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The Social TV Viewer 
An Explorative Study of the Viewing Behavior Associated with 

Synchronous Social TV  

Abstract 

This thesis is a qualitative study conducted for Ericsson ConsumerLab which 

explores the phenomenon of Social TV consumption from the perspective of its 

adopters. Through a series of in-depth interviews it explores the phenomenon, 

investigating both how and why TV consumers are using social media to talk 

about TV content while watching it. 

The findings of this thesis include numerous insights about the viewing behavior 

associated with synchronous Social TV, covering several different aspects: Driving 

forces, the context in which Social TV viewing takes place, the features of the 

content being consumed, with whom and how Social TV viewers are interacting 

with each other, identified barriers and needs, as well as perceived effects on the 

TV viewing experience.  

It becomes evident that TV viewers consider the act of watching TV as a highly 

social activity, seeking to share it with other like-minded individuals, using social 

media to recreate the experience of watching together as a co-located group. The 

adoption of second screen devices, such as the smartphone, are identified as 

important triggers, as they are making it increasingly more easy for viewers to 

engage in social interaction. This is inevitably also pushing viewers to a converging 

use of devices.  

Content-related and real-time social activities are found to be highly value-adding 

to the TV experience, making it more fun to watch TV by introducing the notion 

of interactivity. As will be shown in this thesis, this is ultimately driving 

consumers to watching more content ”live” (according to the TV schedule), 

rewatching already consumed content and even to a new appreciation for 

commercial breaks. 

  



 

Den Sociala TV-Tittaren 
En Kvalitativ Studie om Tittarbeteendet Associerat med Social TV-

Konsumtion  

Sammanfattning 

Detta examensarbete består av en kvalitativ studie som görs på uppdrag av 

Ericsson ConsumerLab. Syftet är att utforska fenomenet Social TV-konsumtion 

utifrån ett användarperspektiv. Genom kvalitativa intervjuer utforskas fenomenet 

genom att undersöka både hur och varför TV-konsumenter använder sociala 

medier för att prata om TV-innehåll parallellt som det konsumeras. 

Examensarbetet ger upphov till flera insikter om det aktuella tittarbeteendet, där 

flera viktiga aspekter täcks in: Drivkrafter, sammanhang där man finner 

fenomenet, med vilka och hur Sociala TV-tittare interagerar med varandra, 

barriärer och behov, samt påverkan på TV-upplevelsen. 

I studien blir det uppenbart att TV-konsumenter allmänt identifierar TV-tittande 

som något fundamentalt socialt, där man ofta söker likasinnade att dela 

upplevelsen med och där sociala medier används just för att återskapa känslan av 

att titta tillsammans med andra. Sekundära skärmar, som t.ex. smarta 

mobiltelefoner, agerar då ofta som utlösare, då dessa gör det mycket lättare för 

TV-tittare att interagera med varandra. Detta driver även i slutändan konsumenter 

till att allt oftare använda flera mediaenheter parallellt vid konsumtion av innehåll.  

Detta examensarbete påvisar även det mervärde som Sociala TV-tittare upplever 

av att i realtid kunna interagera med varandra om TV-program, som t.ex. att det 

blir roligare och mer interaktivt att se på TV. Det är detta mervärde som slutligen 

även driver TV-konsumenter till att se alltmer TV-innehåll ”live” (tablålagd TV), 

titta på program man redan sett, och till och med till en ny uppskattning av 

reklampauser. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 
The last decade has been defined by many technological advancements that have 

been changing the way we consume TV content: Digital Video Recorders, Video-

On-Demand, both the streaming and downloading of TV content over the 

Internet. All this has not only provided us with more TV content to consume, but 

also with the possibility to do so anytime and anywhere convenient to us. But 

these technological developments may not be the only ones that are affecting our 

viewing behavior. 

Recent numbers from Ericsson ConsumerLab indicate that over 60% of TV 

viewers engage in social media activities while watching TV (on a weekly basis) 

(Ericsson, 2012). These numbers are further up from 40% only the year before, 

(Ericsson, 2011) indicating a rapidly growing trend. What might however strike as 

even more interesting is that over 40% of these viewers actually use social media 

to talk about what they are watching, in the midst of watching it (Ericsson, 2012). Is 

using social media while watching TV further changing the way we consume TV 

content? 

Social TV 

The idea of Social TV is far from new.  It’s been brewing in labs all around world, 

revolving around the notion of using communication technology to allow TV 

viewers to connect, socialize and share TV experiences, even when separated by 

time and space (Harboe, et al., 2008b; Schatz, et al., 2010; Cesar and Geerts, 

2011a). This resulted in a number of different experimental prototypes allowing 

both synchronous (viewers interacting with each other in real time while watching 

the same content) and asynchronous (viewers interacting with each other at 

different times) interaction between TV viewers. 

But now we are seeing TV viewers utilizing social media in the midst of watching 

TV, synching up with other viewers and creating their own Social TV experiences. 

Content providers are incorporating it into their programming and TV 

manufacturers into their TV sets. There’s further a growing number of 

applications on everything from computers to smartphones, labeling themselves 

as dedicated Social TV applications that can facilitate TV viewers’ need to 

socialize with each other around TV content.  

Many will claim that this emerging Social TV trend is fundamentally changing the 

way we watch and interact around TV content (Cesar and Geerts, 2011a). But is it 

really? What are TV viewers actually doing when engaging in social interaction 

while watching TV? How is Social TV affecting the way we consume TV content? 
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Ericsson ConsumerLab conducts consumer research studying people’s behaviors 

and values in regard to communication and information technologies, delivering 

in-depth insights into the latest consumer trends. Their subdivision looking into 

TV and Video Trends is now seeking to understand the behavior of TV 

consumers who actively engage in Social TV related activities. 

Having knowledge of what Social TV viewers are doing when consuming TV 

content, how they are incorporating social media into their viewing experiences 

and how it’s affecting the way they are watching TV, is key knowledge for anyone 

active in the TV industry, whether providing technology, services or content. 

1.2 Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this thesis is to explore the viewing behavior of individuals that 

engage in synchronous Social TV viewing. 

The goal is to deliver in-depth insights about this behavior from the perspective 

of its adopters, in order to help Ericsson ConsumerLab and their customers to 

better understand these TV consumers and how Social TV implementations 

might affect the future of TV consumption. These insights may then be used as a 

springboard to further studies or as a guide for the development of TV 

technology, services and content. 

The purpose and goal of this thesis will be achieved by exploring aspects of the 

behavior as defined by the following sub-questions: 

1. Why do TV viewers engage in Social TV viewing? 

2. In what context does Social TV viewing occur? 

3. What composes Social TV viewing as an activity? 

4. How can Social TV viewing affect the viewer’s needs? 

5. How can Social TV viewing affect the viewer’s TV viewing experience? 

1.3 Delimitations 
This thesis will only attend to the viewing behavior directly associated with 

synchronous Social TV activities, and not to the subjects’ viewing behavior in 

general. Synchronous Social TV activities will be defined as content-related 

interactions with other TV viewers during the time of TV consumption, where 

the interactions are perceived as real time by the consumers. Although the term 

Social TV can be used in other areas, these will not be attended to in this thesis.  

The intent of this study is further primarily not to look at the usage of any specific 

Social TV application or other implementation, but rather at the activities that 

they support and impel. 

As the goal of this thesis is to deliver in-depth insights and not anything of 

statistical significance, it will focus on a small sample of active adopters. Active 

will here be defined as regularly engaging in synchronous Social TV viewing and 

having done so long enough that it has become part of the TV routine.  
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2. Theoretical Background 
The theory chapter is used to create an understanding as to why and how 

this study was conducted, as well as to create an understanding for the field 

of Social TV and how it might be impacting its adopters. The theory was used 

in an early stage as a means to guide the subsequent qualitative research, 

providing focus for what areas were relevant to investigate. 

2.1 TV Viewing Behavior and Practices 
As this study sets out to explore and describe viewing behavior associated 

with Social TV, it’s essential to have an understanding of existing viewing 

behavior, as well as of how technology might have affected this behavior in 

the past.  

2.1.1 Qualitative TV Studies 

Viewing behavior and practices are more often described in numbers and statistics, 

like the ones regularly delivered by metering companies like Nielsen (Nielsen, n.d.) 

or MMS (MMS, n.d.). Within the scope of this thesis, the interest, however, lies in 

qualitative studies exploring the details of TV viewing as an activity. This study 

has consequently been inspired by the works of James Lull (1990), David Morley 

(1986), and Gauntlett and Hill (1999), all who have deployed extensive 

ethnographic studies and delivered in-depth insights into the uses of television 

from the perspective of consumers.  

Gauntlett and Hill (1999) conducted a longitudinal diary study in Britain based on 

data collected from 427 participants over 5 years (1991-96), generating detailed 

insights into everyday practices revolving the act of watching TV.  

TV as Part of Daily Routines 

Gauntlett and Hill (1999) found that TV was an important part of consumers’ 

daily routines, where daily activities more than often were planned around 

scheduled broadcasts of specific TV programs.  Lull (1990) called this use of the 

TV as a ‘punctuator’, as it ‘punctuated’ the time for other activities, as in having 

the start or end of other activities coincide with the broadcast of a TV program.  

The Act of Watching TV 

As for the actual act of watching TV, Gauntlett and Hill (1999) distinguished 

between different modes of viewing: Planned viewing sessions, which ‘punctuated’ 

daily routines, in contrast to unplanned ones, where the viewer often didn’t have a 

clue of what they would end up watching prior to turning on the TV (Gauntlett 

and Hill, 1999). They also distinguished between focused and ambient TV 

consumption: Focused viewing having the viewer placed in front of the TV screen 

fully concentrated on the TV, and ambient viewing having the TV act as a 

background to other unrelated tasks and activities (Gauntlett and Hill, 1999; Lull, 

1990). 
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TV was further generally consumed for the purpose of entertainment and news 

(Gauntlett and Hill, 1999; Obrist, Bernhaupt and Tscheligi, 2008) or as a means to 

relax and to interact with others (more on this in the next chapter → 2.2 TV’s 

Social Dimension) (Gauntlett and Hill, 1999). When consuming fiction, the viewer 

was also observed as often feeling immersed into the fictional world, having the 

viewer engage emotionally with both the characters and the twist and turns of the 

plot (Gauntlett and Hill, 1999; Lull, 1990). 

2.1.2 The Effects of New Technologies 

Since the time of Gauntlett and Hill’s study, we have seen the introduction of 

digital TV, HDTV (High Definition TV), DVR’s (Digital Video Recorders), VOD 

(Video-On-Demand); not even mentioning the Internet with all its possibilities, 

making it possible to both stream and download content online. We have also 

seen the introduction of a whole new set of devices with the potential to both 

replace and complement the TV set.  

As this study sets out to explore how Social TV might be affecting the viewing 

behavior of its adopters, revolving around the idea of Social TV as a technological 

construct, it is interesting to see how technological advancements have affected 

viewing practices in the past.  

Time-Shifting 

Gauntlett and Hill (1999) found that already the adoption of the VCR (Video 

Cassette Recorder) had triggered a new practice of time-shifting broadcasted 

content, i.e. the recording of content so that it could be consumed at a time that 

better fitted the schedules of the consumers. Time-shifting was actually even a 

term coined by Sony when first introducing Sony’s home VCR solution at the end 

of the 1970’s (Magoun, 2009). VCR users however only did so to a very limited 

extent when compared to the adopters of more recent technological 

advancements (Barkhuus and Brown, 2009). 

This thesis has drawn a lot on the work of Barkhuus and Brown (2009) and their 

interview study exploring the effects of DVR adoption and the downloading of 

content on users’ TV consumption practices. They go so far as to state that these 

technologies have fundamentally changed the act of watching TV.  

Barkhuus and Brown (2009) found that recent developments in technology are 

causing a greater extent of time-shifting and ultimately a decline in the 

consumption of traditionally broadcasted TV. Content is time-shifted to better fit 

viewers’ daily routines, instead of fitting daily routines around scheduled 

broadcasts (Barkhuus and Brown, 2009). Active use of DVR’s, VOD services and 

content downloading is actually causing viewers to move away from ‘live’ TV (as 

in scheduled broadcasted TV) (Barkhuus and Brown, 2009; Hess, et al., 2011; 

Wahlström, 2009). ‘Live’ TV is however to a large extent still consumed for 

certain types of content, i.e. news, sports or anything of a more collective cultural 

significance (Barkhuus and Brown, 2009; Wahlström, 2011), and also for ambient 
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viewing sessions (Barkhuus and Brown, 2009). Content downloaders were 

however observed to still watch more ‘live’ TV than what is the case with DVR 

users (Barkhuus and Brown, 2009).  

Space-Shifting 

O’Hara, Mitchell and Vorbau (2007) found that, in addition to time-shifting, the 

habit of consuming content on mobile devices triggered the space-shifting of 

content. Content consumption is shifted from the household to a wide range of 

locations and times of the day, oftentimes to environments where fewer things 

compete for attention or where time is in excess (e.g. during transit between 

locations). This allows consumers to further structure their daily routines, being 

able to indulge in TV content without having to schedule their days around it.  

Time- and space-shifting appears to be a part of a growing trend amongst content 

consumers. Since the time of Barkhuus and Brown’s (2009) and O’Hara, Mitchell 

and Vorbau’s (2007) studies, from about the fall of 2008 until the fall of 2011, the 

number of individuals watching time-shifted content has increased with 65%. The 

amount of time each individual devotes to time-shifted content has increased with 

66%. And people consuming content on mobile devices has increased with a 

staggering 205%. (Nielsen, 2011b) 

Determined Viewing Behavior 

Barkhuus and Brown (2009) also found that recent developments in technology 

have triggered a more determined and selective viewing behavior, with viewers 

always having content queued up and often selected prior to the time of 

consumption. Viewers are only consuming content that they actually want to 

watch, moving away from the notion of unplanned viewing and channel surfing.  

As it has become easier not only to manage the time of consumption, but also to 

obtain content, Barkhuus and Brown (2009) noticed that individuals follow a 

greater number of series’ than before, often saving up episodes or entire series’ so 

that they can be consumed in one sitting. Viewers were also observed to take 

control of the actual playback, where uninteresting parts and, more notably, 

commercial breaks are fast-forwarded (Barkhuus and Brown, 2009; Walhström, 

2011). To escape commercial breaks, viewers will even download content 

specifically to get hold of commercial free copies (Barkhuus and Brown, 2009). 

Media Multitasking: TV ♥♥♥♥  Internet 

Another diary study by Hess et al. (2011) further indicates that the act of watching 

TV often is associated with other parallel activities, and more often the usage of 

other media devices. They found that in the context of TV consumption, Internet 

was often used on a secondary device to seek out information or to communicate 

with friends and acquaintances.  
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2.2 TV’s Social Dimension 
To be able to fully understand the origins of Social TV and any associated 

viewing behavior, one should have an understanding of any social aspects TV 

may have had in the past, and likewise how these have been affected by 

recent technological advances. 

2.2.1 Social Viewing Behavior 

Ever since the mass adoption of the TV into our homes, it appears as it has 

played an important social role, as even photographs from the 1940’s and ‘50’s 

often depict entire families gathered around the TV.  

Gauntlett and Hill (1999) found TV to be a point of convergence where 

households came together in shared viewing experiences, whether the households 

consisted of families, students or friends. Households consequently shared TV 

viewing routines around which other activities were planned. 

Another study with in-depth insights into the social aspects of TV is the 

ethnographic study by James Lull (1990), who investigated the social uses of TV 

by living with families and observing the actual usage point blank. 

Structural and Relational Uses of TV 

Lull (1990) made a distinction between structural and relational social uses. A 

structural use can be the structuring of a household’s schedules and activities by 

setting ‘punctuators’ or by establishing times for shared viewing experiences 

(Gauntlett and Hill, 1999; Lull, 1990). A TV program can also set the structure of 

conversations in front of the TV screen, designating when to talk and when to be 

quiet (Lull, 1990). 

A relational use can be the establishment of a common ground for a social 

interaction, as TV content can act as shared reference points in conversations or 

simply just be something to talk about (Gauntlett and Hill, 1999; Lull, 1990). 

Gauntlett and Hill (1999) discovered that an important part of consuming content 

was being able to talk about it afterwards.  

Lull (1990) also identified intellectual validation as a relational use of TV content, 

causing discussions in front of the TV screen, as viewers would use content to 

prove their competence and intellectuality.  

TV viewing consequently has a highly social dimension, as it both brings people 

together in active social viewing experiences, as well as triggers conversations 

(Gauntlett and Hill, 1999; Lull, 1990). Both Lull (1990) and Gauntlett and Hill 

(1999) also found that TV consumption had the capability of actually substituting 

social interaction altogether, as a means of managing solitude, acting as sort of a 

stand-in social companion at times when a person felt lonely and was unable to 

interact with other people. 
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2.2.2 The Effects of New Technologies 

Jakob Bjur (2009), a researcher at Göteborg University, completed a dissertation 

about the individualization of TV consumption in 2008. He argues that the time- 

and space-shifting that is being made possible by recent technological 

advancements is enforcing a more individual form of content consumption. This 

in turn is causing a decline in household viewing. Instead of watching TV together, 

household members move to consuming their content in solitary.  

According to Bjur (2009), the relational social aspect of simply being able to talk 

about TV content is also becoming increasingly more difficult. The extensive 

time- and space-shifting of content is causing individuals to be increasingly more 

out-of-sync with each other, and ultimately losing the common ground needed to 

carry on TV related conversations. 

Household Viewing 

In contrast to the work of Bjur (2009), the studies previously discussed when 

exploring the effects of new technologies all still found TV consumption to be 

highly social and not as negatively affected by new technologies as Bjur will claim. 

Even though individuals now consume a majority of their content in solitary, the 

living room TV was still often co-viewed as a household. (Barkhuus and Brown, 

2009; O’Hara, Mitchell and Vorbau, 2007; Wahlström, 2010)  

O’Hara, Mitchell and Vorbau (2007) argue that the act of consuming content 

together has a greater social importance than the content itself. They observed 

individuals re-watching content as a household, although already having had 

consumed it in solitary. Barkhuus and Brown (2009) further observed household 

members taking turns engaging in focused and ambient viewing when not sharing 

the same interest in the content, just for the social aspect of sitting together in 

front of the TV.  

As a further ethnographic study by Tsekleves, Whitham and Kondo (2011) claims, 

there seems to exist a more fundamental need to share social spaces while 

consuming media content, no matter what type of media it concerns. 

Talking about TV 

Beyond the act of watching TV together, Barkhuus and Brown (2009) also 

observed that talking about TV content still was deeply integrated into viewers’ 

social activities, both when socializing with friends and colleagues, but also when 

engaging in more general discussions on the Internet.  

As Bjur (2009) stated, this may however be becoming more difficult and may 

therefore be affecting consumers’ viewing behavior. Barkhuus and Brown (2009) 

observed participants download content or even minimize their time-shifting 

habits specifically to keep up with online discussions or discussions with their 

friends. The saving up of episodes to be watched at a later time also appeared to 

be problematic as acquaintances had to be kept from talking about them 

(Barkhuus and Brown 2009).   



THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
 

- 8 - 
 

2.3 Social TV  
As it has been established that TV was considered to be social already prior to 

the notion of a term such as Social TV, it’s important to gain an 

understanding for what constituted the area of Social TV. This chapter not 

only covers conceptual work that have been conducted in the area before, but 

also what constitutes what is known as Social TV today. 

2.3.1 Previous Research 

Laboratory Prototypes  

During the last decade there has been a lot of research focusing on the concept of 

Social TV as a technological construct. Several laboratory prototypes were 

developed exploring the concepts of a synchronous Social TV experience: 

ConnecTV (Boertjes, 2007), Alcatel’s Amigo TV (Coppens, et al. 2004), AT&Labs 

Research’s CollaboraTV (Nathan, et al., 2008) and Motorola’s STV (Harboe, et al., 

2008a; b; Metclaf, et al. 2008; Huang, et al., 2009); and these are only naming a 

few. These were all implementations making it possible for remote viewers to 

interact with each other, with the purpose of exploring features and user adoption. 

These implementations typically took the form of advanced STB’s (Set Top Boxes) 

connected to the main TV screen, i.e. having the social features operate on the 

same screen as the TV content. 

Prototype Features 

All the implementations mentioned above exploited similar basic features, such as 

allowing either voice or text based communication or providing buddy lists with 

friends and what they were currently watching (Boertjes, 2007; Coppens, et al., 

2004; Nathan, et al., 2008; Harboe, et al., 2008a; b). Other features involved the 

use of user-generated EPG’s (Electronic Programme Guides) (Nathan, et al., 2008; 

Harboe, et al., 2008a; b) as well as on-screen avatars to represent remote viewers 

(Coppens, et al., 2004; Nathan, et al., 2008). The CollaboraTV prototype also 

incorporated an asynchronous attribute making it possible to leave a trail of 

commentary (Nathan, et al., 2008).  

This paper will however not go into the details of these or other more conceptual 

Social TV solutions. Instead, interest lies in the lessons learned from field studies 

and experimentation with these prototypes, in regard to how viewers used the 

implementations and how they affected their viewing experiences.  

Observations from Field Trials 

Gunnar Harboe conducted an exploratory research within the field of Social TV 

at Motorola 2004-2010, resulting in several iterations of a prototype Social TV 

system designated STV (followed by a number representing the iteration, e.g. 

STV1). The prototypes were tested during several trials with well documented 

field notes, employing multiple methods of data collection (usage logs, interviews, 

voice diaries) (Harboe, et al., 2008a; b; Metclaf, et al. 2008; Huang, et al., 2009). 
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Effects on Viewing Behavior 

In regard to experience, Harboe et al. (2008b) observed that when granted the 

possibilities of a Social TV system, participants started treating TV consumption 

as a social activity. Participants appreciated the feeling of knowing others were 

watching (Harboe, et al. 2008b) and all in all found that synchronous social 

interaction added value to the viewing experience (Metcalf, et al., 2008). 

The STV field trials did however not show any change in neither the amount of 

viewing time nor the choice of content being consumed (Huang, et al., 2009). 

Use Of System 

As for the usage of the system, Harboe et al. (2008a) established that the STV 

solution was in the first hand for communication between people who already 

were acquainted. It was however also observed that it was possible to connect 

with strangers if granted the possibility to do so (Huang, et al., 2009), something 

which wasn’t always possible in these prototypes. Similarly, Boertjes, Klok and 

Schultz (2008) indicated it being essential that Social TV systems be linked to 

existing social networking sites to be able to harness their full potential, granting 

the viewers the possibility of connecting to other viewers. 

It was also found that text was a preferred method of communication when 

choosing between audio and text. Text allowed for more control over the 

conversation and acted as less of a distraction in regard to the content being 

consumed (Huang, et al., 2009). 

Other Related Research 

The Mechanics of Co-located Viewing 

Ducheneaut et al. (2008) conducted a laboratory based observation study 

exploring the mechanics of co-located viewing, as well as the mechanics of audio-

linked remote viewing. The purpose was to use the acquired knowledge to 

develop synchronous Social TV systems. 

Ducheneaut et al. (2008) found that social interaction between viewers, whether if 

co-located or not, closely followed the structure of the content being consumed. 

Viewers were able to determine when it was appropriate to talk without disrupting 

the progression of the TV program (Ducheneaut, et al., 2008). This connects back 

to Lull’s (2009) structural use of TV, and also to a similar finding during the STV 

trials: When utilizing audio links, viewers instinctively found ways of minimizing 

distraction, instinctively identifying moments when best suited to talk (Huang, et 

al., 2009). 

Types Of Comments 

Ducheneaut et al. (2008)  further identified typical types of comments made while 

consuming TV content. These included comments in regard to the TV program, 

both in general and more direct, as well as more instinctive responses like laughter 

or gasps. Other types of comments included disruptive ones that did not follow 
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the structure of the content at all, or more logistical ones that referred to the 

shared viewing activity in general. (Ducheneaut, et al., 2008) 

Another study to explore the mechanics of synchronous social interaction in the 

context of a Social TV system is the one by Schatz et al. (2008; 2010), who 

deployed two laboratory experiments at the Telecommunications Research Center 

of Vienna.  

Second Screens 

Schatz et al. (2008) discovered that a significant flaw in previous Social TV 

prototypes was their integration into the main TV screen, observing that people 

considered it unnatural interacting with the TV. They proposed, as many others, 

that a personal device acting as a secondary screen, supplementing the main TV 

screen, is the optimal interface in the context of synchronous social interaction 

(Schatz, et al., 2008; Hess, et al. 2011; Cesar, Bulterman and Jansen, 2008; Geerts 

and De Grooff, 2009). This both reduces distraction as well as addresses privacy 

concerns. Schatz et al. (2008) further promoted an integration of smartphones as a 

possible improvement in future Social TV developments. 

Value-Adding Experience 

In general, just like during the STV trials, synchronous social interaction in the 

context of TV consumption was identified as a value-adding experience, as it was 

found to be capable of simulating the act of co-located viewing (Schatz, et al., 

2010).  It was further particularly appreciated during periods of low interest 

content, like during commercial breaks or during dips in the plot (Schatz, et al., 

2010). It was also identified as a well received way of establishing new 

acquaintances, as the content provided a common ground for conversations 

(Schatz, et al., 2010; Weisz, et al., 2007). This again ties back to Lull’s (1990) 

relational uses of TV. 

A Multitasking Activity 

On the downside, synchronous social interaction is in its essence a multitasking 

activity, demanding a division of attention, which in turn may have negative 

effects on the experience (Schatz, et al., 2010). Social interaction was therefore not 

always an activity that viewers sought for in the context of watching TV, in which 

case it was deemed as intrusive (Schatz, et al., 2010). It was however observed that 

when granted the possibility of multitasking freely, users more often found ways to 

engage in several parallel tasks while minimizing the distractions (Schatz, et al., 

2010; Ducheneaut, et al., 2008).  

Communication Methods 

Schatz et al. (2008; 2010) also more thoroughly explored the different methods of 

communication, delivering insights into the uses of both voice and text based 

communication.  

Just like in the STV field trials, text was the preferred method of communication. 

It was found to provide a sufficiently well perceived sense of presence, as well as 
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grant the user control over both attention management as well as the timing of 

communication (Schatz, et al., 2008; Weisz, et al., 2007). As for synchronousness, 

text also allowed for a greater lag in content playback before deficiencies in the 

flow of the conversation was noticed (Geerts, et al., 2011). 

Voice was on the other hand identified as the channel easiest and most natural to 

use, providing a higher sense of presence, as well as eliminated the need of 

shifting attention between different tasks. It was however also identified as an 

uncontrollable source of distraction and further evoked privacy concerns, which is 

why text was generally preferred. (Schatz, et al., 2008; 2010) 

However, for a synchronous Social TV system to work, it must offer a range of 

communication options, as well as make interaction possibilities as simple as 

possible (Schatz, et al., 2008; Geerts and De Grooff, 2009). This is to be able to 

accommodate a diversity of viewers and TV content. As Schatz, et al (2010) 

identified voice as the least distracting sender, while text was the least distracting 

receiver, they evoked the dream scenario of utilizing a voice-to-text 

implementation as the optimal communication interface in a Social TV system. 

Social TV Heuristics 

Geerts and De Grooff (2009), researchers within the field of Social TV at the 

Catholic University of Leuven in the Netherlands, have proposed a set of Social 

TV heuristics to be taken into consideration when designing a Social TV system, 

based on user tests of Amigo TV, Motorola’s STV and the Ambulant Annotator 

(Cesar, Bulterman and Jansen, 2006), as well as the field notes from CollaboraTV, 

STV and ConnecTV. Although this thesis is not concerned with the matter of 

system design, the list of heuristics does present a general idea of associated 

viewing behavior from a design perspective. 

Geerts and De Grooff’s Social TV Heuristics  

1. Offer different channels and levels of communication 
2. Use awareness tools to signal availability 
3. Allow both synchronous and asynchronous use 
4. Support remote as well as co-located interaction 
5. Exploit viewing behavior for engaging other viewers 
6. Give user appropriate control over actions and settings 
7. Guarantee both personal and group privacy 
8. Minimize distraction from the content 
9. Notify user of incoming events  
10. Adapt to appropriate TV genre 
11. Let user flexibly share content  
12. Encourage shared activities 
 

(as cited from Geerts and De Groof, 2009) 
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2.3.2 Significance of TV genres 

The type of content being consumed appears to have an effect on whether a 

viewer is willing to engage in synchronous social interaction or not, as well as to 

the extent of that activity (Geerts, Cesar and Bulterman, 2008; Schatz, et al., 2008; 

2010; Ducheneaut, et al., 2008; Harboe, et al., 2008a; Huang, et al, 2009).  

Social TV Content 

Sport has generally been established as the Social TV content, with news and 

reality shows also being identified as suitable content (Geerts, Cesar and 

Bulterman, 2008; Schatz, et al., 2008; 2010; Ducheneaut, et al., 2008; Harboe, et al., 

2008a; Huang, et al, 2009). 

But besides sports, news and reality shows, the diversity of suitable content 

becomes more uncorrelated between different researchers. Findings include 

everything from soaps and quiz shows (Geerts, Cesar and Bulterman, 2008) to 

animations and documentaries (Ducheneaut, et al., 2008).  

When instead attempting to identify more fundamental qualities of TV content 

that was well received in a social TV setting, suitable content is found to fall in the 

following categories: a) People-centered content (Lull, 1990), b) content with 

bursty and redundant structures (Ducheneaut, et al., 2008), c) content that acts as 

social currency (current topics that acts as general conversation topics) or content 

that builds upon established social practices (Schatz, et al., 2008; 2010) or simply 

put, d) content that does not require the viewer’s full attention (Huang, et al., 

2009).  

2.3.3 Social Media And TV 

While researchers were experimenting with prototypes in laboratories around the 

world, the media landscape has gone through significant changes. Social 

networking sites (like e.g. Facebook and Twitter) are becoming increasingly more 

integrated into our lives, and since 2009 also being the top global online 

destinations (Nielsen, 2011c; d). Smartphones and tablets are also becoming 

increasingly more common, as 36% of the global online community reported 

owning a smartphone at the end of 2011, which is up from 21% in 2010 (28 000 

consumers in 56 countries) (Nielsen, 2012).  

It is further observed that over 60% of TV viewers engage in social media 

activities while watching TV (on a weekly basis) (12 000 consumers in 12 

countries) (Ericsson, 2012), and 44% of Smartphone and Tablet owners visit 

social media sites while watching TV (Nielsen, 2011d).  

TV Related Social Media Conversations 

What may be of an even greater significance is that TV viewers might actually be 

talking about what they are watching. Ericsson found that over 40% of the 

viewers that use social media while watching TV, actually talk about the content 

(Ericsson, 2012). These viewers were found to use primarily laptops (59% of the 

above) and smartphones (54% of the above) when doing this (Ericsson, 2012). 
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These TV-related social media conversations further appear to be part of a 

growing trend particularly in the USA, which is insinuated by studies and surveys 

like the following. 

TV-Guide.com surveyed 3000 US respondents in February of 2012 and found 

that 49% of the viewers that visited social media sites while watching TV were 

actually talking about what they were watching. 40% did so while watching a TV 

program deemed as a favorite. When accessing a social media site when using a 

Smartphone or a Tablet, 69% did so to simply see what others were saying, while 

33% also wanted to say something. (TVGUIDE.com, 2012a; b) 

A similar US based survey by the Hollywood reporter (2012), surveying 750 social 

network site visitors (ages 13-49), observed that 76% of those who post about TV, 

do so while watching. And 51% of these did so simply to feel more connected to 

other viewers (Hollywoodreporter, 2012). 

Social TV Metering 

In the wake of these social media trends in the context of TV consumption, 

metering companies like BluefinLabs (BluefinLabs, n.d.) and Trendrr (Trendrr, 

n.d.) have taken upon themselves to measure online social activities in regard to 

TV content in the US. Both BluefinLabs and Trendrr are indicating a constant 

growth in social activities around TV, both identifying this year’s Super Bowl 

(2012) as the biggest Social TV event of all time as of February 2012 (Mashable, 

2012a; BluefinLabs, 2012a), only to be followed by the Grammy Awards the week 

after (Mashable, 2012b; BluefinLabs, 2012b). During the Grammy Awards, 

Trendrr registered over 18 million distinct public social media activities 

(comments, ‘likes’, etc.) on monitored sites Twitter and Facebook as well as Social 

TV applications GetGlue, Miso and Viggle (Mashable, 2012b). These companies 

are however only capable of measuring publically available data. 

Most Social TV Traffic Is On Twitter 

The micro blogging service Twitter has been identified as the most used social 

media outlet in the context of talking about TV content. Trendrr reported that 85% 

of the registered social activities during February of 2012 happened on Twitter 

(Trendrr, 2012). One should however at this point not forget that social activities 

on Facebook tend to not always be publically available and therefore are harder to 

measure.  

As a relevant sidetrack in regard to Twitter, Wohn and Na (2011) conducted a 

study with the purpose of analyzing conversation patterns on Twitter during the 

broadcast of specific TV shows. They suggested a highly synchronous usage as 

tweets reacting to events on the TV screen occurred in very close conjunction to 

the triggering events, with very little time passing by.  
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2.3.4 Social TV Applications 

As the importance of social media in the context of TV consumption has 

continued to grow, the last couple of years have seen a significant increase in 

commercial software designating themselves as Social TV applications. These 

Social TV applications usually utilize an integration with either Twitter or 

Facebook and attempt to facilitate commenting and communication in regard to 

the content being consumed. It is also not uncommon that they are designed for 

use with a second screen, like a computer or a smartphone. (Cesar and Geerts, 

2011a) 

Cesar and Geerts (2011a) composed a survey and analysis of 35 existing and 

prototype Social TV applications as of 2011 in an attempt to classify the diversity 

of features and uses. They found that the applications could be divided into four 

categories based on features and purpose, where it was possible for an application 

to occupy two neighboring categories.  

The categories were as follows (Cesar and Geerts, 2011a): 

1. Content selection and sharing: For facilitation of choice of content to 

be consumed, based on information from other viewers and acquaintances. 

2. Direct communication: For facilitation of direct communication with 

another viewer utilizing chat, audio or video. 

3. Community building: For facilitation of communication with a greater 

community of viewers, often by leaving a trail of comments. 

4. Status updates: For facilitation of sharing with other what content is 

currently being consumed. 

Each category could then be further broken down into aspects in regard to how 

social activities were carried out, device used, method of communication, user 

representation, synchronization and network reach (Cesar and Geerts, 2011b). 

For the purpose of creating a better understanding of the range of existing social 

TV applications, a minor selection of some of the more prominent ones will be 

described here. 

GetGlue – A so called check-in application, which purpose is to facilitate the 

sharing of viewing habits. It utilizes a reward system to reward active users and 

supports integration with amongst others Facebook and Twitter. Has partnerships 

with 35 US TV networks that encourage its use in exchange for Getglue 

promoting their shows. (GetGlue, n.d.) 

Miso – Another check-in application with similar features as Getglue. (Cesar and 

Geerts, 2011a) 

Yap.TV – An application that integrates fully with Facebook and Twitter, to the 

point that it can be used as a Twitter client. It allows the user to interact with 

friends and other fans of the TV content being consumed. (Yap.TV, n.d.) 
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IntoNow – A check-in application facilitating connection to other viewers.  

Integrates with Facebook and Twitter and is able to identify content by sound, 

eliminating the need of typing in the name of the TV show. (IntoNow, n.d.) 

Zeebox – An application made for the British market with a wide variety of social 

features. It further provides information about the show. It integrates with both 

Twitter and Facebook. (Zeebox, n.d.) 

2.3.5 The Social TV User 

User Insight, a US based company focusing on user research for businesses, 

carried out a 12-month study in 2011 with the goal of creating a set of Social TV 

personas representing individuals likely to engage in Social TV activities 

(UserInsight, 2011a). Like in this thesis, they performed a qualitative study and set 

out to conduct 36 in-depth interviews looking at users’ enthusiasm for TV and 

social media and technology usage, followed by a second round of 5-7 additional 

interviews to identify persona characteristics (UserInsight, 2011b).  

As User Insight treated the project as a case study, the process was continuously 

and openly accounted for on a for-the-purpose dedicated blog (UserInsight, 

2011a). The final results were presented as short descriptions of each identified 

Social TV persona (UserInsight, 2011c). Given the commercial nature of the 

company and a non-academic documentation, their results were however 

cautiously approached and not considered fully valid, although still deduced as 

being interesting when embarking on a similar study. 

User Insight identified five personas building upon what seems to be a 

inconspicuous premise of a strong correlation between the enthusiasm for TV, 

the use of social media and the use of technology (UserInsight, 2011c). 

The personas were presented as follows (UserInsight, 2011c): 

Show less Joe: 

 

 

Not interested in particular TV programs 

Not interested in social media 

Not interested in technology 

Keeping Up Karl: 

 

 

Has favorite TV programs, but won’t make effort to watch them 

Only uses social media to keep in touch with family 
Uses technology, but that’s it 

Present Day Pat: 

 

 

Utilizes DVR to fit TV into daily routine 

Uses social media casually to catch up with friends 
Uses technology for everyday life 

Passionate Penny: 

 

 

Has dedicated TV time and consumes a lot 

Uses social media for additional information 

Uses technology to maximize TV consumption 

Chatty Catty: Makes time to watch content ‘live’ 

Uses social media to hear and be heard 

Uses technology to connect to others 
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Taking a closer look at the persona (Chatty Catty) that would represent the group 

of users most likely to be excited by Social TV implementations, we find a user 

that watches ‘live’ (scheduled broadcasted) TV on a daily basis and follows a 

majority of trending TV programs. He/she enjoys communicating while watching 

TV, using any communication method available, and welcomes tools that facilitate 

this interactivity.  He/she is also gratified by sharing experiences and will gladly 

interact with anybody, whether friend or stranger. He/she also finds joy in being 

able to recommend content to others. (UserInsight, 2011c) 
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3. Methodology 
This chapter describes in detail the entire process undertaken to both collect 

as well as analyze the primary data of this thesis, as a means to validate the 

findings of this study. It addresses both the original research design, as well 

as the actual implementation of that design. It further describes in detail the 

method of recruiting subjects utilizing social channels.  

3.1 Strategy of Inquiry 

Inspired by Ethnography 

On the onset of this study, I found myself to be deeply inspired by a lot of the 

ethnographic work that had been conducted in connection to TV behavioral 

studies in the past, like the study by Gauntlett and Hill (1999) or the one by Lull 

(1990), only to name a few of the more prominent.   

Ethnography, in its true meaning consisting of longitudinal studies, has the 

researcher observe behavior as it occurs in its natural environment over an 

extended period of time, where in-depth interviews are conducted in that very 

environment (Bryman, 2004). It's however a term that has come to an accepted 

misuse in the context of TV studies (Gauntlett and Hill, 1999). According to 

Gauntlett and Hill (1999), ethnographies by people like James Lull (1990) inspired 

media researchers to descend into similar studies, but often significantly limiting 

the extent of those studies. Time-consuming observations were ignored and focus 

was merely set on that data be collected in the natural environment of the subjects. 

Gauntlett and Hill (1999) jokingly states that “critics might say this is evidence of 

the short attention spans allegedly produced by TV, that media scholars have been 

satisfied with ethnographies based on a handful of afternoon chats”. 

As I set out to explore the viewing behavior associated with an active adoption of 

synchronous Social TV, an ethnographic approach was of course an interesting 

thought, at least in the twisted misuse of the term that had come to existence in 

regard to TV studies. However, as ethnographic studies in any form often are 

both lengthy and costly, this was of course never a viable option.  

The Qualitative Paradigm 

But exploring human behavior and the in-depth details of that behavior, it was 

clear that my approach would be of a qualitative nature. And being qualitative, the 

findings would not be about describing anything in numbers or significance, but 

rather yielding a description in words; words by the subjects being studied, 

descriptions of their realities (Creswell, 2003; Merriam, 1994).  

Exploring and seeking new insights also brought forth that this research would be 

mainly inductive, also common for the qualitative paradigm (Merriam, 1994), 

although this thesis also uses theory as a theoretical lens to guide the research 
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design (Creswell, 2003). But being mainly inductive, I didn’t see my research 

question and purpose to be set in stone, but rather being a subject of a wider 

interpretation. 

This thesis was approached as a case study (Merriam, 1994). The case was the 

phenomena that makes up the synchronous Social TV activity, based on the 

realities of the people who adopt it. And as this is a phenomenological and 

thereby interpretive approach, the synchronous Social TV activity was to be 

explored through the eyes of the subjects, through their own interpretations of 

those realities (Bryman, 2004; Merriam, 1994). Each subject was to be treated as 

unique, not seeking exactly the same answers from each subject, but rather 

looking into the details that make up each reality. This was to be able to create a 

more complete and holistic picture of the synchronous Social TV viewing 

behavior, basing it on multiple realities (Lincoln and Guba, 1985, cited in Merriam, 

1994). 

Inspired by previous ethnographies and how they put an importance on the 

environment in which behavior occurs, some weight was also to be put on 

exploring the environment. Morley (1986), for one, emphasized the importance of 

understanding TV viewing as an activity played out within a specific context. An 

understanding of context is important when studying any human behavior 

(Bryman, 2004).  

Strategies of Inquiry 

And so, I intended to rely on the most reliable tool of the qualitative paradigm as 

my primary instrument: the qualitative interview.  

Furthermore, inspired by previous TV studies, I chose to incorporate further 

methods of data collection with the purpose of triangulating my primary data and 

seeking a higher validity for my findings (Bryman, 2004). I chose to incorporate 

participant authored diaries to provide details about the context through the eyes 

of the subject. I also, in the spirit of ethnography, chose to incorporate a notion 

of virtual observation, observing in the virtual environment of the mediated 

behavior that makes up a part of the synchronous Social TV activity. 

Consequently, my strategies of inquiry were to consist of: 

• Qualitative interviews 

• Participant authored diaries 

• Virtual observations 
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3.2 Target Group  
This chapter defines the target subjects to be studied. 

The Social Viewer 

As the behavior to be studied was in regard to synchronous Social TV activities, it 

was only natural that the subjects to be studied were adopters of these activities; 

that is, a) individuals that regularly engaged in social activities about TV content,  

b) utilizing some kind of social media, social networking or Social TV application, 

c) and that they did this while they were watching the content in question.  

The target was set on early adopters that were highly active and had deeply 

incorporated Social TV habits. This was to be able to explore the details of a 

highly developed Social TV viewing behavior. From this point on, a TV consumer 

manifesting this behavior will be designated as the social viewer.  

Barkhuus and Brown (2009) indicated in their work that, although early adopters 

are generally dangerous subjects to study, that in the case of TV consumption they 

can be quite indicative, due to TV consumption in general already being such an 

adopted practice. 

The USA 

With this criterion as the starting point, it was further deduced that USA would be 

an interesting geographical area to acquire subjects. This was due to the indication 

of a wide and growing adoption in that market (BluefinLabs, 2012a; b; Mashable, 

2012a, b; Hollywoodreporter 2012; TVGUIDE.com, 2012), as well as the high 

incorporation of Social TV applications, many of which exclusive to the US 

region. 

Social Recruiting 

A central part of this thesis would be the acquirement of subjects for the study. 

Since the very nature of the behavior to be studied revolved around the adoption 

of social networking applications, it was concluded that these applications were 

also potential tools to be used to locate candidates for the study, as individuals’ 

very presence in these spaces would be indicative of fulfilling the main criteria of 

the target group. 

To facilitate the search for and obtainment of potential subjects, further criteria 

were taken into consideration regarding the target group. 

As the micro blog Twitter had been identified as playing a central role in the 

current Social TV landscape and therefore can be considered a Social TV 

implementation, not only for generating the highest amount of related social 

media traffic (Trendrr, 2012), but also for being integrated into a lot of dedicated 

Social TV applications, it was concluded that this be a good tool to use to search 

for candidates. This was further promoted by its public nature (as in all activity 

conducted on Twitter is publically available for anyone to see). Cautiously inspired 
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by the work of UserInsight (2011a; b; c) and their most active persona, it was also 

deduced that a highly active social viewer would utilize a variety of tools in their 

synchronous Social TV activities. This subsequently indicated that using Twitter 

as a recruiting platform would still generate candidates that adopted other Social 

TV tools. As this thesis set out to study the viewing behavior associated with 

active use of synchronous Social TV implementations detached from any specific 

application, it was of interest to find subjects using a wide range of tools, to be 

able to create a more general and complete picture of the behavior. 

It was further presumed, by indication from the Social TV metering by Trendrr 

(Trendrr, n.d.) and BluefinLabs (BluefinLabs, n.d.), as well as by the work of 

UserInsight (UserInsight, 2011c), that a social viewer consumes at least a subset 

of TV content ‘live’, which would facilitate the search for subjects when using 

Twitter. And, again deduced from UserInsight (UserInsight, 2011c), the social 

viewer is assumed of having a higher frequency of TV consumption, which would 

facilitate conducting a diary study within a shorter time span.   
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3.3 Research Design 
This chapter explains in detail the design of the study prior to execution. The 

next chapter covers the actual realization of the study (→ 3.4 

Implementation).  

Given the target participants and the strategies of inquiry, the study was set up as 

following. After the initial theoretical and preparatory stages, the stages of 

execution were to be: 

• Social recruiting of candidates utilizing Twitter and an online screener 

• Identifying and obtaining participants from a set of candidates 

• Introduction of study  

• Diary assignment (1 week)x 

• Virtual observation (1 week)x 

• Interview (60-90min) 

• Analysis of data 

x The diary and observation stages were not executed for all participants; more 

about this in the next chapter (→ 3.4 Implementation). 

Furthermore, the study was to be divided into two phases, consisting of an initial 

pilot study in Sweden, followed by the main study that would be conducted with 

subjects in the US.  

Pilot study in Sweden 

• 2 Face to face interviews 

• 2 Skype interviews 

Main study in USA 

• 8-10 Skype interviews 

Main Study 

The main study was targeted to be carried out with American subjects, as the US 

had been identified as a region of interest (→ 3.2 Target Group). Given the 

distance to this particular geographical area, Skype would be utilized to enable 

remote interviewing by the means of video calls. The number of participants was 

targeted to a minimum of 8-10 completed interviews on conferment with my 

supervisor at Ericsson. 

Pilot Study 

Prior to the main study, a pilot study was to be employed in Sweden with the 

purpose of testing the methodology, both in terms of the recruiting process as 

well as the data collection. Each stage would first be initiated in Sweden, to be 

Each participant 
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tested and adjusted prior to execution in USA. The two phases would 

consequently be conducted in parallel but shifted by around two weeks. 

The pilot study would incorporate both face-to-face as well as Skype interviews, 

where the face-to-face interviews were to test the interview guide and build up 

confidence and experience regarding interviewing techniques. The Skype 

interviews were subsequently to test the method of remote interviewing. It is 

furthermore common praxis to conduct a pilot study in connection to an 

interview study (Graham, 2008).  

The Swedish data collected from the pilot study was initially not going to be used 

in the main analysis, but as will be covered in the next chapter (→ 3.4 

Implementation), the pilot study was later dropped and incorporated into the 

main study to compensate for a deficiency of subjects. 

Participant Incentive 

Each participant would upon completion of the study receive a gift certificate 

corresponding US$ 20. They would be informed about this at the beginning of the 

study to serve as an incentive to push through with the participation.  

3.3.1 Social Recruiting 
This chapter describes the intended method of utilizing social networks to 

acquire potential candidates for the study. 

Twitter was to be utilized to obtain potential subjects. This was to be realized by 

the tweeting of a link to a “screener” (see below) in conjunction with the 

broadcast of a variety of TV programs with the help of hashtags. A hashtag is a 

way of connecting a tweet to a certain topic with the help of a keyword and is a 

way for people to filter out tweets belonging to a topic of interest (Twitter, n.d.). 

It was presumed that an individual’s monitoring of a relevant hashtag during the 

time of a TV program’s airing was enough to assume that individual as a potential 

candidate.  

Screener 

The screener was set up as a website consisting of a short introduction to the 

study, followed by an online questionnaire. The purpose of this setup was to help 

screen out potential participants from a set of registered candidates. More details 

about the screener can be found in Appendix I. 

3.3.2 Interviews 

As the primary source of data, the interviews were to be implemented as semi 

structured and open-ended. This would allow each participant to talk freely about 

specified areas of interest, with the interviewer acting as a guide and continuously 

probing for details with open ended questions (Graham, 2008).  

Due to the exploratory nature of the study and the approach that each subject can 

provide further insight into the studied behavior, no weight was going to be put 
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on using exactly the same phrasing of questions in each interview. Instead, each 

participant would be treated as a unique case and the interview would adapt 

accordingly, probing for areas of interest as they surface, or guiding the subjects 

back to topic if they stray.  

Inspired by my supervisor at Ericsson, the interviews would be approached on a 

scenario basis, where each area of interest would be probed for in the terms of a 

scenario, and where an arbitrary number of scenarios could be addressed within 

each interview. A scenario could consist of a specific and exemplifying illustration 

of a synchronous Social TV activity and could be provided by either the preceding 

diary assignment or by the participant during the interview. Building upon specific 

scenarios was presumed to help the participant to remember details and give a 

more in-depth perspective of his/her activities. 

Interview Guide 

Based on instructions by Graham (2008), the interview guide was developed by 

initially generating an unrestricted number of relevant and specific questions 

based on the five research questions of this thesis. This produced a set of 122 

questions. These were then grouped, organized and categorized with the help of 

an Excel spreadsheet, resulting in an interview guide consisting of 14 areas of 

interest. Each area had a subset of open-ended questions to be used as a reference 

guide during the interviews. 

The interview guide was tested twice using friends as guinea pigs prior to 

deployment, as is praxis when developing an interview guide (Graham, 2008). It 

can be found in Appendix II. 

Skype Interviews 

As has already been addressed, Skype, an application enabling free video calls, was 

going to be utilized to enable remote interviewing of US participants. According 

to Bertrand and Bourdeau (2010), a video call using Skype could be approached as 

a traditional face-to-face interview, both in implementation and analysis, which 

further promoted its implementation in the study.  

It was important to provide an experience as close to a face-to-face interview as 

possible, to be able to build rapport with the participants and help them open up 

and speak freely. To deal with the by Bertrand and Bourdeau (2010) identified 

deficiency of not being able to make eye contact during a video call, a solution 

was contrived that is described in Appendix III.  

3.3.3 Diary Assignment 

The intended diary assignment had two purposes: To collect contextual 

information about the participants’ synchronous Social TV activities and to act as 

a tool of reflection for the participants prior to the interview. The first would also 

provide scenarios for the interviews as well as verify statements that were made.  
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Inspired by the work of Hess (2011), who conducted a well-received diary study 

on media usage, the diary assignment was designed to be pre-structured and 

event-based (Bolger, Davis and Rafaeli, 2003), triggered by the event of a 

synchronous Social TV activity. The participants would be asked to complete the 

questionnaire as soon as possible after such an event. 

Details about the diary assignment can be found in Appendix IV. The diary 

assignment was further not executed for all participants, more about this in the 

next chapter (→ 3.4 Implementation). 

3.3.4 Virtual Observation 

As “real” observations are associated with being both time consuming and 

difficult (Bryman, 2008; Creswell, 2003) (and considering the distance of the 

intended subjects: really difficult), these were of course only briefly considered. 

Instead, as the nature of synchronous Social TV appeared to revolve around the 

notion of mediated interactions, an observation study of a subject’s virtual 

behavior was adopted.   

Twitter was chosen as the primary site of observation, since the intended strategy 

of recruiting subjects presumed at least a minimal engagement with Twitter. The 

public nature of Twitter would also make observations easier and minimize the 

demand on the participant to only having to approve of this stage. The 

observation would thus be complete, observing without interacting with the site 

(Creswell, 2003).  

The actual observation would consist of the monitoring of a participant’s activities 

on Twitter during the week of the diary study, taking field notes of interesting and 

relevant observations (Creswell, 2003). This would be implemented by utilizing 

Tweetdeck (Tweetdeck, n.d.), a desktop application for managing Twitter 

activities, and Archivist (The Archivist, n.d.), an application for archiving Twitter 

feeds. 

The virtual observation was also not realized for all participants, more about this 

in the following chapter (→ 3.4 Implementation). 
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3.4 Implementation 
This chapter covers the realization of this thesis’ methodology described in 

the previous chapter. As will be addressed here, the pilot study was dropped 

and instead incorporated into the main study. This adjusted the nature of the 

study to look at both Swedish and American participants as a joint group. 

The diary assignment as well as the virtual observation stages were further 

redesignated as voluntary and administered on a per-case-basis. 

3.4.1 Social Recruiting 
This chapter covers the different stages of the social recruiting process (first 

described in → 3.2 Target Group and → 3.3.1 Social Recruiting).  

The recruiting process was conducted in parallel in both Sweden and the USA, 

instigated by recruiting difficulties at the onset of the Swedish recruiting. 

Although presuming the generation of a high number of potential candidates 

given the wide reach of Twitter, the general tweeting of an invitation did not 

produce the expected amount of traffic to the website.  

Focus was also shifted to increasing the number of Swedish subjects to be part of 

the study, as an early deficit of US candidates indicated a potential shortage of US 

participants. This eventually also caused the redesignating of the pilot study to be 

part of the main study. 

Successive adjustments were made to different stages of the recruiting process, as 

well as to the demands of the study. These were done in an attempt to; 

• drive more traffic to the screener website 

• increase the number of individuals to complete screener 

• increase the number of candidates to actually participate 

Driving Traffic to the Screener Utilizing Twitter 
A more active strategy of driving traffic to the designated screening website 

was adapted successively during 4 different phases. 

Phase 1: Broadcasting of Tweets 

Initially, tweets were broadcasted in conjunction with the airing of various TV 

programs, as a general encouragement to volunteer to the study (→ 3.3.1 Social 

Recruiting).  

• In the US the TV programs were chosen arbitrarily according to genre and 

weekly statistics from Trendrr indicating programs with a high amount of 

mediated social activities.  

• In Sweden TV programs were chosen merely at random according to 

genre.  

The general approach was to spread out the tweeting to occur evenly in line with 

different genres, such as sports, sitcoms, drama, etc. This was to be able to acquire 
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a set of candidates with a wide range of different interests. This strategy initially 

resulted in a near non-existent amount of visitors to the US screener. As for 

Sweden, the strategy was driving traffic to the website, although in limited 

numbers.  

Timing the tweets with commercial breaks was observed to increase the number 

of visitors, resulting in a small number of registered candidates. The timing of 

commercial breaks could however not be applied to the American region, due to 

not having access to the actual broadcasts of the TV programs. 

Phase 2: Identifying and Contacting Socially Active Viewers 

A more active strategy was adopted to raise the number of candidates, 

implemented parallel to the broadcasting of tweets. Utilizing the desktop 

application The Archivist (The Archivist, n.d.), relevant Twitter traffic was logged 

during the broadcast of various TV programs. This data was then sorted 

according to individuals and number of tweets, restricted to a time frame of 

30min prior to 30min after the time of respective TV program (this to capture 

both pre- and after chatter). An arbitrary selection of the most active individuals 

were chosen from each data set and then contacted directly on Twitter to invite 

them to join the study. 

This proved to be effective in Sweden, resulting in the majority of invited visiting 

the website, and closer to half registering as candidates by filling out the 

questionnaire.  

In the US, the invites were still not driving any significant traffic to the website. It 

was observed, on reference by two of the invited, that the tweets were coming off 

as spam. 

Phase 3: Engaging Socially Active Viewers 

To compensate for being identified as spam, a further approach was adapted. 

Instead of inviting active individuals directly, I attempted to open up 

conversations with them as to prove my being human. The invitation to volunteer 

to the study was then addressed as part of the ongoing conversation. 

This proved to be the most effective way to generate candidates in the US, initially 

quickly resulting in one individual registering via the screener.  

Note: Colloquial Language 

It was observed that using a more colloquial language in the tweets, whether 

broadcasted or direct, drove more traffic to the screener website. 

Note: Ambassadors 

It was further observed that having other individuals acting as ambassadors on 

Twitter, spreading the invitation to the screener to their followers by the means of 

retweeting them, also drove significantly more traffic to the website. 
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Phase 4: Other Channels 

As a final attempt, a kind of a last resort, to increase the number of participants, a 

link to the screener was spread using other social channels, such as discussion 

forums dedicated to TV content (e.g. TV.com (www.tv.com) or relevant 

subforums on Reddit (www.reddit.com) or personal social networks of Ericsson 

employees as well as of some of my acquaintances (deliberately avoiding my own 

as not wanting to generate biased or compromised data).  

This yielded in traffic to the screener as well as a couple of registered candidates, 

although the majority not matching the main criteria of the study. 

Increasing the Number of Individuals to Complete Screener 
The formality of the screener and the demands of the study appeared to set a 

high barrier for potential candidates, resulting in a more informal approach. 

The information on the screener went through a number of successive 

adjustments, moving from a more formal language to a more colloquial one, from 

an objective to a more personal tone and from being about a research study to 

being about a student conducting a project. This was a result of an early 

observation that, although people were visiting the screener, few took the time to 

actually complete the questionnaire and thereby register themselves as a candidate.  

The information about the study initially granted on the website, was abstracted to 

a summarized form, as to be quicker to read, as well as to put focus on the reward 

(→ 3.3 Research Design, Participant Incentive). The demands on potential 

participants were also gradually lowered. This was found to generate a higher 

number of candidates.  

Recruiting of Participants 
The recruiting of participants from the provided set of candidates proved to 

be a process of complications. 

At an early stage, building on literature (Graham, 2008), stating an importance of 

ascertaining that a participant is aware of all the details of the participation, 

especially addressing privacy concerns, the initial E-mails sent to potential 

participants were highly informative. This proved to deem in no responses from 

any of the contacted. 

This spawned adjustments to the approach, successively lifting information from 

the initial contact as well as the adaptation to a more colloquial language. 

Furthermore, as with the screener, demands started to be lifted and weight was 

put on the incentive, the gift certificates.  

Individuals were observed to be more responsive to the short, concise but friendly 

approach, and most responsive when contact had been initiated already on 

Twitter.  
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However, contacted individuals often claimed not having the time, although 

having an interest. This consequently led to lengthy negotiations in the majority of 

cases, with compromises made regarding demands, extent and time of the study, 

which were gladly made due to the shortage of candidates. The video call also 

proved to be an area of sensitivity in some cases, in which an ordinary phone call 

was offered in its place.  

3.4.2 Results of the Social Recruiting 
This gives a brief overview over statistics of the recruiting process as well as 

the results. 

Number of Visitors to Screener 

The social recruiting process resulted in 431 identified human visitors (rest being 

unidentifiable or identified as “bots”) to the screener during the 7 week period it 

was active. 59% of this traffic was Swedish.  

Broadcasted Tweets 

Tweets were broadcasted in conjunction with 13 specific TV programs in Sweden, 

and 25 in USA, although during several instances of a majority of the TV 

programs. Exact number of tweets is unknown due to failure in the log kept for 

outgoing Twitter traffic.  

Number of TV Programs Analyzed for Potential Candidates 

Twitter traffic was logged and analyzed for interesting candidates for 36 specific 

broadcasts of TV programs in the US (although for both the eastern and western 

show times for each broadcast), and 16 in Sweden. Exact number of contacted 

individuals is unknown due to failure in the outgoing Twitter log, though the last 

field note from mid process indicates at least 60 individuals contacted. 

Conversations on Twitter 

16 actual conversations were held on Twitter, which later resulted in two acquired 

participants. 

Number of Completed Screeners 

The entire recruiting process resulted in 46 candidates to complete the screening 

process, where 80% were Swedes and the remaining 20% consisted of 7 

Americans, 1 British and 1 Canadian individual. 

Number of Acceptable Candidates 

32 of these were identified as acceptable subjects to be studied (12 were identified 

as very good), where these consisted of 27 Swedes (84%) and 5 Americans (16%). 

Number of Responsive Candidates 

Only 16 of the contacted candidates were responsive to E-mails, even though 

several reminders were sent to the remaining, gradually lifting requirements and 

demands.  
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Of the 16 that did reply, 1 quickly declined, 1 became nonresponsive during 

follow up E-mails and 1 came so late in the process that time was never found for 

the actual interview.  A further 3 of these both accepted and booked times for 

interviews, but were later deemed as no-shows, when not showing up for the 

interview, followed by the breaking of all further contact.  

Number of Interviews 

The remaining resulted in 10 completed interviews, although 3 of which only after 

having the time of the interview rebooked a succession of times. It further took 

an average of 13,9 E-mails per participant to set up each interview (min: 4, max: 

37).  

3.4.3 Interviews 
This chapter gives an overview of the conduction of the interviews as well as 

how they were analyzed. 

Realization of the Interviews 

The recruiting process resulted in 10 completed interviews, where the individuals 

were interviewed parallel to the ongoing recruiting process, as soon as each 

opportunity emerged. One interview was cut short at about 35min and later 

dropped from the dataset, due to several significant inconsistencies in the 

participant’s narrative when being probed for details. This data was deemed as 

being invalid. 

The remaining 9 consisted of 3 Americans and 6 Swedes, which were interviewed 

by different methods. They consisted of 3 face-to-face, 3 Skype and 3 telephone 

interviews. The face-to-face interviews were held at group activity rooms at 

Stockholm University and a conference room at Ericsson in Kista. The American 

interviews were conducted in English, whereas the Swedish interviews in Swedish. 

The interviews were documented with handwritten notes for the purpose of 

keeping track of the interview and relied on recordings for the actual collection of 

data. The Skype interviews were recorded with both video and audio using the 

software Pamela (Pamela, n.d.), the face-to-face interviews were recorded with 

audio only using an Iphone and the telephone interviews by using an Iphone 

connected by cable to a recording laptop. Each participant was informed about 

their anonymity and the recording prior to the interviews. 

The interviews were between 60-75min in length, and were kicked off with a very 

brief overview of the participant’s background. The following 5-10min covered 

TV habits and practices in general, which in the majority of cases usually also fed 

at least one scenario to set off the main part of the interview. The interviews were 

usually followed by a short period of general and friendly small talk.  

Incentives 

The participants were rewarded with gift certificates for their participation, 

corresponding US$ 20 and US$ 27 for the face-to-face interviews. The gift 
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certificates consisted of electronic gift cards from Amazon for the US, where as 

the Swedish individuals were offered a line of options, although most choosing SF 

cinema gift cards. The gift certificates were either handed over or sent by mail or 

E-mail shortly after the interview. 

Transcription 

Based on instructions by Creswell (2003) and Graham (2008). 

Although video was available for the three Skype interviews, only audio was 

utilized for the transcription process, as to treat all interviews equally.  

The interviews were listened to and transcribed in full, as it was noted that the 

clarity of both the Skype as well as the phone interviews were slightly 

compromised due to the method of communication. It was deemed that by 

making a full transcription and listening attentively for every word spoken, that 

the probability of mishearing would be lowered. The transcripts were 

consequently a written word-for-word copy of the interviews, including pauses 

and notations about actions such as laughter or gasps. Although being a lengthy 

process, the transcribing provided a high familiarity with the data, serving as a 

primary stage of analysis.  

Two of the Skype recordings were found to be corrupted after 40min, and 

consequently not being fully transcribed. The missing data was however first 

reconstructed from interview notes, and then validated by having the respective 

participant answer the missing questions again, but via E-mail.  

The full transcripts were processed to clean up flaws of spoken language and to 

capture the essence of each statement, eliminating repetitions, misplaced words or 

other spoonerisms.  

Coding 

Based on instructions by Creswell (2003) and Graham (2008). 

The transcripts were initially processed individually, identifying key statements in 

each interview. During an iterative process, these key statements were then coded 

according to their contents, each interview being processed multiple times and 

many statements with dual coding.  

General themes were identified corresponding to areas of the interview guide, 

although the interview guide was not directly used as a basis for the analysis. 

The key statements were imported into Excel, to facilitate further processing. The 

data set consisted of 647 citations, which were organized according to identified 

themes, and then categorized into the five main areas (sub-questions) of the study 

(→ 1.2 Purpose Statement), forming the basis of the narrative which will be 

presented in the findings (→ 4. Empirical Findings).   
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The Swedish data was not translated into English for the sake of this report until 

the writing of the narrative, when all themes and interconnections had already 

been identified. 

Interpretation of Interview Results 

The transcribing of identified themes and key statements into a coherent narrative 

served as the final in-depth analysis of the findings of this study, a lengthy process 

which gave me, in the role of the researcher, a lot of time to reflect on what was 

actually being said and identifying connections between the themes. This 

subsequently served as the background for my final conclusions. 

3.4.4 Diaries 

The diary assignment was redesignated to be voluntary, due to the circumstances 

of the recruiting process. It was not offered to all participants, but each situation 

was evaluated individually according to the general attitude of the candidate, as to 

if an increased workload, even if voluntary, could lead to a potential drop out.  

The diary assignment was explained in short as to be filled out in connection to 

having watched TV, as many times as they wanted. In those cases entries were 

made, I acknowledged them to further motivate the participant in question. 

Six participants were offered the assignment, where three actually pushed through 

with it. One however later proved to be a “no show” for the actual interview. In 

the two remaining cases, the diary entries were exploited as to feed discussions 

during the interviews, as well as to verify some of the statements shared by 

respective participant. The data from the diaries were not analyzed separately, but 

instead used to weigh the relevant statements in the primary data.  

3.4.5 Virtual Observations 

The importance of the observations was also reduced. Each situation was 

evaluated individually as to if a request of observation may be identified as a 

breach of privacy and consequently lead to a drop out.  

Five participants were observed accordingly, as for their social activities on 

Twitter. Field notes of observations were taken, which were used both as a means 

to feed discussions during the interview, as well as to verify statements made. 

They were then used to weigh the relevant statements during the analysis. 
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3.5 Reliability and Validity 
When conducting research of any kind, it appears to be an established 

convention to address the matters of reliability and validity. 

Reliability and validity are important concepts in evaluating the quality of 

quantitative research. However, as qualitative research is based upon other 

assumptions and views of the world than quantitative research, there have been 

discussions about the relevance for these concepts in the evaluation of qualitative 

studies, where many have argued that these should be evaluated differently. 

(Bryman, 2004; Merriam, 1994) 

Nevertheless, to address reliability in the terms of quantitative research, which 

concern the question of whether the results of a study are repeatable (Bryman, 

2004), I have included highly detailed descriptions of both planning and execution, 

as to make a repetition possible (Merriam, 1994). It’s however noteworthy that a 

replication of a qualitative study, such as this thesis, wouldn’t necessarily conclude 

in similar results. Patel and Davidson (2011) on the other hand argue that it is 

more important to capture unique situations that may deliver a wide variety of 

answers rather than always obtaining the same ones, which is one of the core 

viewpoints of this study.  

In terms of validity when applied to qualitative research, it becomes about striving 

for good validity in every part of the research process. As every qualitative 

research is different from the other, it is important for a researcher to describe the 

process carefully to enable the reader to build their own interpretation of the 

results (Patel & Davidson, 2011). In order to increase the validity of this thesis, I 

have carefully described every single step and choice of the research process. 

Since the study was based on interviews, I have also strived for a balance between 

quotations from the participants with my own interpretations, as to make it 

possible for the reader to evaluate the trustworthiness of my conclusions (Patel 

and Davidson, 2011). 

 



EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
 

- 33 - 
 

4. Empirical Findings 
This chapter presents the main findings. Following a detailed description of 

the participants, the main findings from the interviews are presented as a 

narrative describing identified themes. The narrative is divided into the five 

main areas of this study (as defined by the sub-questions) (→ 1.2 Purpose 

Statement). 

4.1 Participant Backgrounds 
This chapter is intended to provide a detailed description of the participants 

that made up this study, as to provide a better understanding of the findings. 

4.1.1 Deviation from Target Group 

The final 9 participants to be included in the analysis deviated slightly from the 

intended target group. As the pilot study had been dropped due to the deficit in 

American candidates, the main dataset came to include both American and 

Swedish individuals. Furthermore, the majority of participants were acquired in 

Sweden rather than the US, making the final group to consist of 6 Swedes and 3 

Americans. 

As it also was initially intended to acquire subjects that intermutually utilized a 

wider range of various Social TV applications, there was a further deviation: The 

majority of the participating individuals utilized mainly Twitter or Facebook in 

this particular context. This may however have been a result of the majority being 

in Sweden, where there may not be many dedicated applications available yet. The 

American male P3 was the only one to acknowledge using a dedicated Social TV 

application, which in his case was Getglue. He was actually the only one in the 

entire screening process to acknowledge using any service other than Facebook or 

Twitter. Interestingly, he only used Getglue as a means to automate his “I’m 

watching” posts on Facebook, and would still use both Twitter and Facebook 

directly.  

Further, only 8 of the 9 participants declared regularly engaging in synchronous 

Social TV. The exception was in regard to the American female P2, who actually 

did not match the main criteria of the study, as she did not regularly engage in 

synchronous Social TV activities. She however explicitely expressed wanting to do 

so more often, and provided in-depth insights into both the drivers and the needs 

of a social viewer, as to why her interview was still included in the main analysis. 
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4.1.2 Demographics 

1D: Diary assignment 
2O: Virtual Observation 

 

The 9 participants consisted of 3 males and 6 females, where circumstances had 

created a slight gender disproportion. They were further in the ages 21 to 46 with 

the average age landing around 30 years of age. Occupational background and 

household composition provided some diversity.   

All the participants were also acquired utilizing different strategies as well as 

interviewed by different methods.  

  

 Gender Age Country Occupation 
Household 

members 

Interview 

method 
D1 O2 Acquired by 

P1 Female 21 USA 
College 

student 

Parents and 5 

younger 

siblings 

Skype  x 
Retweet by 

P3 

P2 Female 35 USA Housewife 
Husband and 

son (10) 
Skype x  

TV related 

discussion 

forum 

P3 Male 24 USA Photographer 
Parents and 

cousin 
Skype x x 

Conversation 

on Twitter 

P4 Female 24 Sweden Accounting Boyfriend Face to face   Facebook 

P5 Female 29 Sweden 
University 

student 

Fiancé and 

daughter (1) 
Face to face   

Tweet during 

Game of 

Thrones 

P6 Female 30 Sweden Guide - Telephone   

Tweet during 

Game of 

thrones 

7 Female 42 Sweden PR 

Husband, 

son(22), 

daughter(17) 

Telephone  x 
Conversation 

on Twitter 

P8 Male 26 Sweden Hotel 
Mother, 

Uncle+family 
Telephone  x 

Tweet during 

football 

game 

P9 Male 46 Sweden Engineer - Face to face  x 
Retweet by 

P7 
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4.1.3 General TV Habits 

 

At the onset of each interview, the participants were asked to briefly talk about 

their TV practices in general, as to provide a background of viewing behaviors 

and to get a better understanding of how their social viewing behavior either 

connected or differed from the ordinary. All participants were big consumers of 

TV content, the majority claiming to watch several hours a day. Consumption 

methods varied between individuals, as well as the typical social context (i.e. the 

presence of another viewer or person in the physical space).  

 

  

 TV time Consumption methods TV screen Room 
Typical 

social 

context 

P1 
Several 

hours  daily 

TV, legal streaming sites, 

DVR 
TV, laptop Bedroom Alone 

P2 
Several 

hours daily 
Legal streaming sites 

TV with 

attached PC 
Living room Husband 

P3 
Several 

hours daily 

TV, legal streaming sites, 

DVR 
TV, PC Bedroom Alone 

P4 
At least one  

hour daily 

Downloads, streaming 

sites, TV 
TV Living room 

Alone / 

Boyfriend 

P5 
Several times 

weekly 
TV, legal streaming sites TV, laptop Living room Fiancé 

P6 
Several 

hours daily 
TV, streaming sites TV, laptop Living room Alone 

P7 
Several 

hours daily 

TV, illegal streaming 

sites 
TV, laptop 

Living room,  

Bedroom 

Alone / 

Household 

P8 
Several times 

weekly 

Illegal streaming sites, 

TV 
PC, TV Bedroom Alone 

P9 
Several 

hours daily 

TV, downloads, legal 

streaming sites 
TV Living room Alone 
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4.2 Synchronous Social TV Driving Forces 
This chapter addresses sub-question 1 of the purpose statement, i.e. why do 

TV viewers engage in Social TV viewing? As a means to understand the 

participants and consequently any findings concerning the viewing behavior 

associated with synchronous Social TV, a set of motives were identified as to 

why an individual engages in social interaction while consuming TV content.  

Summary of Key Findings 

The following driving forces were identified. These may be used as a means to 

understand the viewing behaviors and practices associated with synchronous 

Social TV. 

4.2.1 Managing Solitude 
• Seeking remote viewers to interact with when lacking co-

located viewers to share viewing experience with 

4.2.2 The Need to Feel Connected with Others 
• Wanting to share a social space with other like-minded and feel 

like part of a greater community 

4.2.3 The Need of Validating One’s Opinions and Reactions  
• By checking other viewers’ reactions 

4.2.4 Curiosity 
• Of what other viewers might be saying; “eavesdropping” 

4.2.5 Seeking Additional Information  
• About TV content by interacting with other viewers or the 

entities of the content 

4.2.6 The Need to Interact with and Influence Content 
• Driven by the possibility to do just that 

4.2.7 Gratification of Being Acknowledged by Others 
• In regard to producing material in a shared social space 

• Being acknowledged by a source of expertise or celebrity of 

even higher value 

4.2.8 The Need to Analyze and Discuss TV Content 
• Specially in regard to fiction 

 

4.2.1 Managing Solitude 

Watching TV is one thing I don’t like doing alone 

A common reason to seek out social interaction appears to be the lack of 

somebody to interact with in the physical space. This was particularly apparent 

amongst those participants that often consumed TV alone (P1, P3, P6), but also 

amongst a few of the participants that consumed TV both alone and with other 

household members (P4, P7). A mutual understanding between these participants 

was that they seemed to identify the act of watching TV as a social event, 

especially when it came to sharing instinctive reactions to events on the TV screen. 

In fact, when depicting watching TV with another co-located viewer, it was often 

described as a very social activity (P2, P4, P5, P7). 

“We egg each other on, ’Look how stupid they are!’ or ’Look how 

smart they are!’”  

P4 (Female 24) 
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Hence, when lacking a co-located viewer to share instinctive reactions with, an 

individual will often seek remote viewers to interact with instead. 

“Nobody else in the house watches it with me, so I guess I like to 

have somebody more instant to hear my reactions or see how 

they feel like in that instant moment.”  

P1 (Female 21) 

4.2.2 The Need to Feel Connected with Others 

A sense of a greater community 

In contrast to the above, certain social interactions are impelled by more of a need 

to connect with a “greater community” and dwell within the same space, rather 

than a need to actually interact with it.  

“But it’s just when you’re sitting home alone and watching 

Vinterstudion (a TV program covering winter sports) and you 

don’t have anyone else present, that you can go on Facebook and 

see everybody else that are also sitting and watching.”  

P6 (Female 30) 

This appears to be particularly the case with sports, as described by the two sports 

interested participants in the study (P6, P8). An analogy made by the female (P6) 

was that it’s a lot like being in the crowd during a live sports event; cheering 

together and being part of something bigger. “It feels like a greater community.” 

In the same way, it may be possible to tap into that same sense of a community by 

connecting through a shared social space. 

“Wow, there are a lot of us watching this. There are a lot of us 

that care about exactly this, exactly now… and that makes it a lot 

of fun.”  

P6 (Female 30) 

The need of feeling connected to like-minded people was a common theme 

throughout the interviews, especially in the context of content of high personal 

interest (P1, P3, P4, P6, P7, P8, P9). 

4.2.3 Validating Self Against Public Sample 

Am I the only one to react this way? 

Another common reason to seek out a social space shared with other viewers 

appears to be a need to validate one’s reactions against a public sample. Several 

participants illustrated scenarios where they would turn to social channels after 

having had strong reactions to events on the TV screen, often seeking a 

confirmation for their reactions by either checking on other viewers’ reactions or 

sharing their own (P4, P5, P7, P8). 

 “Well, then I get to see, am I the only one who’s reacting like this, 

or are there others? And what are the refutations like?”  

P4 (Female 24) 



EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
 

- 38 - 
 

4.2.4 Curiosity of What Others Might Be Saying 

I’m so flipping curious 

Merely having the capability to listen in on other viewers’ commentary, which is 

made possible through a shared social space, seems to awaken a further strong 

driver: Curiosity. Several participants implied that at times their social presence 

could be annotated the simple fact that they just wanted to know what other 

viewers might be saying about what they were watching (P1, P4, P5, P6, P7). 

“I quite often use Twitter to see what the general public finds 

something, even if it’s actually a poor sample.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

“It’s a bit like eavesdropping on people’s conversations.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

4.2.5 Seeking Additional Information  

They could be sharing some interesting facts 

In conjunction to the above, there was a similar curiosity, where participants 

enjoyed seeking out further information about what they were watching (P1, P3, 

P6, P8, P9), where other viewers could act as sources of information.  

“I’m watching and I’m thinking, ’that person has to be just stupid 

to walk into that dark room’, while somebody else is thinking, ‘but 

remember episode 7 when he had that dream and then …’ Well ok, 

I didn’t think about that ... There could be something that I haven’t 

thought about that somebody else actually has put some thought 

to.”  

P9 (Male 46) 

The male P9 enjoyed monitoring sources of expertise (actors, directors, etc) in 

particular, showing great curiosity for any kind of insider information or 

references that might be shared. He made an analogy that it was like listening to 

the director’s commentary of a DVD. 

“‘Cause then you get to see and understand the background of it 

all, and maybe even get to know how they did it. It can be really 

interesting … It inspires you.”  

P9 (Male 46) 

4.2.6 Wanting to Interact with Content 

When the shows started tweeting live,  

I felt like I wanted to tweet too! 

Since various levels of social media integration into TV content is becoming an 

established convention, this also often serves as a motivation for viewers to 

engage in social interaction. A typical example of this type of integration is an on 

screen invitation to further discuss or exchange opinions under specific Twitter 

hashtags or in specific Facebook groups. A majority of the participants asserted 
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that they had often emerged into social activities out of this particular reason (P3, 

P4, P5, P6, P7). It was also suggested that it often was the chance to actually 

influence the content that incited them to do it (P3, P4, P6). 

“They call for questions. ‘Let us know what you want us to talk 

about’. And that encourages a lot of activity on their Facebook 

page.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

At other times it may also be the chance of actually interacting with a celebrity 

that serves as a driver (P3, P4). 

“I know that he (Magnus Betnér, a stand-up comedian) usually 

reads the Twitter feed himself, so there’s this thought that he 

might read what I’m writing. It sounds like I’m obsessed with him!  

I’m not (laughs).” 

P4 (Female 24) 

4.2.7 Gratification of Being Acknowledged by Others 

Ah! That person retweeted me! 

A strong incitement in regard to the production of commentary appears to be the 

gratification of being acknowledged by others in a shared social space. Several 

participants expressed a certain gratification when speaking of social 

acknowledgments in the form of retweets or replies (P3, P5, P6, P8) 

“... it’s just cool seeing other people retweet my stuff, people that I 

don’t know.” 

P3 (Male 24) 

The American male (P3) was particularly accelerated by this and illustrated how he 

often would seek contact with official Twitter channels for the TV shows, or even 

actors and writers. 

“Yeah, when they retweet me, I’m like ‘Oh man, she replied to me, 

that’s awesome! I gotta reply to her to see if she says something 

or replies back’!” 

P3 (Male 24) 

It appears that an acknowledgement by a official channel or a source of expertise 

is of higher value and acts like a strong motivation. 

“This one time I got a lot of tweets after Johanna Koljonen (a TV 

hostess) retweeted something I had said. Then I kinda felt like a 

celebrity (laughs).” 

P5 (Female 29) 

One of the females (P7) theorized that there might be an actual physical response 

in the body when being acknowledged with a retweet or a like, insinuating that it 

was something like a drug. This was probably the reason “why you get hooked”. 
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4.2.8 The Need to Analyze and Discuss TV Content 

It appears that a high interest in fictional content induces a certain immersion into 

that fictional universe (P1, P3, P6, P9).  

“I can be in tune with the characters I like. I can sometimes relate 

to them, I can root for them, [and] sometimes I want to scream at 

them.” 

P3 (Male 24) 

With this immersion comes a need to analyze and discuss details of that fictional 

universe: characters, plot events and possible developments. This leads to social 

activities involving in-depth discussion and exchange of theories. (P1, P6, P9) 

“I want to be able to analyze it. What happens next, what is a 

possible development? … I want to be a part of the speculation 

[process]. What does it mean for the characters, what will happen, 

why did they do that? … I want to be able to go into details. I 

want to know the background. I want to know everything. And 

you get that by communicating with others.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

This need to discuss details often sparks discussions right after an episode. It’s 

suggested that this may be a way to stay immersed in the fictional universe for a 

little while longer after the episode has ended (P9). 

“It’s a way to keep that buzz going after the episode, to be able to 

hang on to that feeling, to be able to talk with others about it. 

Discuss [it].” 

P9 (Male 46) 
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4.3 The Context of Synchronous Social TV 
This chapter addresses sub-question 2 of the purpose statement, i.e. in what 

context does Social TV viewing occur? Three main contextual areas were 

identified that appeared to trigger, support and affect the participants’ 

engagement in content-related social activities while watching TV: 

Technology, social context and TV content. 

Summary of Key Findings 

Three major contextual areas have been identified that trigger, support and affect 

a viewer’s engagement in synchronous Social TV activities. These are: 

4.3.1 Technological Context 
• Usage of a second screen is an established practice 

• Smartphone: A common trigger for synchronous Social TV 

• Reasons for use of smartphones 

o Always available 
o Always connected 
o Has everything needed 
o Facilitates the dividing of attention 
o More accepted in presence of other people 

• Social media facilitates finding and connecting to like-minded 

• Twitter preferred over Facebook 

4.3.2 Social Context 
• Synchronous Social TV is an activity for when watching TV alone 

• In the presence of a co-located viewer, mediated social 

interactions will be: 

o Of a more passive nature  
o For the purpose of entertainment 
o Secondary to interactions with co-located viewer 

4.3.3 TV Content 
• The TV is always perceived as the primary activity 
• Social interactions are supplementary to content consumption 
• Social interactions demands for opportunities to reduce 

distractions 

• Content is always consumed ‘live’ 

• Extent of social activity affected by 

o Level of interest in content 
o Content genre 

• TV genres that are activating the social viewer: 

o Fiction 
o Sports 
o Shock TV 
o Reality TV 
o Televised debates 
o Contents with a social tradition 

 

The three contextual areas and their underlying factors that are affecting the social 

viewer can be summarized in the following graphic. 
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Factors affecting a viewer’s engagement  

in synchronous Social TV activities (Graben, 2012a) 

4.3.1 Technological Context 
The first contextual area that will be approached is the participant’s usage of 

technology for engaging in synchronous Social TV.  

Second Screens 

The use of a secondary screen seems to be an established practice when 

interacting with other viewers. All participants of this study used a secondary 

device as an accompaniment to the TV screen, most commonly either a laptop or 

a smartphone (worth noting is that none of the participants in this study were in 

possession of a tablet).  

There was one participant (P8) that occasionally would use the same device, a 

stationary PC, for both simultaneous consumption and social interaction; though 

even in this case a second screen was attached to the computer, dedicating one 

screen solely to the TV content. To explain his setup he stated that “switching 

browsers is too distracting”, suggesting that he found it easier to switch his gaze 

between the two screens instead.  
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Smartphones 

A preference for the use of a smartphone was also observed amongst the 

participants, in particular when sitting in front of the “big TV screen”. P6 was the 

only one to exclusively use a laptop, due to the fact that her phone was “only half 

smart”. Even though her phone was capable of accessing the Internet, she found 

it difficult to use and “simply not good enough”.  

In contrast to P6’s statement, many of the other participants suggested that it was 

notably the comfort of use and the accessibility of the phone that made them 

prefer it.  

“I have Twitter on my Blackberry so it is easily accessible.” 

P1 (Female 21) 

 “It’s a lot easier to grab [the mobile] and ‘Check out this movie! 

Sweet!’” 

P9 (Male 46) 

P9’s statement is noteworthy; since he always had a computer turned on and in 

vicinity of the TV, but still had a preference for his phone when actively 

consuming TV content. Using theatrics, he repeatedly demonstrated the ease of 

checking his phone.  

It was also implicated by half of the participants (P9, P7, P5, P4) that the 

smartphone may be a reason for their synchronous activities, ascribing the 

constant availability of the phone, the ease to use and the fact that it gave them 

instant access to everything they needed.  

“Since I have it on my mobile now, I’m always there.” 

P4 (Female 24) 

One of the females (P4) even clearly declared the acquiring of a smartphone as 

the reason for her social interactions with other viewers. 

”… I think it must have been a result of purchasing the Iphone. 

Then it was an abrupt turnaround from the mobile being for 

communication between those people you already knew, to “Hello 

world! Let’s hang out! (laughs)” 

P4 (Female 24) 

It was also suggested that the use of a smartphone made it easier to divide the 

attention between content and social activities. One of the younger females (P1) 

repeatedly acknowledged her Blackberry as a reason for her being able to 

simultaneously socialize and consume TV.  

“I have a Blackberry so I can look at the TV screen and have my 

phone at the same time, and still go along with the shows.” 

P1 (Female 21) 
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The smartphone’s constant availability also appeared to establish it as a less 

distracting device compared to other devices (P4, P5, P7, P9). This also seemed to 

make the use of a smartphone more socially acceptable in the presence of co-

located viewers, as a majority of the participants (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P7, P8) 

would still engage in mediated social interaction using their phones, often 

justifying it with “[My daughter] is sitting there with her phone too” (P6) or “[My boyfriend] 

is … playing Angry Birds or whatever he’s doing” (P4). The mobile is simply “always 

there”. 

“It’s such a common element today, that one is simultaneously 

doing something on one’s phone that has to do with social media.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

Social Media 

Amongst the participants of this study, Facebook and Twitter served as the main 

interfaces of communication when interacting with other viewers. Facebook and 

Twitter were however used for different purposes and Twitter was generally 

identified as the superior in the context of synchronous Social TV. More about 

their usage can be found in a later chapter (→ 4.4.1 Communication Methods). 

In general, the participants acknowledged their increasing usage of social media 

and the relating ease of finding and connecting to other like-minded as crucial 

reasons for their synchronous Social TV usage (P1, P2, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8). 

“When watching TV, it was never the same direct contact as it is 

now. Just ‘cause it’s so easy.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

Interestingly, this particular participant (P6) had a long history of engaging in 

content-related activities through various Internet forums, but stated that the last 

years’ developments within social media had opened up an entirely new 

dimension to Social TV interaction: Real-time. 

“[With the forums], it isn’t really real time, although you do have 

some of the [social] dimensions. I’ve made contacts. I’ve discussed 

a lot … But then during this last year I’ve realized that through 

Twitter and Facebook, you get this whole other dimension of 

connecting with people that are interested in the same thing.” 

P6 (Female 30) 
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4.3.2 Social Context 
The second area of context that was identified to play an important role was 

the presence of other people and more specifically other TV viewers in the 

physical space. 

Watching TV Alone 

Synchronous social interaction appears to be an activity for when the social viewer 

is alone. This was established by activity descriptions by the participants that 

would consume TV content both alone and with co-located viewers, which 

suggested a more active behavior when alone (P1, P3, P4, P6, P7, P8).  

“It’s an activity for when I’m alone.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

Watching TV with Co-located Viewers 

However, watching together with a co-located viewer does not exclude social 

interaction. P5 was a participant that seldom watched TV alone, yet regularly 

engaged in social activities. Instead, the presence of a co-located viewer appears to 

affect the motivation and nature of the social interaction, as all participants 

professed of being less active when watching with a co-viewer, since they already 

had somebody in the physical space to interact with (P1, P3, P4, P6, P7, P8). 

“I already have somebody to be social with.” 

P4 (Female 24) 

As already have been indicated, watching TV with a co-located viewer is often 

described as a very social activity. Co-located viewers will often share reactions 

and instinctive thoughts and commentary to the events on the TV screen (P1, P2, 

P4, P5, P6, P7, P8). 

Hence, when watching with a co-located viewer, mediated social interactions tend 

to be more passive, and often for the purpose of entertainment. Furthermore, the 

interactions with the co-located viewer are always prioritized (P1, P4, P5, P6, P7, 

P8). 

“I don’t do it so that it disturbs our discussion of course, but 

rather in that case once we are done.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

Co-located viewers can also be included in the mediated social activity, at least up 

to a certain degree, with the socially active viewer acting as an intermediary. Many 

of the participants would share commentary that they found particularly funny or 

inspiring, and this, notably, in either direction (P1, P5, P6, P7). 

“I can read aloud sometimes, whether he is interested or not.” 

P5 (Female 29) 
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4.3.3 TV Content 
The final area of context, the content being consumed, was found to be 

central to the notion of synchronous Social TV. 

The TV as the Primary Activity 

When engaging in synchronous social interaction, the social viewer always 

perceives the content consumption as the primary activity. The level of attention 

may of course be a subject of variation, often depending on the content being 

consumed and the viewer’s interest of thus content. However, all participants in 

this study stated that, when engaging in synchronous Social TV activities, the act 

of watching TV was always identified as being the main event (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, 

P6, P7, P8).  

“The TV is the main focus.” 

P3 (Male 24) 

Naturally, this does not imply that no mediated social interactions take place when 

a viewer is watching content of little to no interest; however, in that case the 

content is never a subject of the interaction. Furthermore, the social activity is 

often made the center of attention, reducing the TV to being a part of the 

ambience instead (P1, P3, P5, P6, P7, P9). 

“If I get bored with the TV, then I’ll check if there’s something 

more fun going on on the Internet instead.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

“Commenting on all kinds of stuff on Facebook while half 

watching. It happens. But then whatever is on the TV is just 

something in the periphery that you turn to look at every now 

and then.” 

P9 (Male 46) 

As the content is perceived as being the center of attention, the social interaction 

is always identified as a supplement to the content. When forced to make a choice, 

the viewer would rather keep watching TV than engage in social activities (P1, P3, 

P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9).  

Interest in Content 

The social viewer is further particularly activated by content of personal interest. 

This was evident amongst the participants, whether it concerned a favorite TV 

series (P1, P2, P3, P5, P6, P7, P9), a favorite sport or team (P3, P6, P8) or even 

specific areas of particular interest, like ‘politics’ or ‘relationships’ (P4). 

All participants implied only engaging in synchronous social interaction in 

connection to content that they actually wanted to consume (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, 

P7, P8), and never when watching something of little interest. Consequently, the 

level of interest in the content also appears to have an effect on the extent of the 

activity (if, when and how often). It was further observed that a higher interest 
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lowers the tolerance for distractions, which in turn constitutes a demand for 

opportunities to minimize distractions. 

 

 

Effects of viewer’s interest in content (Graben, 2012b) 

Opportunities to Minimize Distractions 

As the social viewer has an actual interest in watching the content when engaging 

in synchronous social interaction, the content will always gain a favorable weight 

when having to split the attention between TV consumption and social interaction 

(P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9). This in turn demands for opportunities where the 

social viewer perceives a minimal risk of distraction when having to shift the 

attention away from the content. How the social viewer identifies these 

opportunities and manages his/her attention accordingly will be elaborated in a 

later chapter (→ 4.4 Multitasking Strategies).  

However, with the content playing a central role in the context of synchronous 

Social TV, attributes of the content being consumed also affect the extent of the 

social activities, as different types of content sets different preconditions for 

triggering the social viewer as well as providing opportunities of minimizing 

distractions. 

“Live” Contents 

A prerequisite for content to be able to activate a social viewer at all appears to be 

that it is consumed at the time of the original broadcast (scheduled TV), referred 

to by the participants of this study as being ’live’ (i.e. not ‘live’ in the traditional 

sense). This was a common denominator for the content discussed by the 

participants (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8), using the term ’live‘ to refer to 
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traditionally broadcasted TV, opposed to the consumption of time-shifted content. 

Truly live broadcasts of actual live events did however seem to allure the social 

viewer to an even higher degree. 

“I don’t think it’s so interesting either, since it’s not happening in 

real time. It’s more fun to discuss or make contributions to 

something that’s going on, rather than to just throw something 

out there into open space. ‘Oh, I’m having so much fun while 

streaming the Office’. Not really the same thing.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

Though several cases of non-‘live’ consumption were discussed with the 

participants, the shifted time of consumption had a significant negative impact on 

their synchronous social activities (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8), indeed 

suggesting an importance for content to be ‘live’ in this particular context. 

Significance of TV Genres 

A number of more specific content genres were also identified that appear to be 

activating the social viewer in particular, as well as relevant attributes in regard to 

the management of the viewers’ attention. 

Fictional TV-series’ 

Fiction is an interesting category of content, as it can be highly immersive and 

trigger a strong need to analyze and discuss details, but on the same time be very 

demanding of the viewers’ attention (P1, P2, P3, P5, P6, P7, P9). It’s usually 

associated with higher levels of interest and a majority of the participants stated 

that they would only engage in social activities, whether synchronous or 

asynchronous, in regard to fictional TV series’ that they followed on a regular 

basis; or as P1 and P3 would put it, “that they were a fan of”. 

“[TV] series’ are like some kind of mirroring of life. It’s drama. 

And that’s always fun to talk about. People and relations, what 

did that mean and what were they thinking there ... I find that fun 

to discuss.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

As this is the category that demands the highest level of attention and, 

consequently, has the corresponding lowest tolerance for distraction, it’s more 

often discussed after the time of consumption (P1, P3, P6, P7, P8, P9). 

“Then I want to be concentrated on the plot. I would go in [and 

discuss] after I’ve seen it instead.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

Synchronous social interaction does however still occur given the right 

circumstances that minimize distraction or when the social viewer doesn’t 

perceive a risk of missing anything important (P1, P4, P3, P5, P7).  
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“Comedies lack continuity, so I am not always as focused there.” 

P1 (Female 21) 

Continuity appears to be a key attribute, where the more the content is centered 

on a continuing plot and the more unpredictable this continuity is, the less prone 

the social viewer is to engage in any synchronous activities. Paradoxically, this is 

also the type of content that triggers an urgent need to hear other viewers’ 

reactions and to more immediately discuss plot theories (P1, P6). 

“It’s because it’s a little more like a mystery, you don’t know what 

is happening, so in that way it’s interesting [to hear others’ 

theories].” 

P4 (Female 24) 

 
Effects of content continuity (Graben, 2012c) 

Sport Broadcasts 

As sports are associated with a high emotional interest, referred to as something 

that invoke a lot of feelings that need to be shared (P6, P8), they appear to 

activate the social viewer to a higher degree.  

“But I mean, football, it’s live. There are a lot of emotions during 

the course of the game. You just can’t keep that to yourself.” 

P8 (Male 26) 

Despite being of great interest, sport broadcasts also seem to support a higher 

frequency of social interactions, as well as shorter reaction times, as they often 

contain a lot of downtime that allows for the attention to be shifted to the social 

space. It was also stated that the need to maintain a constant visual contact with 

the TV screen wasn’t essential, as the sound of the commentators could be used 

to follow the progression of the events (P6, P8). More about the shifting of 

attention can be found in a later chapter (→ 4.4 Multitasking Strategies). 

“Well then you hear the commentators and then it’s not that hard 

to simultaneously sit with the computer and still [be able to] 

follow the competitions.” 

P6 (Female 30) 
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Shock TV 

Another category of content that was described by a few of the participants, but 

best put into words by one of the females in particular, was “shock TV” (P7).  

This type of content revolves around a certain type of documentaries that depicts 

people in more unusual situations; content that is “expected to cause reactions” 

(P4, P5, P7), e.g. documentaries about extreme beauty surgeries (P7) or unusual 

sexual fetishes (P4). This especially triggers the social viewer in regard to a greater 

community of remote viewers, driven by the curiosity to know others’ reactions.  

“It’s a lot like people getting upset and then it’s fun to see what 

kind of attitudes are revolving the subject. And then I’ll tweet 

about it.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

This type of content is associated with lower levels of attention, where, although 

the social viewer has an interest of watching the content in question, the concern 

about distractions isn’t as acute. This appears to leave room for a higher 

frequency of interactions as well as more instant reaction times (P4, P5, P7). 

“I mean it’s one of those programs you don’t really watch very 

attentively.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

Reality TV  

This is a category quite similar to the one above, both when it comes to viewer 

engagement and the extent of the social activities (P5, P6). 

Further relevant content genres were identified, all which don’t appear to demand 

a constant visual attention and which allow for a more active social viewer: 

Game and Trivia Shows  

TV shows that offer intellectual challenges appear to be particularly activating in 

any shared social setting, whether with co-located viewers or remote, where 

viewers will engage in competition amongst each other (P6).  

Televised Debates and Discussions  

This type of TV programs triggers the social viewer to engage in an exchange of 

opinions, particularly when revolving current affairs (P4, P5, P6).  

Contents with a Social Tradition  

A certain type of content was also mentioned as apparent in regards to 

synchronous social interaction; that is, content that already has some kind of a 

social layer associated with it, e.g. program formats that demand viewer voting (P6, 

P7). The participants mentioned both Let’s Dance (P6) and the Swedish national 

Eurovision competition (P7) as examples. Interestingly, both of these shows also 

have a tradition of being very attended to in media and being a public topic of 

conversation, claiming a collective cultural significance.  



EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
 

- 51 - 
 

4.4 Synchronous Social TV as an Activity 
This chapter addresses sub-question 3 of the purpose statement, i.e. what 

composes Social TV viewing as an activity? It explores the actual makings 

and mechanisms of synchronous Social TV as seen as an activity, seeking to 

describe in detail what a social viewer is actually doing while watching TV.  

Summary of Key Findings 

This chapter explores the details of what a social viewer is actually doing when 

engaging in synchronous social interaction in regard to consuming TV content.  

4.4.1 Communication Methods 
• Facebook  

o Social activities mainly consist of “I’m watching”-posts 
o Envokes privacy concerns 
o Regarded as a channel for self representation 
o Deemed too static for synchronous use => not real-time 

• Twitter preferred 

o Provides real-time social space shared with both viewers 
and content-related entities 

o Experience similar to watching with a co-located group 
• Text versus Voice based communication 

o Text allows multiple simultaneous interactions 
o Text allows for attention management 
o Voice reserved for individuals of inner circle 

4.4.2 Communication Partners 
• When alone 

o Will primarily seek someone from inner circle if shared 
interest and knowledge of what they’re watching 

o When several alternatives, choice is arbitrary 
o Friends can act as a source of distraction 

• Generally 

o Will connect to social space shared with other viewers 
o Will communicate with community as a whole 
o Will Interact with anybody sharing interest for content 
o Will interact with content 

4.4.3 Elements of the Social Interaction 
• Exchanging instinctive reactions or thoughts related to content 

• Sharing quotes 

• Conversations triggered by reactions 

• Passive consumption of social activity 

• Acknowledging others 

• Other ways of interacting with remote viewers  

o Competition during trivia shows 
o Discussions during televised debates 

• Interacting with content  

4.4.4 Multitasking Strategies 
• Basic methods of splitting attention while minimizing distraction 

o Dividing visual and auditory senses  
o Allocating social interactions to moments when risk of 

distraction is perceived as minimal 
• New found appreciation for commercial breaks 

o Possible to multitask without risking distraction 
o In contrast: If not socially engaged, viewer will try to 

escape commercials 
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4.4.1 Communication Methods 
Although setting out to explore the interaction practices of the social viewer 

detached from any specific Social TV application,  it became evident that all 

of the participants primarily and almost exclusively used Twitter and 

Facebook in this particular context. This chapter provides an understanding 

of how the social viewer interacts with other viewers.  

The majority of participants used either Facebook or Twitter when engaging in 

synchronous Social TV activities (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9), although 

Twitter was identified as the superior of the two in this particular context (P1, P3, 

P4, P5, P6, P7, P8). These will be discussed as two distinct methods of 

communication, as the participants use them for different purposes and also often 

receded to a comparison between the two. 

Facebook 

Facebook was quite sparingly used in the context of Social TV amongst the 

participants of this study. Although there were a few cases of synchronous 

activities, it was further more frequently used in an asynchronous and non-real-

time context in regard to watching TV, which might suggest that it does not 

accommodate the needs of a social viewer. 

Asynchronous interactions seem to mainly consist of content recommendations, 

both prior to and after the time of consumption (P5, P6, P7, P8, P9).  

“Generally like, ‘Hey! There’s an awesome movie on TV [tonight]! 

Watch it!’” 

P5 (Female 29) 

Synchronous activities are along the same lines, although in closer connection to 

the time of consumption. The social viewer will post what is typically referred to 

as the “I’m watching” post (P3, P5, P9). Following this, Facebook will be 

monitored for either replies or similar posts made by friends, which would then 

trigger further interactions. 

“That is if anybody answers. Then you can very likely keep 

spinning on that … [Sometimes] you can get five-six replies, or 

sometimes nothing.” 

P9 (Male 46) 

“But if anybody posts something about a TV series I’m sitting and 

watching, then I would answer it guaranteed. ‘Cause that’s a bit 

like “Oh, they’re watching that too!”. Then it’s fun to reply.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

There was also one case depicted by one of the females (P6), where a Facebook 

group was used in a synchronous context, specifically because it was heavily 

promoted by the TV program in question and where the TV hosts would interact 

directly with the viewers. This triggered a high social activity on this particular 
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Facebook page, which consequently triggered the participant to be highly active 

(P6). More commonly, however, Facebook groups tended to be used more in an 

asynchronous context; if at all (P6, P9).  

“They don’t work that way. They are not as easy to access.” 

P9 (Male 46) 

In general, there appears to exist a minor indisposition of using Facebook in the 

context of community based social interactions, whether synchronously or 

asynchronously, real time or not. As it is regarded as a tool to stay in contact with 

friends and acquaintances, there’s a reluctance of engaging with strangers outside 

of one’s own social network, which would be the case when interacting with 

remote viewers through a Facebook group (P1, P4, P6, P7).  

“I have my Facebook for my friends. I don’t have 7000 unknown 

people on my Facebook, where everybody has to see what I’m up 

to. It’s a pretty closed forum. It’s a safe forum.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

It was often also referred to as an official and “serious” channel, a place of 

representation (P4, P5, P6). The social viewer is therefore quite selective in what is 

shared on their Facebook page and only posts and communicates about TV 

content when “it is worth it” (P5, P9).   

“With Facebook, it’s more like I want to share something about 

my current status, who I’m with, what I’m doing or if I’m 

cheering something on. I mean, it comes up on your profile.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

More importantly, Facebook was condemned by a majority of the participants for 

simply being too static and inactive to be used in the context of synchronous 

interaction (P3, P5, P6, P7, P8). 

“But Facebook isn’t really real time … It’s not this feed that just 

keeps going. It’s more static on Facebook.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

Twitter 

Twitter on the other hand was often acknowledged particularly for providing a 

remarkably interactive viewing experience (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8). 

 “It’s just so interactive on Twitter.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

The properties of Twitter that the social viewer appears to value are its swiftness 

and the fact that it easily provides a real-time social space shared with potentially 

all other viewers, or anybody else related to the content. 
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“Twitter is real time. It’s here and now, and then it’s gone.”  

P7 (Female 42) 

The matter of swiftness was often addressed in connection of being able to take 

part of and share immediate reactions to events on the TV screen, something 

which appears to be weighed heavily in the context of synchronous interaction 

(P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8). And what might be striking is with whom these 

reactions are shared. 

“Twitter is totally different than Facebook since you don’t have a 

lot of friends in the same way, so there it’s more like you’re 

communicating with some kind of community in general, where 

you can have just random conversations with people you don’t 

even know, just because you shared the same hashtag.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

A majority of the participants addressed their discoveries of the hashtag as an 

important reason for being socially active while watching TV. Hashtags gave them 

access to a social space shared with other viewers, whether friends or strangers, or 

potentially even with entities of the content itself. (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8).   

“I don’t know if I have any followers on Twitter? I don’t think so. 

But I’m not interested in getting any followers. I mostly just read 

and make contributions to a larger discussion. That’s how I think 

it works … It took me a while to understand that the big 

advantage was just hashtags. That it was all really just like this 

large discussion forum, that didn’t have a structure [and] just 

keeps going and going.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

Another property of value is the limited extent of what can be shared (limited 

number of characters) and that there was no requirement of having to participate 

actively in ongoing discussions. Instead one could just “listen in”, and only chip in 

when compelled to do so. (P4, P5, P6, P7, P8) 

“Tweeting is just little comments. It’s fun to see that, ‘aha, there 

were more than just me that thought that was weird or thought 

that that was funny’. That’s what I think. ‘Cause I can’t see that on 

Facebook, what a lot of people I don’t know think about 

something that I’m watching. But I can do that on Twitter.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

Remarkably, it appears as there are a lot of parallels that can be drawn between 

the participants’ descriptions of their social interactions on Twitter and their 

descriptions of socializing with a co-located viewer in the physical space, 

suggesting that the social experience provided by Twitter may be similar to 

watching TV as a co-located group (P1, P2, P4, P5, P6). The social interaction 

provided by Twitter was actually referred to as being “something like a party” (P7). 
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It was like watching TV in a very large group of people, where viewers would 

spontaneously exchange short, funny commentaries about what was happening on 

the TV screen. 

“I think it should be more of a feed of interesting and funny things. 

I just want to be able to laugh at Twitter. I think the feed should 

be fun.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

One should also not forget that the social space provided by Twitter often also is 

shared by entities of the content itself. Viewers will therefore also often use 

Twitter to interact with these entities (actors, writers, TV hosts, etc.) (P3, P5, P6, 

P9). 

Text versus Voice Based Communication 

Facebook or Twitter both build on communicating via text. In this study, text was 

more generally seen as the less distracting method, since it allowed for multiple 

simultaneous interactions, as well as granted the participants full control to 

manage their own attention. It also didn’t intrude the physical space to the same 

extent as voice communication, especially a concern when watching TV with a co-

located viewer. (P4, P5, P6, P7) 

“If I was to talk to somebody on the phone it would be really 

confusing, whereas when you use Twitter or Facebook, then you 

can talk to several at the same time without any confusion at all.” 

P4 (Female 24) 

Voice however still appeared to be a preferred method of communication 

specifically when interacting with people of an inner circle (closest friends, family, 

romantic partners) and in the context of watching TV alone, but only given that 

they shared a same interest in the content (P1, P4, P6). It was stated to be an 

easier way of communicating (P6). 

“But then that’s because you can say so much more when using 

the phone. And those people I call when watching Project Runway 

are people I’m closer to than those people I’m probably posting 

more anonymously to.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

One of the female participants (P1) had a particularly strong preference for the 

phone when socializing around content that demanded a very high level of 

attention. Using the phone she never had to break visual contact with the TV 

while talking as she didn’t have to operate a second device. She also stressed the 

phone as being more instant in regard to sharing reactions to events on the TV 

screen.  
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4.4.2 Communication Partners 
As the means of how the social viewer interacts with others has been 

identified, the question remains, who is he/she actually interacting with 

while watching TV? 

When Viewing in Solitary 

In the context of watching alone, social viewers will primarily seek out like-

minded from their inner circle (close friends, family, romantic partners), given that  

a) they have knowledge of somebody that is also watching the content in question 

and that b) that person shares an equal interest (P1, P4, P6, P7). 

“I’m usually talking to my best friend, or my boyfriend, who I 

kinda make watch shows sometimes (laughs). Or I’m talking to 

family members ... Not immediate family, like other family, 

cousins … These are all people I know are watching the show.” 

P1 (Female 21) 

In the case of having several such alternatives, the choice of communication 

partner appears to be arbitrary; whoever might be closest at hand, whoever the 

social viewer might have had contact with during the day; suggesting that it indeed 

is more about creating a social viewing experience rather than interacting with a 

specific person. Worth noting is that in the case of interacting with a specific 

acquaintance, the method of communication is just as arbitrary, fully dependent 

on the channel usually used when communicating with this specific individual. 

In the lack of such an individual, the social viewer may attempt to find or possibly 

even create such individuals within their personal social networks, as was the case 

with one of the female participants (P7). She admitted to broadcasting posts about 

what she was watching for this very reason.  

“But it’s a little like there will be more of us. ‘Are you watching 

that? Darn, I have to watch that too!’ Like now there are a lot of 

people that has started to stream the second season of Game of 

Thrones, and then I’ve noticed that I don’t have any friends to talk 

about it with, unless I can get someone to also get a bit addicted.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

Although this specific quote wasn’t in the context of a synchronous activity, the 

occasional broadcasting of this type of post, the so called “I’m watching” post, 

was common amongst the participants when concerning content of high interest 

(P3, P5, P7, P9).  

There however also exists some reluctance to communicating directly with a 

single, isolated acquaintance in the context of content of high personal interest, 

unless a shared level of interest is clearly identified. A risk of the conversation 

branching off into unrelated subjects is perceived, which is identified as a 

potential source of distraction (P1, P3, P4, P8). This is why it is more common to 

communicate with a community as a whole. 
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“It so easily drifts into other topics since it’s friends and people you have a 

different kind of contact with.” 

P4 (Female 24) 

Connecting to Shared Social Spaces 

More commonly, whether alone or with co-located viewers, the social viewer will 

connect to a shared social space, e.g. the status feeds of Facebook or Twitter; 

preferably one shared with other remote viewers, or even one shared with entities 

of the content itself (e.g. actors, TV hosts, etc).  

In this case, the social viewer will communicate with an entire community, 

primarily interacting with it as a whole, but also with specific individuals within 

the public space (public as in anybody in that space can both see and join in on 

any individual conversation). More remarkably, the social viewer will interact with 

anybody that shares an interest of thus content, whether a friend, acquaintance or 

complete stranger. (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9) 

It is also common to have recurring contact with specific individuals within the 

public space. These contacts can be either friends or acquaintances from before, 

but can also be contacts that have been made simply by sharing the same social 

space and interest. Several participants stated that they had made “friends” simply 

by interacting around a specific content (P1, P3, P4, P6, P8, P9). 

“… We became pretty good friends just by me tweeting something 

about some football game.” 

P8 (Male 26) 

Interacting with the Content 

Interacting with entities related to the content appears to be of a growing interest 

to the social viewer, as several participants expressed a wish to have more 

opportunities to interact with these more directly (P1, P3, P5, P6, P9). Examples 

for this type of interaction will be elaborated in the next chapter (→ 4.4.3 

Elements of the Social Interaction).  
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4.4.3 Elements of the Social Interaction 
Apart from watching TV, which has already been clarified to be the center of 

attention of any synchronous Social TV activity, what is the social viewer 

actually doing when interacting with others? The fundamental elements that 

make up synchronous Social TV interaction have been identified and will be 

presented here. 

Instinctive Reactions 

Synchronous Social TV appears to be centered on the notion of instantly sharing 

instinctive reactions and thoughts to whatever is happening on the TV screen. 

The majority of the participants ascribed to this, even though the extent of the 

reactions might differ from individual to individual and in regard to different 

types of content (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8). 

“[While watching], it’s more about instinctive reactions.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

As have already been pointed out, this closely resembles the descriptions of 

interacting with co-located viewers in the physical space. When watching TV as a 

co-located group, the interactions between the co-located viewers would also be a 

lot about reacting to the content, whether concerning emotional outbursts, quick 

exchange of opinions or plot theories, or humorous commentary. (P1, P2, P4, P5, 

P6, P7).  

Of course, the extent and contents of these shared commentaries varies with the 

type of TV content being consumed, and whether reacting to sudden plot twists, 

shocking imagery or just plain something funny; but essentially in the end being all 

about reacting to whatever might be happening on the TV screen. 

 “If somebody has missed an obvious opportunity, an opportunity 

to make a goal, then I will like just rant that up. Or if the 

goalkeeper made a superb save, like one in a million. Or if I feel 

like the coach should put [a player] in the game or take one out. 

Those kind of things. I’m sharing what I’m feeling about the game. 

What I’m thinking about that very moment.” 

P8 (Male 26) 

The social viewer will more commonly exchange reactions with a community as a 

whole than with specific individuals, sharing reactions as short comments in a 

social space shared with other remote viewers, as well as taking part of reactions 

being shared by others (P1, P4, P5, P6, P7). 

“You share something you think belongs in the feed with the 

general talk about the program. I just add the hashtag and it ends 

up there. And then I check what everybody else is saying.” 

P7 (Female 42) 
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Quotes 

There also appears to exist an established convention of sharing quotes from the 

content being consumed, as a way of exhibiting a reaction and acknowledging a 

quote as being particularly funny or inspiring. This is especially applied to the 

context of watching comedies and sitcoms (P1, P3, P7). 

 “I mostly quote like comedy shows. But if it’s like, let’s say.. I tend 

to quote a series show like Dexter or Mad Men, IF they say 

something funny, or something serious [that] I really liked. Then 

I’d tweet it. But mostly I tend to just quote comedy shows cause 

there’s a lot of like jokes and puns in it.” 

P3 (Male 24) 

Conversations 

As the main activity consists of sharing and reading others’ reactions, any further 

interactions between specific individuals are often triggered by the comments 

themselves. This could consequently lead to shorter or longer exchanges when 

replying to a comment (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9). 

“[You can talk about] how you think Buffy the vampire slayer is 

absolutely awesome. ‘Did you see that episode where..? This kind 

of reminds me of that... ’ Like two geeks.” 

P9 (Male 46) 

The extent of these synchronous exchanges is however usually limited as the 

viewer wants to focus on watching the content (P1, P3, P5, P7). 

“It’s not really long conversations, but you do send messages 

between each other.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

During consumption of content that requires a higher focus of attention, more 

extensive interactions, especially if unrelated or more personal in nature, are 

usually reserved for after the time of consumption (P1, P3, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9). 

“If someone replied to my tweets, I would reply to them back. And 

sometimes we have like short conversations. And sometimes we 

have like really long conversations. But I won’t reply during the 

show.” 

P3 (Male 24) 

Passive Consumption 

It is not unusual for the social viewer to act merely as an observer within the 

social space, passively consuming the comments and reactions of others, but 

without actively contributing to the ongoing chatter. This appears to be more 

common when having a co-located viewer present (P1, P5, P6, P7, P8), although 

some social viewers are simply more passive by default (P4, P9). 
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“I observe more than I’m active.” 

P4 (Female 24) 

It is also implied that there are times when a social viewer “simply doesn’t feel like 

it” (P3), but still feeling inclined to see what other viewers might be saying (P3, P4, 

P5, P7). If this passive stance really can be counted as interacting with other 

viewers may however be debatable. 

Acknowledging Others Comments 

Another common activity that could be identified as lying somewhere in between 

a passive and an active stance, is the acknowledgement of well-liked comments 

made by others in the shared social space, by the means of “retweeting”, 

“favoriting” or “liking” them (P1, P3, P5, P7, P8, P9). 

“Sometimes I can retweet somebody that has written something I 

like.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

Interacting with Other Viewers 

Of course, there are other ways of interacting with remote viewers other than 

exchanging comments. It appears that when provided a social space shared with 

other viewers, a social viewer will engage in activities closely following the nature 

of the content being consumed.  

During TV programs that have discussion as part of its nature, e.g. televised 

debates or talks shows revolving current affairs, the social viewer may engage in a 

public discussion closely following the one on the screen, by both the posting of 

own opinions as well as replying to the opinions of others (P4, P5, P6). 

Another case depicted by one of the female participants (P6) illustrates how she 

would often engage in spontaneous competition with remote viewers during 

broadcasts of a trivia game show (“På Spåret”). 

“That was really fun to watch and at the same time trying to 

answer the questions [on Twitter]. ‘Cause there was a lot of other 

people [doing that]. It was almost like you were competing with 

people on Twitter; who could come out with the answer first, who 

could take the clues … Often you’re sitting there and thinking 

[about the answers] anyway, but that you could write them on 

Twitter … I mean, it became a matter of prestige to make sure 

that you were right and check how many points you could reach 

during a show.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

Interacting with the Content 

There also persists a strong interest of being able to interact with the content 

more directly (P3, P4, P5, P6, P7), although few of the participants (P3, P5, P6) 



EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
 

- 61 - 
 

accounted for actual cases of having done so. P6 for one appreciated being able to 

communicate with the TV hosts during a winter sports broadcast. 

“Well, they do a lot of commentary on the competitions and call 

for questions from the viewers, so you can ask questions that they 

take up during “Vinterstudion”. They also have their Play 

exclusive broadcast, “Uppvärmningen”, and there it can almost 

turn into a dialog [between the hosts and the viewers].” 

P6 (Female 30) 

The American male (P1), however, illustrated a true case of interacting directly 

with the content, as he would regularly engage in conversations with fictional 

characters of the comedy series Suburgatory, commenting on things happening in 

the episode, but in the terms of addressing a specific character. 

“I have the characters as well as the actors that play them, but I 

mostly talk to the characters of the show. I think the network, the 

people of the network, are doing the characters and like replying 

as the characters. But it’s cool … I’ve actually had some long 

conversations with [them].” 

P3 (Male 24)  

 

The American Male P3 interacting with a fictional character  

of the comedy series Suburgatory (Screenshot provided by P3)  
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4.4.4 Multitasking Strategies 

Synchronous social interaction while watching TV is in its essence a multitasking 

activity, consisting of two different tasks: TV consumption and social interaction.  

From the interviews it became evident that the participants realized having limited 

attention capabilities and that the management of attention was an important part 

of their Social TV consumption. The mechanisms of the activity and how the two 

tasks come together are explored here.As has already been addressed in a previous 

chapter, different types of content establish different preconditions for the social 

viewer to manage his attention in regard to the content to minimize the risk of 

distraction. However, regardless of content, the basic methods of coping with the 

division of attention appear to be quite similar, as described by the participants of 

this study.  

Dividing the Senses  

It seems that it is common for the social viewer to divide the attention between 

the senses. A majority of the participants indicated that they would utilize their 

hearing to follow the progression of the content while visually engaging with a 

second screen (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8).  

“The visual is only a part of watching TV.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

This was especially common for content that conveys a lot of information by 

sound, like sports, televised debates or talk shows (P4, P5, P6, P7, P8). 

“I usually try to be concentrated on what I’m watching, but if it’s 

a football game, then I can go by the sound. Then I hear how it’s 

going in the game.” 

P8 (Male 26) 

Interestingly, the descriptions of interacting with a co-located viewer in the 

physical space indicated a similar but inverted allocation of the senses: The viewer 

would often utilize the voice and hearing to communicate with the co-located 

viewer, while instead keeping a constant visual attention on the content (P2, P4, 

P5). 

“I think it’s pretty nice to have Swedish television, because of the 

subtitles. So you don’t have to hear precisely everything they’re 

saying, because you can read the text as well … I think we talk 

way less when watching Swedish programs, because then you 

have to listen so much more attentively, since you don’t have any 

subtitles to relate to.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

Attention Management 

Another common method of managing the division of attention is to divide the 

attention sequentially, allocating social interactions to moments where the social 
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viewer perceives the distraction to be minimal. A majority of the participants 

determined that they were able to keep a full attention on the content by 

managing their social activities in this manner (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P9). 

“It still has my full attention, but I can still do other things on the 

side when the plot slows down or commercial comes.” 

P1 (Female 21) 

When the Plot Slows Down 

The social viewer will often take advantage of delays and cessations in the 

structure of the content to engage in social activities. These were often described 

as dips and slowdowns in the plot following climaxes, “transit scenes” (scenes 

with no real significance to the plot) or as often the case with sports, periods of 

monotonous activities. (P1, P5, P6, P8). 

 “Then it’s usually that you let the current scene that’s emotionally 

connected come to an end, and then if there’s nothing important 

happening right then…” 

P5 (Female 29) 

“Cross country skiing, when they ski for several kilometers, then 

it’s definitively no distraction.”  

P6 (Female 30) 

Engaging in social activities at these particular moments was often justified with 

that it was still possible to listen to what was going on (P1, P5, P8) (→ Dividing 

the Senses). 

“You can still be half aware of what is going on. You can watch. 

You are still watching at the same time.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

Or Commercial Comes 

The most common way to cope with the dividing of attention is simply to utilize 

the commercial breaks. All the participants of this study declared that they would 

use the commercial breaks to engage in social interaction, especially when 

consuming content of high interest (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9). This was 

at times the exclusive way of engaging in synchronous social activities (P1, P3, P6). 

“You usually [do it] during the commercial breaks.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

“If people like message me during the show, I’ll wait till the 

commercial to reply them back.” 

P1 (Female 21) 

Interestingly, when provided a commercial break, the social viewer will often 

socialize around content that normally would be discussed first after the time of 

consumption (P1, P3, P6). The commercial break can apparantly act as a trigger 
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when having a second screen device such as a smartphone close at hand, 

activating the social viewer if not already previously socially engaged, and moving 

up some of the social activities usually not associated with synchronous social TV 

(P1, P5, P6, P9). 

Attitude towards Commercials 

In regard to commercials, the majority of the participants initially expressed 

negative attitudes towards them, generally describing them as a source of 

annoyance (P1, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9). 

“I can’t stand the commercial. I think it’s a pain in the ass.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

 “Commercial breaks. That’s a time to do other things.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

However, the majority of the participants also acknowledged having an 

appreciation for the breaks, in regard to their social activities. The commercial 

breaks granted them time to engage in social interaction without suffering the risk 

of getting distracted from the content (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7). 

“Well, commercial breaks are great in that aspect. I’m usually 

against commercial breaks … [But having them], you don’t have 

to choose either or.” 

P4 (Female 24) 

Also noteworthy is that, after initially declaring not ever taking notice to any 

commercials due to engagement with their second screens, half of the participants 

still admitted to commercials being able to catch their attention (P1, P3, P4, P7). 

“The commercials that I really like are the commercials with some 

kind of jingle or song to go with it. Those always catch my 

attention … [Even] if it’s in the middle of a conversation I will just 

start singing (laughs).” 

P1 (Female 21) 

In comparison, when not engaging in synchronous activities and consequently 

keeping a full attention on the TV screen, a social viewer will often resort to 

channel surfing or leave the TV in an attempt to escape the commercials (P1, P4, 

P5, P6, P7, P9). 

“When the commercial comes, you start zapping like crazy.” 

P9 (Male 46) 

These were however uncommon practices amongst the participants, as they 

declared shifting attention to their second screens instead (P1, P3, P4, P6, P7).   



EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
 

- 65 - 
 

Pausing ‘Live’ TV 

The American male (P3) illustrates a further example of how he could utilize his 

DVR to manage his attention. By pausing live TV, he was able to share his 

reactions without it being a source of distraction and without running the risk of 

missing anything important. However, by pausing he would “fall behind” the live 

broadcast of the program. He would consequently fast forward the next coming 

commercial break to catch up with the real time broadcast. This way he would 

always only be off by a few minutes.  

“So let’s say I was watching a show and I was constantly tweeting 

and pausing and I was off by like 5 minutes, I was like 5 minutes 

behind.  I can fast forward commercials really quick, then watch 

the next scene, and then there’d be another commercial break, 

that goes quick because I’m fast forwarding. And then once you 

get to the end, you can’t fast forward … then it will be in real time, 

so I’m already caught up.” 

P3 (Male 24) 

Highly noteworthy is that he chose to abandon this particular method of coping 

with distractions to instead allocate his social activities to the commercial breaks 

themselves, as he found it problematic being out-of-sync with the other viewers, 

even if it only was by a few minutes. This suggests an utter importance of being in 

sync with the other viewers in the shared social space, and also a need for having 

commercial breaks. 

“Now I’m trying mostly to tweet during the commercials. 

Commercials are usually like a minute to two minutes long, so I 

tend to tweet as much as possible until like the next segment 

comes back, ‘cause I don’t want to be like behind everybody.” 

P3 (Male 24) 

As depicted here this male participant (P3) would go to greater lengths, like 

pausing a live TV broadcast, to be able to produce material to share in the social 

space; amongst other things quotes. Interestingly, one of the female participants 

(P1) would often utilize the activity of other remote viewers to find quotes she 

liked, as she would often forget them by the time the commercial break came. 

“I try to but I never get [the quotes] right (laughs), ‘Cause I’m so 

into the show. When I’m watching the show I’m like, ‘oh, I love 

that quote’, but by the time a commercial comes, I can’t remember 

exactly how the quote went. So, I’ll look for it. I look for it in the 

search area and retweet it from there.” 

P1 (Female 21) 
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4.5 The Barriers and Needs of  

Synchronous Social TV 
This chapter addresses sub-question 4 of the purpose statement, i.e. how can 

Social TV viewing affect the viewer’s needs? The question of needs has been 

approached as a question of barriers, as this appeared to be easier for the 

participants to reflect about. Several areas of concern were identified from 

which conclusions were made regarding the needs of the social viewer.  

Summary of Key Findings 

A number of barriers and needs have been identified regarding engaging in 

synchronous Social TV activities. 

Barriers 

4.5.1 Spoilers 
• When sharing a social space, there’s a risk of getting spoiled 

4.5.2 Being Out-of-Sync with Other Viewers 
• As an effect of time-shifting content 

• As an effect of regional time-shifts 

4.5.3 Presence of Co-located Viewers 
• Problematic if co-located viewers unable to join activity 

4.5.4 Fear of Missing Important Scenes 
4.5.5 Lack of Commercials  
4.5.6 Reluctance to Interact with Friends 
4.5.7 Irrelevant Social Activities 
4.5.8 Difficulty of Finding and Accessing Relevant Social Spaces 

Needs 

4.5.1 To deal with Spoilers 
4.5.2 To be In-Sync with Other Viewers 

• By consuming content at the time of broadcast 

• Having access to broadcasted content of other regions 

4.5.3 A Way of Including Co-located Viewers 
4.5.4 A Way of Facilitating the Multitasking Activity 
4.5.5 Commercial Breaks 
4.5.6 To Connect to Other Lke-minded Other Than Friends 
4.5.7 Social Spaces Shared Exclusively with Other Viewers 
4.5.8 An Easy Way of Finding Like-minded 

 

4.5.1 Spoilers 

Barrier: The social viewer appears to be particularly concerned with the notion of 

spoilers, i.e. receiving details about an episode from other viewers prior to having 

consumed the content, something which was implied by several of the 

participants (P1, P2, P4, P5, P6, P7).  

“I don’t like being spoiled. I just can’t. It ruins the excitement of 

watching an episode. When I’m spoiled I feel like I’ve already seen 

it, so what’s the point.” 

P1 (Female 21) 
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When dwelling within a shared social space, whether in a synchronous or an 

asynchronous context, there persists a risk of getting spoiled, especially when not 

in sync with other viewers. This could consequently act as a barrier against 

connecting to a shared space (P1, P2, P5, P6, P7), where, if having missed an 

episode of a show, “Facebook and Twitter have to be avoided” (P1). 

The concern for spoilers also affects the social viewer’s own activity, constraining 

the viewer and limiting the ability to freely discuss details (P1, P4, P5, P6, P7). 

 “I try not to spoil it for other people that haven’t seen it, so I try to 

stay cryptic. Like “oh my goodness, I can’t believe this happened”, 

“such and such almost did such and such”. I try to stay as general 

as possible without spoiling it for other people.” 

P1 (Female 21) 

Identified need: The social viewer needs a way to avoid spoilers and will adapt 

both his viewing behavior as well as his social behavior accordingly. 

4.5.2 Being Out-of-Sync 

Time-Shifted Content Consumption 

Barrier: As have already been established, in the context of synchronous social 

interaction, content is normally consumed ‘live’, as in scheduled broadcasted TV 

(P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9). When time-shifting one’s content consumption, 

the viewers loose the point of reference used to synchronize their consumption to 

be able to synchronously interact with one another. Furthermore, as synchronous 

social interaction is primarily about reacting to events as they happen on the TV 

screen, it appears to be important to actually be there when they happen for the 

majority of viewers, not to be perceived as being too late or reacting to something 

that no longer is topical (P1, P2, P4, P5, P7, P8). 

“Sometimes I can watch up to four days later, and then it feels a 

bit obsolete … Then I would never be able to share anything, 

because then it feels like you’re too late. So that’s a bit of a 

problem in a way. You don’t want to be behind. You want to be 

there as it happens.” 

P4 (Female 24) 

The American female (P2), who did not have any access to broadcasted TV and 

consumed all her content via streaming services, found herself in a constant time-

shifted state, preventing her from engaging in content-related social activities. 

“The main reason why I don’t is because I am behind everybody 

else following the show, like anything from a week to several 

months to a year. I mean, there’s no point in writing about the 

latest episode of Breaking Bad that I’m reacting to, if everybody 

else saw it two years ago. You know what I mean?” 

P2 (Female 35) 
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Furthermore, the participants (P2, P8, P9) that consumed the majority of their 

content via streaming sites or downloads, were also the participants to be the least 

engaged in synchronous social activities, possibly reinforcing the importance of 

consuming content ‘live’ in the context of synchronous Social TV.  

Obviously, interacting directly with the content or other related official channels is 

also prevented by a time-shifted consumption, as this type of social interactions 

usually is lined up with the time of the original broadcast (P3, P5, P6, P9). 

Regionally Time-Shifted Content Consumption  

However, the notion of being out-of-sync appears to be more complex than 

merely having individuals time-shift their consumption. Content is time-shifted 

naturally across different time zones and countries. 

The young American female (P1) always consumed her content ‘live’. However, 

residing on the East Coast while sharing a social space with viewers of the West 

Coast still caused a bit of a predicament, as she got to watch the content three 

hours prior to the West Coast viewers. Although this did not prevent her from 

engaging in synchronous social interaction, it did constrain her, as she did not 

want to risk spoiling the content for the West Coast viewers (→ 4.5.1 Spoilers). 

“I usually go into details of what happens on the shows after west 

coast airs [the shows]. I think it makes it fair to discuss things 

after this point.” 

P1 (Female 21) 

One of the Swedish females (P5) depicts a similar problem when consuming 

American TV series’ in Sweden. She consumed all her content ‘live’; however, as 

American TV series’ are broadcasted much later in Sweden than in the US, all her 

friends had always already downloaded and watched them by the time they were 

broadcasted in Sweden, preventing her from interacting with them. 

The same female (P5) also addressed the problem of having a social space shared 

across regions, like utilizing the same hashtag on Twitter in both Sweden and the 

UK, as this opens up the risk of spoilers(→ 4.5.1 Spoilers). 

“Downton Abbey, that was dangerous, because they are ahead in 

England and they are using the same hashtag. So I looked [at the 

Twitter feed] for a bit the first time, but then I noticed... ‘Woah!’...“ 

P5 (Female 29) 

Interacting more directly with the content also proves difficult when consuming 

foreign content, as this type of interaction is usually lined up with the time of 

original broadcast in respective country, which is illustrated by the Swedish male 

(P9) that showed an interest of following the live tweets of actors and writers 

while consuming American TV series’. 
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 “... Here in Sweden I still can’t see a TV series [from USA] 

streaming live. But if I could do it, then it would be really 

interesting. To see the actors’ comments live, at the same time as 

you’re watching it. That would be pretty interesting. I just haven’t 

seen it yet, ‘cause it doesn’t work in Sweden. But it could be fun to 

watch [if it did work].” 

P9 (Male 46) 

Identified need: The social viewer has the need to be in sync with other viewers, 

both when it comes to consuming content at the time of broadcast, as well as 

being able to consume content at the time of broadcast of other geographical 

regions. 

Identified need: The social viewer has the need of a social space shared only 

with viewers of his own geographical region. 

4.5.3 Presence of Co-located Viewers 

Barrier: As have previously been illustrated, when a co-located viewer is present, 

the social viewer tends to be more passive. This was often positively motivated by 

already having a co-located viewer to socialize with (P1, P2, P4, P5, P6, P7). 

However, watching as a group can also act as a barrier, especially if the co-located 

viewers are unable to actively take a part of the activity (P6). 

P6 illustrates how her co-located viewers’ inexperience with the Social TV activity, 

or perhaps the fact that they were unable to actively join the activity, prohibited 

her from having a pleasurable experience. This consequently kept her from doing 

it in this particular context. 

“It’s just that, there’s this extra step. I have to explain what I’m 

writing and I have to explain why I’m writing it and to whom I’m 

writing it. It’s not just posting an instant comment [anymore].” 

P6 (Female 30) 

The co-located viewers may in some cases even disapprove of the simultaneous 

activities as a source of distraction, as illustrated by another female participant 

(P7). 

“’Either you watch TV or you watch Twitter, you can’t do both.’ 

(impersonating her husband) (laughs).” 

P7 (Female 42) 

Identified need: The social viewer needs a way of including co-located viewers in 

the activity. 

4.5.4 Fear of Missing Important Scenes 

Barrier: As have been repeatedly clarified, when engaging in synchronous social 

activities, the content is always the center of attention. A high interest in the 

content can consequently awake concerns about engaging in a multitasking 
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activity, often out of fear of missing something important in the progression of 

thus content (P1, P3, P4, P6, P8, P9). 

“I mean it’s hard, it’s hard to have a 50-50 split attention.” 

P4 (Female 24) 

Identified need: The social viewer needs a way of facilitating the multitasking 

activity that is synchronous Social TV. 

4.5.5 Lack of Commercials 

Barrier: As it is quite common for a social viewer to exploit the commercial 

breaks for social interactions, the lack of commercials appears to pose a bit of a 

predicament (P3, P4, P5, P7). 

 “It’s a bit tough, because the program keeps going and you’re 

missing stuff. And I don’t like missing stuff.” 

P4 (Female 24) 

Many of the participants stated that they would either defer from or substantially 

decrease their social activities when watching content that didn’t have commercial 

breaks, which often is the case with premium cable or public broadcasting 

channels (P3, P4, P6, P7). 

“I’d probably just tweet everything I saw at the end of the episode, 

because I just want to enjoy for the full hour. If there was breaks, 

then it’s fine, then I would have done it during a commercial 

break, but because it’s like an hour without breaks, an hour 

without commercials, I’d probably do some tweeting you know 

here and there, but I won’t do it as much.” 

P3 (Male 24) 

Identified need: The social viewer has the need of commercial breaks. 

4.5.6 Friends 

Barrier: There were some tendencies demonstrated by some of the participants 

(P5, P7) indicating a reluctance to connecting to a social space shared with a 

majority of friends. These conversations were perceived to go off topic and act 

more as a distraction, especially when interacting with friends that didn’t share the 

same interest of the content.  

“[If there’s a lot of people that know each other on Twitter], it may 

become very familiar in the feed, and that’s pretty boring. Like, 

‘can you bring that jar of marmalade later on?’ Then I’m 

[thinking], ‘now I feel like you could have just sent a SMS 

instead.’“ 

P7 (Female 42) 

Identified need: The social viewer has a need of interacting with other like-

minded. 
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4.5.7 Irrelevant Social Activities 

Barrier: In the context of synchronous social interaction, social activities 

irrelevant to the content being consumed can often act as a source of distraction. 

Consequently, lacking the ability of filtering out relevant feeds or accessing social 

spaces shared exclusively with content-related entities may hinder the social 

viewer from engaging in social activities. This appears to be the case with 

Facebook, which may explain why it isn’t a preferred tool, as the social feeds 

often are cluttered with social interactions irrelevant to the content (P1, P4, P5, P7, 

P8, P9).  

“I find that there’s so much crap posted on Facebook“ 

P9 (Male 46) 

Identified need: The social viewer needs a social space shared exclusively with 

other viewers and content-related entities. 

4.5.8 Difficulty to Access Relevant Social Spaces 

Barrier: The difficulty to find and access social spaces relevant to the content 

being consumed was identified as a further barrier. The social viewer wants an 

easy and quick way of accessing relevant channels and will be discouraged if that’s 

not the case, even when having knowledge of relevant channels (P9). 

“Facebook groups, that can be several days afterwards. So it’s 

oftentimes not at the same time as I’m watching. They don’t work 

that way. They are not as easy to access.” 

P9 (Male 46) 

In regard to the above, a greater barrier is the inability of finding or connecting to 

other like-minded viewers that are concurrently consuming the same content. P9 

was one of lesser active in regard to synchronous social activities in comparison to 

the other participants, although expressing an interest in interacting more with 

other like-minded viewers. It appeared as he was hindered by the inability of 

finding other like-minded, partly because he consumed a lot of his content via 

downloads (→ 4.5.2 Being Out-of-Sync), but also because of lacking the 

knowhow of finding them. He did not utilize Twitter and hashtags in the same 

way as the other participants, and when using Facebook he was highly bothered 

by irrelevant feeds.  

 “Likeminded? But there’s just so much crap [on Facebook]. It’s 

hard. (laughs)” 

P9 (Male 46) 

Identified need: The social viewer needs an easy way of finding and connecting 

to other like-minded viewers. 
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4.6 The Synchronous Social TV Experience 
This chapter addresses sub-question 5 of the purpose statement, i.e. how can 

Social TV viewing affect the viewer’s TV viewing experience? It explores the 

social viewing experience as it was perceived by the participants of this study, 

as to how they felt social interactions were affecting their TV consumption. 

Summary of Key Findings 

It was found that the participants of this study perceived synchronous Social TV 

as having an overall positive effect on the viewing experience. It was also found to 

have further effects like pushing the viewers towards a live TV consumption and 

providing new content. 

4.6.1 Adding Value to Viewing Experience 
• More fun 

• More interactive 

• Sources of value 

o Having access to other viewers thoughts and reactions 
o Being able to interact with others 
o Being able to interact directly with content 
o Having influence over content 

• Considered as new source of entertainment  

4.6.2 Replenishing Consumed Content 
• Social aspect is a reason to rewatch content  

• Having consumed content facilitates interactions 

4.6.3 Pushing towards ‘Live’ TV Consumption 
• Social aspect of synchronous Social TV can’t be time-shifted 

• Social viewer wants to be there as it happens 

• Only effective protection against being spoiled 

4.6.4 Supporting Content Discovery 
• Shared social space facilitates the discovery of new content 

• Content discovered through social also often later associated 

with social activities 

• Source of recommendation weighs heavy  

 

4.6.1 Adding Value to the Viewing Experience 

It enhances the experience 

The majority of the participants perceived that their synchronous social 

interactions were having a positive effect on their viewing experience, often using 

expressions like “making the show more exciting” or “making it more fun to 

watch”. “Fun” was a key characteristic when attempting to describe the perceived 

value of supplementing content consumption with a social activity (P1, P4, P5, P6, 

P7, P8). 

“It’s fun to see what others are thinking!” 

P5 (Female 29) 

Having access to other viewers’ thoughts and reactions appears to be a particularly 

valued addition, where the participants often drew parallels to the experience of 

watching TV with co-located viewers (P1, P4, P5, P6, P7). 
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 “It’s fun watching as a group because of hearing theories and 

people’s reactions as they happen … When I’m watching a show 

all I have is my view of it and I just love to know what other 

people think. Even if I don’t agree with it or it’s like mine, I just 

like to see how other people view it. ‘Cause it does affect the show, 

it makes the show more exciting … Like if it’s a drama show or a 

mystery, I like to hear other people’s theories. I don’t know, it’s 

just more interactive. The interaction of it all.” 

P1 (Female 21) 

The participants however clearly identified the synchronous social activities as a 

supplement to the act of watching TV, enhancing the viewing experience rather 

than altering it, something which was asserted by the majority of the participants 

when discussing the perceived effects (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7). 

 “I don’t take part of it because I have to. But on the other hand it’s 

so much fun to have it, because there’s so much going on there. It 

takes it to a whole new dimension.” 

P4 (Female 24) 

It’s Just More Interactive 

Interactivity was another key characteristic when describing the positive effects of 

engaging in synchronous social interaction. It was apparent that a majority of the 

participants valued being able to interact with other viewers or entities of the 

content itself (P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8). Many spoke of the addition of a new 

dimension to the act of consuming content, at times hinting at that they had 

found TV to be too passive in the past. 

“I mean, it’s fun. It makes it a whole lot more fun to watch [TV]. It 

makes it so interactive. It like adds another dimension. It’s fun 

because it’s like, ’Hey, lets watch Lets Dance!’ ‘Sure! What’s the 

hashtag?’, and then you go in there and you watch.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

The participants appreciated being able to interact directly with the, particularly as 

they felt like they were influencing it content (P3, P4, P5, P6, P7). Even when 

“merely“ interacting with other remote viewers in a shared social space, the 

participants still felt like they had an influence over the content, although rather 

just influencing the general chatter revolving it. 

 “It feels like you are there. It’s not the usual, you sitting there as a 

sole viewer with a predetermined program, but instead, it’s a 

little more unpredictable. Anything can happen and you can 

influence [it] in a whole different way.” 

P4 (Female 24) 
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It’s a Type of Entertainment 

Highly noteworthy was how several of the participants valued the activity of a 

shared social space as an additional source of passively consumed entertainment, 

supplementing the entertainment provided by the TV content (P4, P5, P6, P9). 

 “It’s also a type of entertainment, I think. It’s exciting to see what 

people are thinking and reckoning; which ones are sane-minded. 

Well, sane-minded according to me, that is.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

Although official channels are able to act as this passive source of entertainment, 

it is remarkably more often the commentary and wittiness of other viewers that 

provides thus entertainment, which is then consumed alongside the main content 

(P4, P5, P7). This appears to be more often the case in connection to the 

following genres: shock TV, reality shows and talk shows (P4, P5, P7). 

 “If I see something that I find really upsetting or really funny or 

something I know will create debate, I’ll go on Twitter and check 

if it has. It’s a bit like going and getting some popcorn, and then 

following the drama. It’s really fun.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

It’s Kind of Like a Combined Activity 

In certain situations it appears as the perceived added value is of a greater 

importance to having a satisfactory viewing experience. Although clearly stating 

that the content is the primary activity and that it will be consumed whether 

having access to a shared social space or not, the added value of the synchronous 

social interaction is sought for, creating what the participants called a combined 

activity. This was more often the case for lower interest content in the genres of 

shock TV, reality or talk shows (P4, P5, P7). 

 “It’s like Let’s Dance is more fun because one has Twitter. Since 

[the show’s] actually quite boring in a way. In fact, Twitter is 

almost more fun than Let’s Dance itself. Do you understand how 

I’m thinking? … If I’m going to watch Let’s Dance, I would like to 

have [access to] Twitter at the same time, as it makes it more fun.” 

P7 (Female 42) 

There were also indications of that a prolonged practice of engaging in 

synchronous social activities generates a more intertwined social viewing habit. 

The American male (P3) portrayed this behavior in particular, driven by a need to 

produce material for the shared social space and the gratification of being 

acknowledged. He stated that he no longer was able to watch his favorite TV 

shows without being socially active.  

 “Like now, I need to tweet during the show. If I don’t tweet 

during a show it just feels weird.” 

P1 (Male 24) 
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4.6.2 Replenishing Already Consumed Content 

Since I have seen the series already … 

The perceived added value of synchronous social interaction also appears to have 

the ability to replenish already consumed content, as the social viewer often will 

re-watch content for the sake of the social activities, a behavior that was observed 

in quite a few of the participants (P3, P6, P7, P9). 

The two Swedish females P6 and P7, who often utilized streaming services to 

watch American TV series’ as soon as they had aired in the US, would still watch 

the same episodes as they were broadcasted in Sweden, and this specifically to be 

able to partake in the local social chatter. And as it revolved content of high 

interest and a corresponding low tolerance for distractions, having already 

consumed the content facilitated the ability to engage in synchronous social 

interactions. 

“Since I’ve already seen the show, I don’t have to be that 

concentrated on what’s happening, and then it’s more fun to see 

what’s happening there in the background.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

This behavior appears to be revolving content of a high value to the viewer, 

content “that is worth watching again” (P6). The social activities simply grant the 

social viewer a reason to watch it at a time of a ‘live’ broadcast.  

The American male (P3) depicted how he would re-watch content out of similar 

reasons. As a means of providing a sneak preview, certain networks would 

sometimes make premiere episodes of TV series’ available on their streaming sites 

prior to the official premiere. He would often watch these previews, but then still 

watch the episode when aired officially, just to be able to interact with other 

viewers.  

The older male (P9) illustrated a case of when he incidentally noticed Nathan 

Fillion, one of the actors of the old TV series Firefly, tweeting live to an ongoing 

Firefly marathon in the US. As he didn’t have access to a live stream from the US, 

he synced up a DVD copy of the series, sat down and re-watched the entire series, 

having his viewing experience augmented by the ongoing commentary. 

 “It was one of the actors from the old TV series Firefly that was 

tweeting like crazy during a Firefly marathon in the US a couple 

of weekends ago. He followed the entire series and every other 

minute or so he posted [something]. Then I started thinking, 

maybe I should take it out and watch the series … Which one is it? 

Episode 8? Ok, so [I] dig out the DVD box and stick it in … Focus 

on what he was writing and try to sync it up with the right 

episode … You were so turned on when he kept mentioning scenes 

he thought was fun.” 

P9 (Male 46) 
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4.6.3 Pursuing a Live Viewing Experience  

I like to see it when it comes on 

As have already been established, the ‘live’ consumption of content is a 

prerequisite in the context of synchronous social interaction. This is consequently 

pushing the social viewer to pursue consumption of ‘live’ broadcasts, at least in 

regard to content where synchronous social activities are favored by the viewer 

(P1, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7). This was apparent amongst the participants, as even 

those who would consume a lot of their content via streaming services or 

downloads had a certain assortment of content that was always consumed ‘live’, as 

to be able to take part of the social experience. 

Although content often can be consumed at a later time and at a time of one’s 

own preference, the ancillary synchronous social activity can’t be shifted as easily. 

It is highly dependent of other viewers and the interplay between everyone 

present in the shared social space. It is of course often possible to passively 

consume comments made by other viewers at a later time, however one will not 

be able to actively contribute to the social interaction. If the social viewer wants to 

take active part in the social interaction, it is important to be there “as it happens” 

(P4, P5, P6, P7, P8).  

“It kind of feels like one has missed a program and there’s no 

replay, and it’s not available on Play (streaming service). I’m 

getting that feeling since I’m going to miss the commentary.  

[And reading the comments afterwards is] not really the same, is 

it? You can’t be a part of the discussion.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

Of course, there are also negative drivers of pursuing a ‘live’ consumption, like the 

previously discussed concern of being spoiled (→ 4.5.1 Spoilers). When being 

highly active in mediated social spaces, it appears as the only effective protection 

against spoilers is to consume the content at the original time of broadcast (P1). 

“[If I don’t watch it] I’d have to avoid Facebook or Twitter cause I 

know people are talking about it and I hate to be spoiled, so I’d 

like to watch it [live].” 

P1 (Female 21) 

4.6.4 Affecting the Choice of Content 

It’s kind of like a private TV guide 

Shared social spaces support the discovery of new content, something which was 

verified by several of the participants (P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P9). Although not 

directly related to synchronous social interaction per say, and consequently also 

not having a direct effect on the social viewer’s viewing experience, it does affect 

the choice of content to be consumed. As content is the center of attention of any 

synchronous social TV activity, the choice of content might have a more 

fundamental effect on the viewing experience. 
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As already noted, many of the participants recounted for having discovered new 

content through social channels, often through the same shared social spaces 

utilized for synchronous activities (P4, P5, P6, P7, P9). 

 “Somebody I’m following on Twitter wrote something about it 

plus hashtagged “Betnér Direkt” (a talk show), so then I started 

watching it … This was probably how I became aware of that the 

show even existed.” 

P5 (Female 29) 

This type of content recommendations appears to be particularly valued when 

concerning fictional content, especially in regard to TV series’ from the US or 

England (P5, P6, P7, P9). 

“But then when it’s about fictional TV series’, then I’ve noticed that 

it’s pretty important if there’s a lot of talking about it on the 

Internet. I have a lot of contacts on the forums I’m active on, 

above all Americans, and [in the US] [TV series] usually come out 

a lot earlier. Then it’s like, if I notice them talking a lot, or if I 

notice Englishmen talking a lot about some English series, then I 

get curious. This happened with Game of Thrones, as an example, 

or with Sherlock last winter. It’s pretty important what others are 

saying about series’.” 

P6 (Female 30) 

Interestingly, content that is discovered through social channels, is later also more 

often associated with social interactions, whether synchronous or asynchronous 

(P4, P5, P6, P7, P9). 

Content recommendations may also emanate from more official channels or 

entities of the content itself (e.g. actors, TV hosts, TV channels) (P9). It is also 

made clear that the source of the recommendation weighs heavy when 

discovering new content, where trusted sources are preferred, like channels 

associated with quality content or friends and acquaintances with similar taste (P6, 

P9). 

“It depends on who says it. Now we have my friend Mark, who 

has the same taste as me in Science Fiction; if he says that this is 

kind of like that Doctor Who spinoff, then I believe him that it’s 

good. But if it’s some colleague from work that doesn’t know 

squat, so to say; ‘I saw this really funny series last weekend’. Then 

maybe you eventually download it and give it half an episode 

before turning it off … But if it’s somebody you know that, this 

person, he knows your taste, and he says: You may have to watch 

at least 10 episodes, but it will get good. Well, then you do that. It 

depends who says it. Credibility.” 

P9 (Male 46) 
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4.7 The Synchronous Social TV Wish List 
In short 

Some of the participants mentioned certain wishes which they believed could 

make their synchronous Social TV experience even better. As these can be 

interpreted and reflected upon as further needs (sub-question 4) identified by 

the participants themselves, they have been included in this additional 

chapter, though in a more summarized manner than previous findings. 

A Wish to Have More Direct Influence on the Content 

Two of the participants clearly expressed wanting to be able to interact more 

directly with the content, as in having a direct influence on what was happening 

on the TV screen, suggesting a further need to influence the content being 

consumed (P4, P6). 

On-screen Social Feeds 

Another longed-for feature was having a content-related Twitter feed on the main 

TV screen, specifically for passive consumption of social commentary (P3, P4, P9). 

P3 wanted the automatic appearance of a content-related Twitter feed during 

commercial breaks, dividing the TV screen into one half commercials, one half 

Twitter feed. P4 on the other hand simply wanted an on screen Twitter feed 

during televised debates, where as P9 wanted a more interactive interface as part 

of his TV set. They all however still wanted to use their smartphones for active 

interactions. This suggests the need to not only having a way to facilitate the more 

passive consumption of social, but also a closer integration between devices. 

Knowledge of Who is Watching  

P9 also expressed the need of an easy way of knowing who amongst his friends 

and acquaintances were watching the same content he was watching. 

Case Study: TV Cirkeln 

Three of the Swedish females (P5, P6, P7) were keen followers of the TV 

program “TV-Cirkeln”, a televised discussion program on Swedish Television to 

directly follow every new episode of the TV series Game of Thrones 

(blogg.svt.se/tvcirkeln). The concept of the program was having a group of TV 

moderators discussing details of the latest episode as well as the series in general, 

while encouraging the viewers to join and continue the discussion via Twitter. 

This was highly appreciated by the three females, especially for the viewer 

discussion that ensured on Twitter, and expressed wanting to have this TV 

program concept transferred to other current TV series’ (P5, P6, P7).  

“I think what they did with TV cirkeln was genius … It was taking 

it to another level.” 

P7 (Female 42) 
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5. Discussion of Methodology 
There are many factors, both expected and unexpected, that may have 

affected the outcome of the research conducted for this thesis. This chapter 

will address and discuss the process identifying potential sources of error 

along the way.  

Social Recruiting 

The recruiting process turned out to be a time consuming undertaking. It was 

trying a new approach, utilizing social networks to acquire potential candidates. 

The idea was simple, to take advantage of the nature of social networks, the fact 

that it is about connecting people, to find subjects to be studied. But it was also 

using a tool of the behavior to be studied, to find that very behavior.  

It was initially presumed that the very presence of an individual on Twitter 

deemed him/her as a potential candidate. Given the wide reach of Twitter it was 

also expected that a general invitation in that space would generate a large number 

of potential candidates. However, as has already been illustrated (→ 3.4 

Implementation), this was not the case. 

Reflecting on the observed reactions to the gradual adjustments, as well as on the 

differences observed between the two targeted markets (Sweden and USA), the 

following insights have been made about using Twitter for an undertaking like this. 

• People do not want to be disturbed in the midst of a TV viewing 

experience (compare with findings → 4.3.3 TV Content). It was observed 

that, while consuming TV, there was little interest for an unrelated 

message intruding in the space of the viewers. This insight can be 

furthered with the fact that the timing of tweets with commercial breaks 

yielded more hits. 

• The broadcasting of tweets only works if you are an established and 

trusted sender. If not, you will undoubtedly be identified as spam. The 

exploit of ambassadors to retweet the invitation worked really well, them 

already being established amongst their own followers. 

• Contacting people directly makes them feel special and more likely to 

want to help out. 

• One should use friendly, simple and colloquial language at all stages of the 

recruiting process as well as during the study itself. 

• Every step a subject has to take has to be made as simple as possible. 

• Furthermore, it was observed that the American Twitter users were more 

aware of, and ergo had a higher threshold for, spam. It became clear that 

they were more accustomed to the presence of spam on Twitter, and 

consequently treated the invitation as such, probably for Twitter being an 

highly exploited social channel in the US market.  
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The consequence of the lengthy recruiting process on this study was an adapted 

target group as well as an adapted research design, consequently also indirectly 

affecting the outcome of the study. However, considering that the study didn’t go 

fruitless in regard to American participants and that the traffic to the screener 

website showed an increase towards the latter half of the process, a sooner 

adoption of contacting individuals directly and using them as ambassadors (maybe 

by offering an incentive), as well as a much simpler screening process, would 

probably have yielded in a study according to the original design. 

Target Group 

As has already been illustrated, the group of participants deviated from the first 

intended all American group. The participants did also not represent the usage of 

a wider range of different synchronous Social TV applications and devices. 

Instead, focus was shifted to Twitter and Facebook, as these were the only tools 

used by the participating individuals, and which, of course, will have had a great 

effect on the findings. 

On the other hand, both Twitter and Facebook have previously been identified as 

central to the notion of what is known as Social TV today (→ 2.3.3 Social Media 

and TV). They are probably part of the reason dedicated applications even exist 

(→ 2.3.4 Social TV Applications), suggesting that their usage in the context of TV 

consumption represents a more fundamental social viewing behavior.  

Furthermore, if comparing the way Twitter and Facebook were used with the 

different functionalities of dedicated Social TV applications as classified by Cesar 

and Geerts (2011a; b), all different uses were present; the “I’m watching” posts, 

the community based interaction on Twitter, the direct communication with 

friends as well as social discovery of new content. This further suggests a 

relevance of the viewing behavior that has been studied here. Even without 

dedicated applications, people appear to be creating their own tools, driven by 

some more fundamental need of sharing viewing experiences with others.  

Then again, the overall preference for Twitter that was so protruding amongst the 

participants of this study may very likely have been a product of the method by 

which they were acquired. As Twitter was used to obtain a majority of the 

candidates, this was of course a tool they were accustomed with. The initial idea 

was to use Twitter to find users of other applications, building on a presumption 

that Twitter had a more fundamental role in the context of Social TV. When 

observing that only 1 out of 46 registered candidates used a dedicated Social TV 

application, this assumption could of course have been false (although 80% of the 

registered were from Sweden where dedicated apps may not be widely available), 

bringing the initially intended target group to question. However, as Twitter has 

been seen to statistically be reckoned with in the context of synchronous Social 

TV, the findings provided here are still highly relevant, even if only applicable to 

TV viewers that use exclusively Twitter. 
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When further reflecting on the interviews with the two Americans P1 and P3, 

both who exemplified the intended target participants, they both represented 

highly extreme cases of the behavior; which of course may have been this study’s 

first intention. However this would have most likely resulted in findings 

illustrating an highly extreme Social TV viewing behavior, a behavior that may 

never have been adopted in a main stream aspect (contrary to the indication of 

Barkhuus and Brown (2009) → 3.2 Target Group). Having the behavior weighed 

down with varying degrees of engagement may create a more holistic picture of 

the behavior, providing findings that may very well be applicable to the real world. 

Furthermore, having interviewed a wide range of different individuals with 

different backgrounds, that apart from all being big TV consumers were a far 

from homogenous group, suggests the identification of a more fundamental social 

viewing behavior, based on many different realities. Although, the gender 

disproportion, weighing females higher, as well as the relatively low average age 

(30) and limited age range (21-46), may all be factors that have affected the 

outcome.  Worth noting is however that two of the most active participants were 

to be found at opposite ends of the scale (21 and 42 years of age), which suggests 

that even with a relatively low average age, the behavior may still be found in 

higher age groups. 

Interviews 

Due to the adapted research design, the interviews were conducted with three 

different set of tools, the face-to-face, the telephone as well as the Skype interview, 

where the different interview conditions may of course have affected the 

participants’ responses respectively.  

However, as each case was treated as unique (→ 3.1 Strategy of Inquiry) and 

consequently also each interview (other than the topics addressed), the use of 

consistent tools would not have changed this fact, and would ergo not have 

brought forth any consistency in answers. Further, the majority of the participants 

were offered at least two choices of interview methods, where each participant 

would choose the method he/she felt most comfortable with. This may actually 

have helped them open up and answer more freely and sincere. Furthermore, all 

interview methods were found to be quite equal in terms of establishing a 

connection to the participant, as well as to be able to provide depth in their 

narratives.  

Skype Interviews 

As for the Skype interviews, which were initially intended to be the primary 

method of data collection and also the means to be able to conduct qualitative 

research with participants from half way across the globe, they were found to be 

highly useful for specifically that purpose. They provided a good experience and a 

good alternative to both the face-to-face as well as the telephone interviews, lying 

somewhere in between the two.  
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Additionally, in the spirit of ethnography, Skype interestingly provided a window 

into the homes of the three American participants, where all of them were 

(unintentionally) interviewed in the very room where they usually consumed TV. 

Although never showing their actual setup, they all at one point or the other made 

me aware of the TV being there. This could have easily been incorporated into the 

study, as to provide even more contextual information in regard to the viewing 

behavior. The female P2 actually even gave me a tour of the house, as she was 

using Skype on a smartphone, which further inspires as to the possibilities. 

It was however observed that people, in general, have severe concerns about the 

idea of engaging in a video call with a stranger. The three participants that were 

interviewed by phone all indicated not wanting to use video. Furthermore, all the 

candidates not to show up for their interviews were in regard to a Skype interview. 

The disclosing of the video interview may in fact have been one of the major 

reasons to cause the lengthy recruiting process, as information about the Skype 

interview was initially provided both on the website as well as in the first E-mail. 

As information about the video call was lifted from the Swedish website towards 

the end of the recruiting process, there was a significant increase in registered 

candidates, indicating that there may have existed a fear for having to be 

interviewed through video. 

As Bertrand and Bourdeau (2010) observed, the building of trust appears to be an 

important step to be able to conduct Skype interviews. A better approach might 

have been to not disclose information about the Skype interview until later in the 

process, after a time of building trust by the means of other communication 

methods. The building of trust is however extremely time costing, as experienced 

during this study’s lengthy recruiting process. 

Participants’ Truthfulness 

In regard to the interviews, a more evident potential source of error rather than 

the method of communication, would be the truthfulness in participants’ answers, 

not knowing if what is shared is a true depiction of their realities. This was the 

reason of the first intended incorporation of further methods of data collection , 

as to be able to triangulate the primary findings. However, due to the 

circumstances at hand this data was only available for a handful of participants.  

The qualitative interview is however a powerful tool. By continuously probing for 

further details, it is in itself a tool of validation. The interview that was dropped 

from this study was an interview to be deemed invalid after having probed for 

details. The female being interviewed repeatedly changed significant details in her 

narrative, which was identified by the means of probing, making one question her 

truthfulness.  

In regard to the asking of questions, this is of course also a potential source of 

error. Great effort was made into only asking open ended questions, as not to 

influence the participant. However, the skill of interviewing appears to be 

something that comes with practice, as there were occasional slips of the tongue 
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during the interviews. The dropping of the pilot study might have had a greater 

effect on the study in that sense, as there was no opportunity to both test the 

interview guide as well as practice the skill of interviewing in a real setting. 

The Researcher 

The greatest source of error, however, is of course the sole researcher of this 

project. As this is a qualitative study, being fundamentally interpretive, it is 

inevitable that personal opinions and ideas have influenced the interpretations 

that have been made, even when taking great precaution as to approach every step 

with a level of objectivity.  

An intense study of theory was conducted before deploying into field, as a means 

to better select and understand the subjects to be studied, as well as develop 

questions for the interview guide. As a lot of the previous theory may now be 

concurring with the findings of this study, one might question the interpretations 

that have been made. Although unable to put words in the mouths of the 

participants, interpretations of what they have shared are made based on the ideas 

and knowledge of the researcher. 

For this reason I, as the researcher of this thesis, have provided detailed 

descriptions of every step taken, every theory studied as well as presented the 

findings with rich descriptions in the words of the participants. This has been 

done so that you, as a reader of this paper, may be able to make your own 

interpretations of the findings. 
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6. Analysis and Conclusions 
Based on the findings of this study, general conclusions have been made 

regarding the viewing behavior in the context of synchronous Social TV. 

The narrative presented in chapter 4 (→ 4. Empirical Findings) constitutes the 

main findings of this study, addressing and providing answers for the five sub-

questions established in the introduction (→ 1.2 Purpose Statement). Based on 

this narrative, a further analysis has been made, resulting in general conclusions 

regarding the viewing behavior associated with synchronous Social TV. 

6.1 Social TV Consumption  
This chapter identifies behavior related to the actual consumption of content 

in the context of synchronous Social TV activities. 

6.1.1 Content Consumption as the Primary Activity 

Even when engaging in a parallel activity such as the makings of synchronous 

Social TV, the social viewer always perceives the TV as being the primary activity 

and consequently the center of attention (→ 4.3.3 TV Content). The social viewer 

therefore exhibits a more focused and determined viewing behavior as described 

by Gauntlett and Hill (1999) and Barkhuus and Brown (2009). Any synchronous 

social activity are seen as merely supplemental to the consumption of content, as a 

means to augment the viewing experience by adding a social layer, but always 

maintaining the content as the principal activity.  

6.1.2 Content of Interest 

The effects content genres have on social viewing experiences have been explored 

before, where studies have concluded that different types of content may support 

and trigger various levels of social engagement (Geerts, Cesar and Bulterman, 

2008; Schatz, et al., 2008; 2010; Ducheneaut, et al., 2008; Harboe, et al., 2008a; 

Huang, et al., 2009). This was found to be true even in this study, however, also 

identifying a further fundamental quality crucial to whether a viewer will engage in 

synchronous social interaction or not, which is the matter of interest in the 

content.  

The social viewer only engages in synchronous Social TV in regard to content that 

he actually has an interest of consuming, suggesting a strong correlation between 

interest and social interaction (→ 4.3.3 TV Content). This may be because he 

wants to share the viewing experience with other like-minded, or because a lack of 

interest in the content resolves in a lack of interest to talk about it. The social 

viewer is further found to be particularly activated by content of high personal 

interest, such as a favorite TV series’. The level of interest may of course vary and 

with it the extent of the social activity. A higher level of interest increases the 

viewer’s sensitivity to distractions, which further affects the extent of the social 
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activity. As Schatz et al. (2010) indicated in their work, the demand for the 

division of attention can have negative effects on social interaction, which may be 

especially the case with an increased sensitivity to distractions. 

6.1.3 Social TV Genres 

A number of TV genres were identified which appear to be consumed in the 

context of synchronous Social TV. Corresponding to earlier studies (Geerts, Cesar 

and Bulterman, 2008; Schatz, et al., 2008; 2010; Ducheneaut, et al., 2008; Harboe, 

et al., 2008a; Huang, et al., 2009), it was found that sports, reality shows and 

contents with some kind of established social practice (e.g. viewer voting) both 

trigger and support synchronous social interaction. Further genres identified in 

this study were televised debates and a type of content referred to as shock TV, 

content centered on people in extreme situations.  

More remarkably was however that the genre of fiction was identified as a highly 

socially activating content genre, especially when continuity played a central role 

(→ 4.3.3 TV Content). This content is more commonly associated with 

asynchronous social activities, as the viewer is highly focused and sensitive to 

distractions. As has been shown in the studies of Gauntlett and Hill (1999) and 

Lull (1990), as well as in the findings of this thesis (→ 4.2.8 The Need to Analyze 

and Discuss TV Content), fiction is usually associated with a feeling of immersion, 

which might further explain the sensitivity to distractions. It appears however that 

the presence of handheld mobile devices and easy access to shared social spaces, 

will still trigger synchronous activities, if granted the opportunity to minimize 

distraction (→ 4.3.1 Technological Context; 4.4.4 Multitasking Strategies). 

6.1.4 Consumption of ‘Live’ TV 

When engaging in synchronous Social TV, the social viewer always consumes the 

content ‘live’, as in consuming traditionally broadcasted TV at the original time of 

airing, as opposed to time-shifted content (→ 4.3.3 TV Content; 4.6.3 Pursuing a 

Live Viewing Experience). Contrary to recent studies indicating a movement to a 

more individual, time- and space-shifted consumption (Barkhuus and Brown, 

2009; O’hara, Mitchell and Vorbau, 2007; Bjur, 2008; Nielsen, 2011b), a social 

viewer is consuming content ‘live’, as even the time-shifters and downloaders of 

this study had a subset of content which was consumed ‘live’ for this very reason.  

When interacting with a community of remote viewers whilst consuming content, 

the content is the point of reference which coordinates the interaction (compare 

to Lull’s (1990) structural and relational uses of TV). The social aspect is also 

elusive, i.e. the content can be time-shifted, social interaction cannot. Even 

though comments can be saved and consumed at a later time, like e.g. in the 

CollaboraTV prototype (Nathan, et al., 2008) or in the feeds of Twitter, an active 

social viewer will not be able to take active part in the social interaction (→ 4.5.2 

Being Out-of-Sync). This consequently acts as a fundamental driving force for the 
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consumption of ‘live’ contents. If wanting to connect to and interact with a 

community of like-minded viewers, the social viewer has to be there as it happens. 

It was also found that when residing in shared social spaces, there persists the risk 

of hearing spoilers regarding content (→ 4.5.1 Spoilers). With the adoption of 

always connected mobile devices and the increasing usage of social networking 

sites, it is increasingly more difficult to elude these social spoilers. The only real 

protection appears to be the ‘live’ consumption of the content in question, which 

further drives a social viewer to ‘live’ content. Relating to this, there also appears 

to exist a need of reducing the gaps of regionally time-shifted broadcasts, for the 

same reason (→ 4.5.2 Being Out-of-Sync). 

6.1.5 Replenishment of Already Consumed Content 

The perceived added value of the social layer is not only causing the social viewer 

to consume content ‘live’, but is also triggering the rewatching of content 

previously already consumed, thereby extending the life of the content in question 

(→ 4.6.2 Replenishing Already Consumed Content). This is often the case for 

content of high interest, such as fictional TV series’, content often claimed to be 

worth watching again. The notion of synchronous social interaction however 

incites the social viewer to rewatch it at a time of broadcast, as he/she wants to 

partake in social activities (→ 6.1.4 Consumption of ‘Live’ TV). This can be 

compared to previous findings having viewers rewatch content as households for 

the sake of the social aspect (O’Hara, Mitchell and Vorbau, 2007), but instead 

extending it to a greater social context. As this type of content also normally is 

associated with a high sensitivity to distractions, having already consumed the 

content actually facilitates the social viewer’s engagement in the social activities, as 

he/she no longer has to fear missing any important scenes (→ 4.5.4 Fear of 

Missing Important Scenes). 

6.2 Recreating the Co-located 

Viewing Experience 
This chapter covers the social aspects of Social TV viewing behavior. 

6.2.1 Sharing the Viewing Experience 

As Gauntlett and Hill (1999), Lull (1990) and even Barkhuus and Brown (2009) 

and O’hara, Mitchell and Vorbau (2007) has shown us before, TV consumption is 

highly associated with a social dimension. This was evidently also a common 

theme throughout the interviews of this study, as the participants treated the 

consumption of TV content as a fundamentally social activity, whether it 

concerned talking about TV content or sharing the viewing experience (→ 4.3.2 

Social Context).  

Those participants who regularly consumed content with a co-located viewer 

described co-located viewing as a shared social event, revolving around the notion 
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of exchanging instinctive reactions and thoughts on the on-goings of the content 

being consumed, never really requiring a reply from the other part, although 

occasionally elapsing into shorter discussions. It was found that the descriptions 

of interacting with remote viewers, whether a friend or a community of viewers, 

closely resembled these descriptions (→ 4.4.1 Communication Methods; 4.4.3 

Elements of Social Interaction), suggesting that a social viewer may be attempting 

to recreate a virtual experience of watching together with a co-located viewer. The 

perceived feeling of watching together as a co-located group was evidently also 

one of the sources of value identified in Schatz et al.’s (2010) study, which further 

supports this finding. 

6.2.2 Managing Solitude 

As synchronous Social TV is more common in the context of watching TV in 

solitary (→ 4.3.2 Social Context), it further suggests that the social viewer is 

attempting to substitute and recreate the experience of a co-located viewing 

experience by the means of synchronous social interaction. The management of 

solitude was also one of the driving forces identified in this study (→ 4.2.1 

Managing Solitude) (compare to Gauntlett and Hill’s (1999) and Lull’s (1990) use 

of TV as a companion). Just like Tsekleves, Whitham and Kondo (2011) claimed, 

there appears to exist a fundamental need of sharing content consumption with 

like-minded viewers, in this thesis especially in regard to content of high personal 

interest. Not having anybody in the physical space to share the experience with, 

interacting with a remote viewer may be a way of filling that void. 

When alone, a social viewer may therefore seek out individuals of an inner circle 

of friends or acquaintances to interact with while watching TV, given the 

knowledge of whom else is watching and that they also share an interest of thus 

content (→ 4.4.2 Communication Partners). However, when several alternatives 

exist, the choice is arbitrary, suggesting that it is more about having a shared 

viewing experience rather than interacting with a specific individual.  

6.2.3 Connecting to Social Spaces Shared with Other Viewers 

The social viewer will more commonly connect to a social space shared with other 

remote viewers, whether friends or strangers, that are simultaneously consuming 

the content in question (→ 4.4.2 Communication Partners). He/she will interact 

with the community of viewers as a whole, both sharing and “listening” to other 

viewers’ instinctive reactions and comments regarding the content (→ 4.4.3 

Elements of the Social Interaction). As this is accomplished by utilizing second 

screen devices and the means of social media (→ 4.3.1 Technological Context), 

they act as more trivial driving forces in conjunction with the driving forces 

identified in this thesis (→ 4.2 Synchronous Social TV Driving Forces).  

What however further promotes the idea of that a social viewer is attempting to 

recreate a co-located viewing experience is that interacting with a community of 

viewers has been compared to the experience of watching in a very large co-
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located group (→ 4.4.1 Communication Methods). This appears to satisfy a social 

viewer’s need of sharing the viewing experience and feeling connected to like-

minded viewers (→ 4.2.2 The Need to Feel Connected with Others), but on the 

same time without feeling a pressure to interact nor the risk of distractions, which 

could be the case when interacting directly with a friend. 

6.2.4 Supplementing the Co-located Viewing Experience 

In the context of already watching together with a co-located viewer, it may 

however no longer be about the recreation of a co-located viewing experience, 

since the viewer already has somebody to socialize with (→ 4.3.2 Social Context). 

Instead, synchronous Social TV may be about supplementing and expanding the 

existing co-located viewing session with further reactions and commentaries made 

by other viewers (other than the ones present) or also even about interacting more 

directly with the content itself (compare with identified driving forces → 4.2 

Synchronous Social TV Driving Forces). It is evident that the social viewer 

identifies these activities as a source of entertainment (→ 4.6.1 Adding Value to 

the Viewing Experience), which may again be triggered and facilitated by the use 

of second screen devices (→ 4.3.1 Technological Context). 

6.3 Converging Use of Media and Devices 
This chapter elaborates how and why the social viewer is using other devices 

and media while watching TV. 

6.3.1 Second Screens 

In the context of watching TV, it appears to be an established practice for the 

social viewer to utilize a second screen as an accompaniment to the TV screen for 

the purpose of engaging in synchronous social activities.  The usage of a handheld 

mobile device, such as a smartphone, was prominent amongst the participants of 

this study (→ 4.3.1 Technological Context), which corresponds with recent 

studies indicating that viewers are using such devices to engage in content related 

social interaction (→ 2.3.3 Social Media and TV). It also corresponds to previous 

studies proposing an importance of utilizing a second screen in Social TV systems 

(Schatz, et al., 2008; Hess, et al. 2011; Cesar, Bulterman and Jansen, 2008; Geerts 

and De Grooff, 2009).  

Many of the participants even identified the use of the smartphone as one of the 

central reasons for engaging in synchronous Social TV, which would establish it as 

a more trivial driving force in the context of Social TV. The constant availability, 

the perpetual connectivity and the ease to use from the comfort of the TV sofa is 

causing the social viewer to supplement TV consumption with a secondary screen 

(→ 4.3.1 Technological Context), consequently converging his/her usage of 

media devices for a richer viewing experience (→ 4.6.1 Adding Value to the 

Viewing Experience).  
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It also becomes clear that handheld devices such as a smartphone facilitates a 

viewer’s engagement in synchronous social interactions while minimizing the risk 

of distraction, as has also been previously proposed as a possibility by Schatz et al. 

(2008) and Cesar, Bulterman and Jansen (2008).  

6.3.2 Social Media 

The use of social media is also central to the notion of synchronous Social TV, as 

it is exploited as a means to find and connect to other like-minded viewers (→ 

4.3.1 Technological Context). Although there were a few cases of individuals 

interacting directly with friends, often also using more traditional methods of 

communication (e.g. phone), it was evident that the social viewer is inclined to 

communicating with a community as a whole (→ 4.4.2 Communication Partners).  

During the interviews, both Facebook and Twitter were discussed for this 

particular use, although Twitter was clearly the overall preferred while watching 

TV (→ 4.4.1 Communication Methods), which again corresponds to recent 

studies indicating Twitter’s central role in the context of Social TV (→ 2.3.3 Social 

Media and TV). Twitter was acknowledged for providing an easy to access and 

real-time social space shared with other remote viewers (→ 4.4.1 Communication 

Methods). Real-time and also the notion of swiftness, appears to be key attributes 

when engaging in synchronous Social TV, as momentary reactions to the content 

is a vital part of the activity (→ 4.4.3 Elements of the Social Interaction).  

Further, communicating by the means of social media and the Internet builds on 

the practice of text based communication, which has been seen, both in this study 

(→ 4.4.1 Communication Methods) and ones to precede it (Schatz, et al., 2010; 

Huang, et al. 2009) to be a preferred method of communication in the context of 

a distraction-sensitive activity (e.g. during the consumption of content a viewer 

actually wants to watch). Although voice can be preferred for the viewer not 

having to operate a second device and for being able to provide an experience 

more like a co-located one, it demands a high familiarity between the remote 

viewers. Text, on the other hand, has been identified as less distracting and 

putting the viewer in control. 

6.3.3 Enriching the Viewing Experience  

The social viewer is consequently using second screen devices and social media to 

supplement and enrich the act of watching TV (→ 4.6.1 Adding Value to the 

Viewing Experience). It was found that the social viewer particulary values having 

access to social commentaries by other viewers, consuming it as a type of 

entertainment that augments the entertainment provided by the content.  

It also became evident that the social viewer may be seeking a more interactive 

viewing experience (→ 4.4.3 Elements of the Social Interaction), wanting to 

experience the content rather than merely consume it (→ 4.6.1 Adding Value to 

the Viewing Experience). Many of the participants valued the notion of 
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interaction, as it was observed that when granted an easy way of interacting with 

other viewers, like is the case when utilizing second screens and social media (→ 

4.3.1 Technological Context), viewers will spontaneously interact according to the 

nature of the content being consumed. 

What can be seen as an even more peculiar case of experiencing content rather 

than just consuming it, was when the American participant P3 highly praised 

having conversations with fictional characters of a comedy series while watching it 

(→ 4.4.3 Elements of the Social Interaction). As fiction is a type of content 

normally associated with having a highly immersive quality, where a viewer will 

often be emotionally engaged with the fictional world (Gauntlett and Hill, 1999; 

Lull, 1990) and utilize interacting with other remote viewers about details of thus 

world as a means to stay immersed (→ 4.2.8 The Need to Analyze and Discuss 

Content). Interacting directly with that fictional world must be close to a feeling 

of total immersion, establishing a more complete content experience. 

There were several participants that also stated valuing being able to interact more 

directly with the content, and especially having the possibility of influencing the 

content by that interaction (→ 4.6.1 Adding Value to the Viewing Experience). 

This may be seen as a further development of social viewers utilizing the 

convergence of social media and TV to create a more complete experience of 

content consumption. It can also be seen as a further development of the viewer 

taking control. As Barkhuus and Brown (2009) illustrated how technological 

advances caused a more determined type of viewing, where the viewer was taking 

control of what content to consume, when to consume it and where to consume 

it, a further development may be the viewer wanting to take control of the 

content itself. 

6.4 Multitasking the TV Experience 
This chapter elaborates on the multitasking behavior that can be identified in 

connection to Social TV viewing. 

6.4.1 The TV Multitasker 

Engaging in synchronous Social TV is in its essence a multitasking activity, as the 

social viewer is operating a second screen while consuming content on another 

(→ 4.3.1 Technological Context; 4.4.4 Multitasking Strategies). It becomes evident 

that the social viewer has adapted a more active stance regarding the act of 

consuming TV, being an active viewer that wants to experience content rather 

than a passive viewer who only consumes (→ 6.3.3 Enriching the Viewing 

Experience). 

As a social viewer only engages in synchronous Social TV in the context of 

content he actually wants to consume (→ 4.3.3 TV Content), this causes 

sensitivity to distractions, as all the participants in this study recognized having a 

limited attention capability. They however also claimed as perceiving being able to 
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always maintain focus on the content, actively managing their attention to 

moments when the risk of distraction is perceived as minimal (→ 4.4.4 

Multitasking Strategies). Previous studies had indicated that TV viewers are able to 

manage their attention quite effectively when granted opportunities to multitask 

(Schatz, et al., 2010; Ducheneaut, et al., 2008). 

6.4.2 The Use of Commercial Breaks 

It appears to be an established practice to take advantage of commercial breaks in 

the context of synchronous Social TV as a means to manage one’s attention and 

minimize distractions (→ 4.4.4 Multitasking Strategies). Instead of turning to the 

remote control and zapping away at the onset of a commercial break, the social 

viewer instead turns to his second screen to engage in content-related social 

activities. Interestingly, the participants in this study not only expressed a new 

appreciation for the commercial breaks because of this, but also implied actually 

needing them (→ 4.5.5 Lack of Commercials), especially in the case of fiction, 

which usually is associated with a low tolerance for distractions (→ 4.3.3 TV 

Content).  

Contrary to recent technological developments having viewers actively escape 

commercials by the means of fast forwarding time-shifted content or 

downloading commercial free video (Barkhuus and Brown, 2009; Walhström, 

2011), the social viewer is actually seeking them, inadvertently bringing new 

meaning to commercial breaks.  

What may also be of significance for the advertising industry is that, as the social 

viewer keeps the commercials as a part of the ambience while engaging with their 

second screens, it was observed that commercials of interest were still able to 

catch the social viewer’s attention (→ 4.4.4 Multitasking Strategies). So although it 

may prove to be harder to catch an individual’s attention as it is focused elsewhere, 

a manifested social viewing behavior keeps the social viewer seated in front of the 

TV screen as well as counteracts the habit of channel surfing, providing new 

opportunities to reaching TV viewers with advertisements. 
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7. Final Conclusion 
In this thesis I have explored the viewing behavior associated with synchronous 

Social TV. I have provided new insights into this relatively new viewing behavior, 

covering several important aspects from the perspective of its adopters, e.g. both 

how and why TV viewers are incorporating social interaction into their TV 

consumption, but also how this might be affecting the related viewing experiences. 

We have seen TV viewers treat the act of watching TV as a fundamentally social 

activity, driven by a need of sharing their viewing experiences with others, 

whether co-located or not, whether friend or stranger. The presence of connected 

mobile devices and social media, Twitter especially, has further been seen to 

facilitate the need of connecting to other like minded viewers, driving viewers to 

creating social viewing experiences in community based social spaces. 

It has also become evident that TV viewers are starting to converge their use of 

media devices, using multiple devices simultaneously to augment content, seeking 

ways to actually experience content rather than merely consume it. Whether it’s 

about interacting with other viewers or interacting directly with the content, the 

interactions are clearly adding value to the TV viewing experience, driving viewers 

to consuming content ‘live’, rewatching already consumed content, and even to an 

appreciation for commercial breaks.  

As synchronous social interaction is enhancing viewers’ TV consumption, it’s 

serving as a powerful incentive to changing viewing behavior and practices to 

support these activities. As more and more players in the TV industry are realizing 

this and integrating social media into everything from TV technology to TV 

content, it is apparent that this will be an integrate part of the future of television.  

It further becomes clear that whoever finds creative but relevant ways of 

exploiting this behavior will inevitably have an advantage of winning over TV 

consumers and shaping the TV of tomorrow. Through the insights provided in 

this thesis, I have not only delivered key knowledge to understanding these social 

TV consumers, but I have also provided my readers with just the advantage they 

need to stay ahead of the game. 
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8. Recommendations 
Based on the insights provided in this thesis (→ 4. Empirical Findings; 6. 

Analysis and Conclusions), a line of recommendations have been made 

regarding the viewing behavior associated with synchronous Social TV. 

These may act as a guide for any player active in the TV industry, whether 

providing technology, services or content. 

Use Second Screens 

Incorporate personal handheld devices into the TV viewing experience  

• Incorporate personal devices like smartphones, tablets and laptops instead 

of trying to make the main TV screen interactive 

• Incorporate social media into the TV viewing experience 

• Focus on the use of Twitter or social platforms with similar features 

Connect the Viewers 

Provide easy ways for TV viewers to connect with each other  

• Make it possible for a viewer to connect with both friends and a 

community of TV viewers 

• Make connecting as easy as possible 

• Make sure viewers know how to connect 

• Provide easy ways of knowing who else is watching 

• Incorporate ways for viewers to include co-located viewers  

Enrich the Viewing Experience 

Provide a layer of synchronous social interaction to augment TV content 

• Create an interactive viewing experience by incorporating social features 

• Target viewers with high interest in the content (“fans”) 

• Adapt social features to the content genre in question 

• Provide ways of interacting directly with the content 

• Exploit social features to push viewers to ‘live’ TV consumption 

• Provide ways for viewers to minimize distraction 

Exploit New Appreciation for Commercial Breaks  

Provide social layer to make viewers more susceptible to commercials  

• Exploit social features to push viewers to content with commercial breaks 

• Engage viewers in synchronous social interaction during commercial 

breaks to prevent them from zapping or walking away (to increase 

susceptibility to commercials) 

• Make social feeds part of the main TV screen during commercial breaks 

• Place commercial breaks after key moments in content continuity  
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9. Further Research  
As this thesis only has provided insights into the viewing behavior associated with 

synchronous Social TV viewing, and consequently nothing of statistical 

significance, it would be highly interesting to conduct further quantitative studies 

as to verify some of the findings provided here. Questions like; 

Is Social TV potentially driving ‘live’ TV consumption? Are TV viewers really 

seeking social viewing experiences? Do people use social media more when they 

are alone? Is Social TV really adding value to the viewing experience? Are TV 

viewers seeking to experience TV content rather than just consume it? Do TV 

viewers want more opportunities to interact directly with content? 

It would also be interesting to look further into the social viewer’s new found 

appreciation for commercial breaks and if verified, what it means for advertisers. 

How would viewers respond to an increase of ad breaks? Is a person staying in 

front of the TV set but engaged in a second device a good thing? Can the second 

screen be used as a further advertisement channel if synchronized with the TV 

content? 

The insights provided here about the social viewer’s behavior can also be used in 

more practical research projects as an outlining guide for the development of both 

services and devices to support Social TV viewing.  
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Appendix 

Appendix I: The Screener 
This attachement covers some background and details regarding the 

screening process. 

The questionnaire used as the screener included 6 to 7 multiple choice and 

checkbox questions, depending on what answers were checked. It also included a 

section covering demographic information as age, gender, etc. The questionnaire 

was modeled to not only deem if a registered candidate was an active adopter of 

synchronous Social TV behavior or not, but also to provide information to be 

able to spread out the target group over a wider range of different types of people. 

This was to be able to truly explore the essence of the related viewing behavior 

disconnected from a too homogenous group. 

Website 

The website housing the questionnaire was designed in PHP and was connected 

to a MySQL database. It was implemented as to be able to utilize a unique link in 

conjunction with every TV program, and subsequently track the originating link 

of each visitor and each registered candidate, as a means to identify how much 

traffic each tweet generated, as well as, the consumption of what TV program 

brought the candidate to find the screener. This would make possible to further 

spread out the target group based on a variety of TV genres of interest.  

The website was placed on my personal account under KTH:s domain as a means 

to assert my identity as a researcher of KTH, furthered by KTH:s logo on the 

actual site. Although this thesis was being written for Ericsson, I chose not to 

address this as not to influence a potential candidate by an underlying commercial 

interest, as well as to more clearly be able to identify myself as a student. 

The website was of course also created in both Swedish and English, and the URL 

shortener Tiny.cc (www.tiny.cc) would be used to shorten links to fit in a tweet. 
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The Questionnaire 

 

1. In general, how often do you watch TV? 

O Several times a day 

O At least once a day 

O Several times a week 

O Several times a month 

O Less often 

O Never 

 

2.  While watching TV, do you ever use the Internet to 

a) Actively engage in conversations with others about what you are 

watching? 

O Several times a day 

O At least once a day 

O Several times a week 

O Several times a month 

O Less often 

O Never 

 

b) Read what others are saying about what you are watching? 

O Several times a day 

O At least once a day 

O Several times a week 

O Several times a month 

O Less often 

O Never 

 

3. While watching TV, do you use any of the following devices to interact 

around what you are watching? (It's possible to check more than one) 

O Stationary computer 

O Laptop 

O Tablet / Ipad 

O Smartphone / Iphone 

O Media device (e.g. Ipod Touch) 

O SmartTV or Connected TV (TV with Internet connection) 

O Game Console (e.g. Playstation) 

O Set Top Box 

O Others: __________________ 
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4. While watching TV, do you use any of the following social networking 

services or Social TV applications to interact around what you are 

watching? (It's possible to check more than one) 

O Twitter 

O Facebook 

O Tumblr 

O MySpace 

O LinkedIn 

O Google+ 

O Blogs / Forums 

O Getglue 

O Miso 

O Yap.TV 

O TV-Chatter 

O Tunerfish 

O Into_Now 

O ConnecTV 

O Others: __________________ 

 

5. Miscellaneous  

a) Do you have access to any of the following VVoIP (Video call) clients? 

O Skype 

O Windows Live Messenger 

O Yahoo Messenger 

 

b) How many people live in your household (including you)? 

O 1   O 2   O 3   O 4   O 5   O 6 or more 

 

c) Gender 

O Male   O Female 

 

d) Age 

O -15   O 16-20   O 21-30   O 31-40   O 41-50   O 51+ 

 

e) Country 

__________________ 

f) Name 

__________________ 

g) E-mail 

__________________ 

 



APPENDIX II 
 

- 103 - 
 

Appendix II: The Interview Guide 
The 14 areas of the interview guide with a reference guide of questions. 

(Originally printed on one single A4 in landscape orientation.) 

TV-routine 

in general 

(5min) 

 

• Devices 

• Typical use of TV 

• How often? 

• When? 

• Where? 

• Favorite shows? 

• Viewing time? 

• Who? 

• Preparation? 

• Type of content? 

• Why watch TV? 

• Parallel activities? 
 

 

Social TV-

routine 

 

• How often? 

• When? 

 

 

Content 

 

• What are you watching when social? 

• Why? 

• How is choice being affected? 

• How is social interaction being affected? 

 

 

Physical 

Space 

 

• Where? 

• Who in room? 

• What are they doing? 

 

 

Devices and 

Applications 

 

• What used to socialize? 

• Why? 

 

 

Conversation 

Partners 

 

• Who? 

• How find? 

 

 

Conversations 

 

• What are you talking about? 

• How long? 

• When do you talk? 
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Social TV 

activities  

 

• What triggers you to be social? 

• When? 

• Why? 

• What else are you doing? 

• What differences to “normal” TV viewing? 

 

 

Center of 

attention 

 

• Where is center of attention? 

 

 

Experience 

 

• How affecting experience? 

 

 

Distractions 

 

• What can be distracting? 

• How deal with distractions? 

 

 

Needs 

 

• What do you need? 

• What could make it better? 

 

 

Barriers 

 

• What’s keeping you from doing it? 

 

 

Social TV 

Habits 

 

• How long been doing this? 

• What differences, then and now? 

• Why Social TV? 
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Appendix III: The Diary Assignment 
This attachment provides some background and details regarding the diary 

assignment. 

As the participants most likely already are operating an Internet enabled device 

when engaging in Social TV activities (one that they are familiar enough with to 

be able to use it for communication), the diary was implemented as a simple 

website to work on even the smallest of media devices, inspired by Lazar, Feng 

and Hochheister (2010). The website was designed to reduce the load of the 

participants, making an entry as easy and quick as possible, which is vital when 

conducting a diary study (Lazar, Feng and Hochheister, 2010). Each participant also 

received a unique link to an own personal diary, eliminating the step of having to 

log in to the diary. They would be asked to save this link as a bookmark on the 

most used device, so that it would be quickly accessible. 

The diary itself consisted of a form of six simple questions regarding the context 

of the triggering event; all which could be answered with as little as one word (e.g. 

Where are you? ⇒ Living room). There was also an additional field where the 

participant would be able to share anything at all of interest about the particular 

situation.  

During the introduction of the study, the diary was to be explained, as to how and 

why to make an entry, and the participant would be asked to share as many entries 

as he wanted, with a minimum of one, during the elapse of one week prior to the 

interview. As a part of the diary study, I would also successively build rapport with 

the participant by staying in touch by E-mail.  

The Diary Questions 

1. Time of event: 

2. What were you watching? 

3. Where were you? 

4. Who was in the room with you? 

5. What device(s) or service(s) where you using? 

6. Where you doing anything else? 

7. Reason(s) for this event: 

8. Additional comments: 
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Appendix IV: Skype and Eye Contact 
This attchment elaborates on the contrived solution to create the illusion of 

achieved eye contact during the Skype interviews (from the perspective of the 

interviewed subject). 

The Skype interviews were to be conducted on a laptop with a built-in camera on 

the top of the screen. The laptop was to be placed at a distance of at least one 

meter from the interviewer, with the camera at eye level and directed at the eyes 

of the interviewer. The video feed was then to be displayed at no more than about 

a 6th of the screen size and be placed directly under the camera. This setup would 

minimize the sight-angle between camera and video feed, providing a better 

illusion of direct eye contact from the perspective of the receiver (the setup was 

tested 3-4 times on friends, which asserted a good experience). Of course, this 

setup didn’t create the same illusion from the perspective of the interviewer. In 

this study it was however more important to create a comfortable interview 

environment for the interviewee. 

The setup also provided more than sufficient space around the video feed to have 

a copy of the interview guide on-screen, which would reduce the amount of times 

eye contact had to be broken to check on notes, which according to Bertrand and 

Bourdeau (2010) often causes a participant to stop talking in the context of a 

Skype interview.  
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