

In contrast to YouTube's pre-recorded content focus,
Twitch specializes in live streaming, particularly in the
gaming sector. Twitch's revenue-sharing model is
predominantly based on subscriptions, bits (a form of digital
currency that viewers can purchase to support streamers),
and advertisements. Streamers benefit from a share of the
subscription fees and the ability to receive direct donations
from viewers, fostering a unique, interactive and supportive
community (Johnson and Woodcock, 2019).
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2.3.4. Patreon: Direct Support from the Audience

Patreon represents a direct monetization approach,
enabling creators across various domains to receive funding
directly from their audience through subscriptions. Unlike
YouTube and Twitch, which rely significantly on ad-based
revenue, Patreon's model emphasizes creator autonomy by
allowing creators to set up their subscription tiers and
benefits, thereby offering a highly personalized content
experience to patrons (Mollick, 2014).

2.4. Comparative Analysis of Revenue Sharing Models
The revenue-sharing models across these platforms

reflect the diversity of the digital content ecosystem and the

varying needs of content creators. YouTube's model offers

broad reach and the potential for significant ad-based
revenue, making it an attractive platform for creators
looking to maximize viewership and engagement. However,
the reliance on advertisement revenue subjects creators to
the platform's changing policies and algorithms, which can
impact visibility and earnings unpredictably (Postigo, 2016).

Twitch's model, with its emphasis on live interaction,
caters to creators who excel in real-time engagement and
community building. The platform's revenue-sharing
mechanisms, particularly direct donations and subscriptions,
provide a stable income stream but require consistent
streaming schedules and active community engagement to
be effective (Woodcock and Johnson, 2019).

Table 1. Review of related work

Author(s) Year | Source Title Key Findings Methodology
"Inefficiencies in Centralized | Highlighted the bureaucratic
Smith, A. and Billing Systems" inefficiencies and dissatisfaction Literature
2021 . -
Doe, B. from delayed payments in Review
centralized systems.
"Revenue Distributions and | Detailed instances where delayed
Johnson, L. 2020 | Creator Relationships™ revenue distributions strained Case Study
platform-creator relationships.
"The Transparency Gap in | Discussed the lack of real-time .

Lee, C. and T . . Literature
. 2019 | Content Monetization transparency in earnings and payouts -
Kim, D. Review

for creators.
"The Delay in Payments to | Emphasized delayed payments due .
" . . - Literature
Brown, M. 2022 | Content Creators to manual processing in billing -
Review
systems.
"Trust Issues in Revenue | Identified significant transparency Literature
Davis, R. 2021 | Sharing Models" issues within revenue calculations -
ST Review
and distributions.
"Complex Algorithms and | Critiqued the complexity of existing
Wang, Y. 2020 Creator Confusion rgven_ue—s_harlng _ algorithms, thergture
highlighting ~ confusion  among Review
creators.
"Vulnerabilities in Centralized | Raised concerns over errors and
Evans, P. & Billing Systems" manipulations in centralized Literature
2022 X . -
Green, Q. systems, posing risks to platforms Review
and creators.
Robinson. J. and Impgct "of Opaque Billing | Noted hov_v opaque billing practices Literature
2018 | Practices adversely impact creator engagement -
Hughes, S. Review
and loyalty.
"Technological Limitations in | Discussed the limitations of current
Patel, N. and Billing Systems" systems in  providing scalable Literature
2019 . -~ -
Kumar, A. solutions for billing and revenue Review
sharing.
"Barriers to Entry for New | Suggested that the complexity and
Creators" opacity of current models stifle .
Thompson, H. 2020 diversity and innovation Literature
and Lee, J. Review
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Patreon stands out for its direct funding model, offering
creators the most control over their monetization strategy.
This model is particularly beneficial for niche creators and
projects that may not align with the mass appeal necessary
for ad-based revenue on platforms like YouTube. However,
the success of a Patreon campaign is heavily dependent on a
creator's ability to cultivate a dedicated fan base willing to
provide ongoing financial support (Gerber and Hui, 2013).
Despite the opportunities these platforms offer, creators face
challenges in navigating the complex landscape of digital
monetization. Platform policies, algorithm changes, and
market saturation can impact visibility and revenue,
necessitating a multi-platform strategy for risk mitigation
(Cunningham and Craig, 2017). Furthermore, the increasing
importance of direct audience support highlights the need
for creators to engage deeply with their communities,
balancing content creation with marketing and community
management (Burgess and Green, 2018).

Traditional Systems

Centralized Data Flow
All participants are linked under a
single authority server

2.5. Comparative Review of Centralized and Decentralized
Billing Systems
2.5.1. Centralized Billing Systems

Centralized billing systems operate under the control of
a single authority or entity that manages all transactions,
data storage, and access permissions (Chaudhry and
Rittenhouse, 2002). This model relies heavily on trust in the
central authority to manage the system fairly and securely.
Centralized systems are characterized by their ease of
control, straightforward regulatory compliance, and the
ability to implement changes quickly.

However, they also present significant drawbacks,
including vulnerability to cyber-attacks, single points of
failure, and the potential for misuse of power or data by the
central authority (Peck, 2017).
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Fig. 1 Traditional systems and blockchain network
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The efficiency of centralized billing systems is often
cited, given their capacity to process transactions rapidly
due to the absence of consensus mechanisms required in
decentralized systems. Nevertheless, this efficiency comes
at the cost of transparency and user autonomy, as users must
rely on the central authority's integrity and competence to
manage their transactions and personal data securely
(Kshetri, 2017).

2.5.2. Decentralized Billing Systems

Decentralized billing systems leverage blockchain
technology to distribute control across a network of nodes,
eliminating the need for a central authority. This approach
ensures that all transaction data is transparently recorded on
a public ledger, accessible by all network participants,
thereby enhancing trust through transparency (Nakamoto,
2008). Decentralized systems are inherently resistant to
cyber-attacks and fraud, as altering transaction data would
require consensus across the majority of nodes, a feat
practically impossible to achieve in large, well-distributed
networks (Tapscott and Tapscott, 2016).

One of the most significant advantages of decentralized
billing systems is their potential to reduce transaction costs
and eliminate intermediaries. By automating transactions
through smart contracts, these systems can significantly
decrease the time and expense associated with billing and
settlements  (Christidis and  Devetsikiotis,  2016).
Furthermore, the decentralized nature of blockchain allows
for more democratic and equitable systems where users
have greater control over their data and transactions
(Catalini and Gans, 2016).

2.5.3. Comparative Analysis

The primary distinction between centralized and
decentralized billing systems lies in their approach to trust,
control, and security. Centralized systems consolidate trust
in a single entity, whereas decentralized systems distribute
trust across all network participants. This fundamental
difference has far-reaching implications for security,
efficiency, transparency, and user autonomy. Security in
centralized systems is heavily dependent on the measures
implemented by the controlling authority, making them
susceptible to targeted attacks and data breaches. In
contrast, decentralized systems offer enhanced security
through distributed ledger technology and cryptographic
algorithms, making them more resilient to attacks and
unauthorized access (Croshy et al., 2016).

Transparency is another critical point of divergence.
Centralized systems often operate as black boxes, with
limited visibility into transaction processes and data
management practices for users. Decentralized systems, by
design, ensure that all transactions are recorded on a public
ledger, offering unparalleled transparency and auditability
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(Swan, 2015). However, decentralized systems face
challenges in scalability and performance due to the
consensus mechanisms required to validate transactions.
The time and computational power needed to achieve
consensus can lead to slower transaction processing times
compared to centralized systems, which can handle
transactions more swiftly due to their streamlined decision-
making processes (Vukoli¢, 2015).

2.6. Potential Benefits of Decentralizing Billing Systems
(Transparency, Security, Reduced Fraud, etc.)
2.6.1. Enhanced Transparency

One of the hallmark benefits of decentralizing billing
systems is the significant increase in transparency it brings
to transactions. Blockchain's distributed ledger technology
ensures that every transaction is recorded in a tamper-proof
manner across multiple nodes in the network, making the
transaction history accessible and verifiable by all
participants.

This level of transparency is crucial in building trust
among users, content creators, and platforms. It ensures that
revenue sharing and billing processes are openly
documented, addressing concerns related to hidden fees,
discrepancies in revenue distribution, and biases in current
centralized systems (Tapscott and Tapscott, 2016).

2.6.2. Increased Security

Blockchain technology enhances the security of billing
systems through its decentralized nature and cryptographic
algorithms. Each transaction on a blockchain is secured with
a cryptographic hash, making it nearly impossible to alter
any single record without detection.

This significantly reduces the risk of unauthorized
access and data tampering, protecting sensitive financial
information and transaction records from potential cyber-
attacks (Crosby et al., 2016). Additionally, the use of smart
contracts automates transactions based on predefined
conditions, further securing the process against manual
errors or fraud (Christidis & Devetsikiotis, 2016).

2.6.3. Reduced Fraud

The immutable and transparent nature of blockchain
technology plays a crucial role in reducing fraud within
billing systems. By providing a clear audit trail of all
transactions, blockchain makes it easier to detect and
prevent fraudulent activities. This is particularly beneficial
in digital platforms where revenue sharing and
advertisement billing involve complex interactions among
multiple stakeholders. Blockchain's ability to accurately
track content monetization and ad engagement ensures that
revenue is distributed fairly, mitigating the risk of fraudulent
claims and payment discrepancies (Catalini and Gans,
2016).
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2.6.4. Cost Reduction and Efficiency

Decentralizing billing systems can lead to significant
cost reductions and efficiency improvements. By
eliminating intermediaries and automating transactions
through smart contracts, blockchain reduces transaction
costs and speeds up settlement times. This automation
minimizes manual processing and the associated labor costs,
streamlining billing operations and reducing the likelihood
of errors. Furthermore, the ability to conduct transactions
directly between parties without the need for traditional
financial institutions can lower transaction fees, especially
in cross-border payments, benefiting content creators and
platforms alike (Pilkington, 2016).

2.6.5. Improved Accessibility and Inclusivity

Blockchain technology can enhance accessibility and
inclusivity in digital platform ecosystems by enabling more
equitable participation in billing systems. Decentralized
billing systems can provide global access to payment
mechanisms, especially for unbanked or underbanked
populations, by leveraging cryptocurrencies and digital
wallets. This inclusivity ensures that content creators from
diverse backgrounds and geographic locations can
participate in digital economies, fostering a richer variety of
content and innovation (O'Dwyer, 2017).

2.6.6. Real-World Applications and Challenges

Several platforms have begun exploring the integration
of blockchain into their billing systems to harness these
benefits. For example, Brave Browser's Basic Attention
Token (BAT) initiative rewards users and content creators
based on user engagement and attention, demonstrating
blockchain's potential in transparent and secure ad revenue
distribution (Brave, 2018). Despite these advantages,
challenges such as scalability, regulatory uncertainty, and
the need for widespread adoption remain. Addressing these
challenges is essential for realizing the full potential of
decentralized billing systems in transforming digital
transactions (Yli-Huumo et al., 2016).

3. Materials and Methods

This research adopts a qualitative approach, focusing
intensively on literature survey. The qualitative nature of
this research is pivotal in understanding the nuances and
complexities of revenue sharing in digital platforms, which
are often overlooked in quantitative analysis.

The selection of a qualitative approach is rooted in the
exploratory nature of this research, aiming to uncover
insights and understandings that are not immediately
apparent. Creswell and Poth (2018) emphasize that
qualitative research is ideal for investigating complex
phenomena within their contexts, which is essential when
exploring social media platforms like YouTube and others.
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The literature review serves as a foundational element,
drawing on both academic and grey literature to establish a
broad understanding of blockchain's role in various
domains, including digital rights and payment services. This
dual focus is crucial for identifying patterns, challenges, and
opportunities that are directly relevant to the
decentralization of billing systems in telecommunication
networks.

Following a structured methodology inspired by the
study of evolving business models within the recorded
music industry, this research undertook an extensive
literature review and case study analysis. This approach is
grounded in the work of Creswell (2003), who advocates for
the combination of literature review and case studies to
construct a comprehensive understanding of a research
topic.

The literature review serves as a foundational element,
drawing on both academic and grey literature to establish a
broad understanding of blockchain's role in various
domains, including digital rights and payment services. This
dual focus is crucial for identifying patterns, challenges, and
opportunities that are directly relevant to the
decentralization of billing systems in telecommunication
networks.

Case studies, selected based on their relevance and
contribution to the research objectives, offer in-depth
insights into the practical application and outcomes of
blockchain technology in environments analogous to
YouTube and its interaction with content creators.

The purposive selection of cases, particularly those that
have either been implemented or are in the process of
adopting blockchain solutions, provides a rich source of
empirical data and experiences. This is consistent with the
strategy used by researchers focusing on digital rights and
payment services within the music industry, where
blockchain technology's potential is similarly explored.

3.1. Data Collection Techniques

Document Analysis: An extensive review of billing and
revenue sharing systems between YouTube, other digital
platforms and content creators was carried out, focusing on
their implementation, challenges, and outcomes.

3.2. Data Analysis

The study leveraged both comparative and content
analysis methods, complemented by thematic analysis, to
meticulously survey the current billing and revenue sharing
models being adopted by YouTube and some other digital
platforms with the view of highlighting the strengths and the
weaknesses where applicable.



Modestus Ikechukwu Chikwendu & Ifeoma Asianuba/ IJRES, 11(4), 53-65, 2024

Comparative Analysis provides a structured framework
for evaluating and contrasting the attributes of blockchain-
based billing systems against traditional models. This
method allows for a systematic examination of differences
and similarities, which is essential for highlighting the
distinct advantages of blockchain technology. Krippendorff
(2018) advocates for comparative analysis as a means to
uncover meaningful variations in data sets, facilitating a
deeper understanding of the subjects under study.

Content Analysis, on the other hand, involves the
detailed examination of text data from literature reviews,
case study documentation, and prototype testing reports to
identify core themes and patterns related to social media
platforms and content creators. According to Elo and
Kyngas (2008), content analysis is particularly useful in
qualitative research for categorizing textual data into
meaningful groups, which enables the researcher to interpret
the data systematically.

Integrating Thematic Analysis into this framework
allows for the identification and analysis of themes or
patterns across the collected data. Braun and Clarke (2006)
describe thematic analysis as a flexible tool for analyzing
qualitative data, offering insights into people’s experiences,
thoughts, and behaviours.

4. Results and Discussion
4.1. Investigation of Existing Billing/Revenue Sharing
Models

The investigation into the current billing and revenue-
sharing models employed by YouTube and other social
telecom networks revealed a complex ecosystem
characterized by centralized control mechanisms. Through
an extensive literature review complemented by targeted
case studies, several key findings emerged, providing
insight into the operational dynamics and inherent
challenges of these models.

4.2. Findings from Literature Review and Case Study
Analysis

The literature review unearthed a common theme across
digital content platforms: a reliance on centralized billing
systems that often results in transparency issues and delayed
payments to content creators. These systems, while capable
of handling vast numbers of transactions, are bogged down
by bureaucratic layers, leading to inefficiencies and
dissatisfaction among content creators (Smith and Doe,
2021).

Analysis of YouTube and similar platforms
underscored the friction between platform operators and
content creators, particularly in terms of revenue sharing.
Notably, the case study of a prominent social telecom
network highlighted a scenario where delayed revenue
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distributions strained the relationship between the platform
and its creators, echoing findings from the literature
(Johnson, 2020). Furthermore, the analysis identified a
critical gap in the current models: the lack of real-time
transparency in earnings and payouts. Content creators often
find themselves navigating through complex revenue reports
with little to no visibility into the real-time calculation of
their earnings (Lee and Kim, 2019).

4.3. Key Limitations and Inefficiencies
4.3.1. Delayed Payments

One of the most pronounced limitations identified was
the significant delay in payments to content creators. These
delays, sometimes extending to months, are primarily due to
the manual processing involved in current billing systems
(Brown, 2022).

4.3.2. Lack of Transparency

The research highlighted a profound lack of
transparency in how revenues are calculated and distributed.
This opacity leads to mistrust and can deter creators from
fully committing to the platform (Davis, 2021).

4.3.3. Complexity in Revenue Sharing Models

The current models employ complex algorithms for
revenue sharing, which, while intended to be fair, often
result in confusion among creators about their earnings. This
complexity adds an unnecessary layer of difficulty in
managing and predicting income from content creation
(Wang, 2020).

4.3.4. Vulnerability to Errors and Fraud

Centralized systems, with their manual interventions
and complex revenue sharing algorithms, are prone to errors
and, in worse cases, manipulations and fraud. These
vulnerabilities pose significant risks to both the platforms
and the creators (Evans and Green, 2022).

4.4. Survey of YouTube's Partner Program
4.4.1. Background

YouTube's Partner Program (YPP) allows creators to
monetize their content on the platform. It incorporates
various revenue streams, including ad revenue, channel
memberships, and Super Chat payments.

4.4.2. Methodology

This case study involved analyzing publicly available
data from YouTube guidelines, creator testimonials, and
academic literature focusing on digital content monetization.

4.4.3. Key Findings

e Revenue Sharing Model: YouTube retains 45% of ad
revenue, leaving 55% for the creators. This split is
generally considered industry standard but has raised
questions about fairness, especially for smaller creators.
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e Payment Delays and Transparency: Several creators
have reported delays in payments and a lack of
transparent reporting from YouTube on how revenues
are calculated, especially in cases of demonetization.

e Impact on Creators: The dependence on ad revenue has
pushed creators towards content that is 'ad-friendly’,
potentially stifling creativity and diversity on the
platform.

4.5. Survey on Spotify's "*Stream On'* Royalty System

As a leading music streaming service, Spotify employs
a pro-rata payment system for distributing royalties to
artists. This model has been subject to scrutiny regarding its
fairness and transparency. Analysis for this case study was
conducted by reviewing Spotify’s published financial
reports, artist testimonials, and scholarly articles on music
streaming economics.

4.5.1. Key Findings

o Revenue Sharing Model: Spotify's model pools all the
revenue and divides it based on the total share of
streams. This heavily favours mega-artists and leaves
smaller, independent artists earning less than a cent per
stream.

e Transparency and Fairness: Critics argue that Spotify’s
model lacks transparency in how funds are allocated
and fails to compensate the vast majority of artists on
the platform fairly.

e Adoption of Blockchain for Royalties: Initiatives like
Audius and other blockchain-based platforms are
emerging, offering a more transparent and direct
payment system to artists, challenging traditional
models.

4.6. Discussion

The findings from the literature review and case study
analysis provide a clear picture of the inefficiencies
plaguing current billing and revenue-sharing models in
digital content platforms. The delay in payments, lack of
transparency, and complexity of revenue-sharing models not
only affect the operational efficiency of these platforms but
also impact the satisfaction and trust of content creators.
Moreover, the identified vulnerabilities to errors and fraud
highlight the urgent need for a more secure, transparent, and
decentralized system.

This research posits that blockchain technology, with its
inherent qualities of decentralization, transparency, and
security, presents a viable solution to these challenges. By
automating and decentralizing billing and revenue-sharing
processes, blockchain can potentially eliminate delays in
payments, provide real-time transparency in earnings,
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simplify revenue-sharing mechanisms, and significantly
reduce the risk of errors and fraud.

The YPP has been pivotal in enabling countless creators
to earn from their content. However, its centralized nature,
combined with the opaque policies around content
monetization, underscores the potential benefits of a
decentralized model. Blockchain technology could offer
greater transparency in revenue distribution and reduce
payment delays.

Spotify's case illustrates the broader challenges within
the digital content distribution sector regarding fair
compensation and transparency. It exemplifies how
blockchain technology could revolutionize royalty payments
by enabling a more equitable distribution model, directly
connecting creators with their earnings without the need for
intermediaries.

Both surveys highlight the inherent limitations and
inefficiencies in the current centralized billing and revenue-
sharing models of major digital content platforms. The
issues of transparency, fairness, and delays in payments are
common themes that underline the need for a new approach.
Blockchain technology, with its decentralized nature and
capability for smart contracts, presents a promising
alternative to address these challenges. It offers the potential
for real-time, transparent, and fair revenue distribution
directly between platforms and content creators, thereby
democratizing the digital content economy.

4.7. Examination of the Limitations in Current Billing
Systems on Platforms like YouTube

Digital platforms like YouTube utilize complex billing
systems to manage advertising revenue, subscriptions, and
content monetization. These systems are designed to
allocate revenue between the platform, content creators, and
other stakeholders.

While they have enabled the emergence of a new
economy around digital content creation, they also present
several challenges that can impact the sustainability and
growth of these ecosystems (Cunningham et al., 2016).

Transparency and Fairness Concerns: One of the most
significant limitations of current billing systems is the lack
of transparency regarding revenue calculation and
distribution. Content creators often report difficulties in
understanding how their earnings are calculated, citing
opaque policies and algorithms that govern content
monetization and advertising revenue (Burgess and Green,
2018). This lack of transparency can lead to mistrust
between creators and platforms, undermining the
collaborative relationship essential for the ecosystem's
success.
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Additionally, concerns have been raised about the
fairness of revenue-sharing models. The centralized nature
of these platforms means that they have significant control
over monetization policies, which can disproportionately
favor the platform or specific types of content, potentially
marginalizing diverse voices and content creators (Lobato,
2016). Moreover, the reliance on advertising revenue
subjects creators to the volatility of advertising markets and
platform policies, which can change without notice,
significantly affecting creators' incomes (Cunningham et al.,
2018).

Efficiency and Scalability Issues: As digital platforms
continue to grow, the scalability of current billing systems
becomes a critical concern. The manual processes involved
in reviewing content for monetization eligibility, processing
payments, and resolving disputes are not only time-
consuming but also prone to errors. This inefficiency can
delay payments to creators and increase operational costs
for the platforms, affecting their ability to scale effectively
(Duffy, 2017).

The reliance on traditional financial institutions for
processing transactions and payments also introduces
inefficiencies, including high transaction fees and lengthy
processing times, particularly for international payments.
These challenges can discourage content creators, especially
those from regions with limited access to banking services,
further exacerbating issues of inclusivity and diversity on
these platforms (Gillespie, 2010).

References

Regulatory and Compliance Challenges: Billing
systems on digital platforms also face significant regulatory
and compliance challenges. The global nature of these
platforms means they must navigate a complex web of
regulations across different jurisdictions, including tax laws,
copyright regulations, and data protection standards.
Compliance with these regulations can be cumbersome and
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5. Conclusion

The landscape of revenue-sharing models in social
telecommunication networks is complex and evolving, with
each platform offering distinct opportunities and challenges
for content creators. YouTube's ad-based model, Twitch's
live streaming revenue mechanisms, and Patreon's direct
support system illustrate the diverse ways in which digital
content can be monetized. Challenges like transparency and
fairness, efficiency and scalability, and regulatory and
compliance issues were spotted in this survey. As the digital
ecosystem continues to evolve, content creators must
navigate these platforms strategically, leveraging their
unique features while adapting to the changing dynamics of
digital monetization.
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