
UNDERSTANDING THE SOCIAL STRUCTURE OF TELEVISION 
AUDIENCES: THREE ESSAYS  

Measuring group viewing in television audiences 

Group viewing and spousal preferences as predictors 
of individual preferences of Mexican television 

viewers 

and 

Television auditoria: Hierarchical networks meet 
consumption systems  

 

by 

  

José Domingo Mora 

M.A. Communications Management, University of Southern California 

Licentiate, Social Communication, Universidad Central de Venezuela 

Licentiate, Biology, Universidad Central de Venezuela 

 

DISSERTATION SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF  

 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY  

 

In the Faculty of Business Administration  

 

© José Domingo Mora 2010  
SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY  

Summer 2010  

 

All rights reserved. However, in accordance with the Copyright Act of Canada, this work may be 
reproduced, without authorization, under the conditions for Fair Dealing. Therefore, limited reproduction 
of this work for the purposes of private study, research, criticism, review and news reporting is likely to be 

in accordance with the law, particularly if cited appropriately. 

 



                                  Understanding the social structure of television audiences 
   

ii 
 

APPROVAL 
 
Name: José Domingo Mora 
Degree: Doctor of Philosophy, Business Administration 
 
Title of Dissertation: Understanding the social structure of television audiences: Three essays 

Examining committee: 
Chair:  Dr. Thomas B. Lawrence 

Associate Professor 
Faculty of Business Administration 

 _______________________________________________________  
Dr. Robert E. Kride, Senior Supervisor 
Professor, Faculty of Business Administration 

 _______________________________________________________  
Dr. Jason Ho, Supervisor 
Assistant Professor, Faculty of Business Administration 

 _______________________________________________________  
Dr. Charles Weinberg, Supervisor 
Professor,  
Sauder School of Business, University of British Columbia 

 _______________________________________________________  
Dr. José Rubén Jara Elías, Supervisor 
President, Ibope-AGB Mexico 

 _______________________________________________________  
Dr. Colleen Collins, Internal Examiner 
Associate Professor, Faculty of Business Administration 

 _______________________________________________________  
Dr. Douglas MacLachlan, External Examiner 
Professor,  
Foster School of Business, University of Washington

Date Defended/Approved: August 11, 2010   



Last revision: Spring 09 

 

Declaration of 
Partial Copyright Licence 
The author, whose copyright is declared on the title page of this work, has granted 
to Simon Fraser University the right to lend this thesis, project or extended essay 
to users of the Simon Fraser University Library, and to make partial or single 
copies only for such users or in response to a request from the library of any other 
university, or other educational institution, on its own behalf or for one of its users.  

The author has further granted permission to Simon Fraser University to keep or 
make a digital copy for use in its circulating collection (currently available to the 
public at the “Institutional Repository” link of the SFU Library website 
<www.lib.sfu.ca> at: <http://ir.lib.sfu.ca/handle/1892/112>) and, without changing 
the content, to translate the thesis/project or extended essays, if technically 
possible, to any medium or format for the purpose of preservation of the digital 
work. 

The author has further agreed that permission for multiple copying of this work for 
scholarly purposes may be granted by either the author or the Dean of Graduate 
Studies.  

It is understood that copying or publication of this work for financial gain shall not 
be allowed without the author’s written permission. 

Permission for public performance, or limited permission for private scholarly use, 
of any multimedia materials forming part of this work, may have been granted by 
the author.  This information may be found on the separately catalogued 
multimedia material and in the signed Partial Copyright Licence. 

While licensing SFU to permit the above uses, the author retains copyright in the 
thesis, project or extended essays, including the right to change the work for 
subsequent purposes, including editing and publishing the work in whole or in 
part, and licensing other parties, as the author may desire.  

The original Partial Copyright Licence attesting to these terms, and signed by this 
author, may be found in the original bound copy of this work, retained in the 
Simon Fraser University Archive. 

Simon Fraser University Library 
Burnaby, BC, Canada 



 

 

 

 

STATEMENT OF 
ETHICS APPROVAL 

The author, whose name appears on the title page of this work, has 
obtained, for the research described in this work, either: 

(a) Human research ethics approval from the Simon Fraser University 
Office of Research Ethics, 

or 

(b) Advance approval of the animal care protocol from the University 
Animal Care Committee of Simon Fraser University; 

or has conducted the research  

(c) as a co-investigator, collaborator or research assistant in a 
research project approved in advance,  

or 

(d) as a member of a course approved in advance for minimal risk 
human research, by the Office of Research Ethics. 

A copy of the approval letter has been filed at the Theses Office of the 
University Library at the time of submission of this thesis or project.  

The original application for approval and letter of approval are filed with 
the relevant offices. Inquiries may be directed to those authorities.  

 
Simon Fraser University Library 

Simon Fraser University 
Burnaby, BC, Canada 

 
Last update: Spring 2010 



                                  Understanding the social structure of television audiences 
   

iii 
 

 
ABSTRACTS 

Essay 1: ―Measuring group viewing in television audiences‖. Group viewing (GV) has 

been shown to increase enjoyment of television programs, to affect viewers’ intention to 

watch and to mediate cognitive processing of advertisements. We propose a simple 

measure of GV that can be easily incorporated by ratings measurement companies, and 

apply it to a unique Mexican people meter data set to show how demographic, 

psychographic and program content characteristics affect the level of GV. Furthermore, 

we show that consequences of GV include increasing individual viewership and reduced 

channel switching, and that these effects interact with group composition. 

Key words: group viewing; television; Mexico 

Essay 2: ―Group viewing and spousal preferences as predictors of individual preferences 

of Mexican television viewers‖. We investigate the impact of GV on individual television 

consumption while accounting for other mutual influences between the members of the 

specific group consisting of husband and wife.  Our findings indicate that most mutual 

influences between wives and husbands stem from GV. The residual influences are small 

although interesting: husbands’ influence on wives’ preferences becomes negative once 

group viewing is accounted for, but wives’ influence on husbands’ remains positive. We 

discuss consistency of these findings with past research and their implications for 

marketers and broadcasters. 

Key words: group viewing; social influences; television; Mexico 



                                  Understanding the social structure of television audiences 
   

iv 
 

Essay 3: ―Television auditoria: Hierarchical networks meet consumption systems‖. Most 

empirical research on television audiences has framed audiences as demand sides of 

markets made up by unrelated individuals, while scholarship in communication has not 

delivered a unified theory of audiences. We present an empirically-grounded framework 

from a systems perspective, where television audiences and channels form broader 

systems we call auditoria. The sub-system audience is specified as a hierarchical network 

while the subsystem source (channels) is specified as a consumption system, building on 

extant marketing theory. We identify emerging properties of auditoria which explain 

consistent findings in the literature and allow us to formulate theoretical propositions. 

Findings from essays 1 and 2 are integrated into the proposed framework. 

Key words: television; audience; social structure 
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PREFACE 

Ever since our ancestors swung from tree to tree, life in small groups has 

been an obsession of ours. –Franz DeWaal, Our Inner Ape 

Marshall McLuhan’s critical reflections put him at odds with the intellectual status quo of 

his time and created a lasting impression on me –a few years after first published, of 

course. Television was re-tribalizing human societies, he announced: regardless of 

content, television’s greatest feat has been to sit large aggregates of people in front of a 

common storyteller in very much the same way small packs of hunter-gatherers sat in 

front of the fire, in the middle of the African savannah, to hear tales of the natural and the 

supernatural. 

Evolution has equipped us with language and an extraordinary capacity to bond with 

fellow humans. As Joseph Campbell’s work on myths suggests, we could have earned an 

extra bonus along the way: innate schemata which enable us to identify, make sense of, 

and enjoy stories. We use stories to achieve a diversity of individual and group-level 

goals, from bonding to learning to dreaming, and stories are told to audiences, small and 

big. Thus, audiences might have emerged together with other social technologies, like the 

division of labour and the exchange of goods and services, as a set of collaborative 

devices which dramatically improved our chances to survive and thrive as groups. And, 

of course, these devices are still with us, alive and well.  

This is what I believe sets television programs apart from broad categorizations such as 

information goods and, also, what nurtured my resistance to frame the likely members of 

a global mega-tribe as a set of lone consumers making individual decisions. These 
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reflections began a few years ago, at the School of Social Communication in Caracas, 

under the spell of my former professor and friend Leoncio Barrios, and multiplied as I 

joined a seminar on McLuhan.  Somehow, the understanding of media as extensions of 

humans matched my takeaways, as a perplexed adolescent, of Desmond Morris’ The 

Naked Ape and Carl Sagan’s The Dragons of Eden. The epigraph of this prologue was 

written by a disciple of Morris; I chose it because it captures much of what is taking me 

more than one page to explain, and because DeWaal’s book agitated these demons in my 

head just in time for my dissertation. 

When this work started, television was less than fashionable. Still, two years ago, some 

media analysts at a conference of broadcasters in Toronto were predicting the demise of 

television in a curious way: ratings will fall because ratings have been falling. 

Newspapers were proclaimed as casualties of the internet. Aren’t they, as well, victims of 

cable news channels? We routinely ask our marketing students to fully grasp underlying 

processes before betting on emerging trends. By the same token, we shouldn’t pose as 

media Cassandras without –borrowing McLuhan’s celebrated title– understanding media 

and, concomitantly, without understanding audiences. A recent, extensive report in The 

Economist on the vigour of television seems to signal the end of an intellectual bubble 

possibly created by very light television viewers. 

In a broad sense, these three essays are an attempt at dimensioning and formalizing the 

tribal phenomena associated to storytelling in its recently acquired scale, and to 

investigate some of their implications.  
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Essay 1 

Measuring group viewing in television audiences 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Group viewing (GV) of television programs is capturing the attention of media agencies 

and TV broadcasters.  Proprietary research by Starcom in the UK shows that group 

viewing leads to higher levels of viewer attention and engagement and, furthermore, that 

GV has increased among adults in that country despite the growth in single-person 

households (Foote, 2004).  More recently, an ethnographic study commissioned by 

Thinkbox (2009) concludes that watching commercials in a social context elicits 

conversations related to the advertised brands and to the advertisements themselves, and 

that the number of viewers that maximizes engagement with TV commercials is two. The 

Canadian cable channel YTV, which targets children, found an 85% increase in its prime 

time adult audiences between 2001 and 2002 attributed to increased co-viewing of 

parents with their kids. The channel has re-designed its commercial strategy to capitalize 

on both the presence of adults and the influence of children on the adults’ purchase 

decisions (Powell, 2004).  

In the marketing and advertising literatures there are some studies which provide 

interesting evidence on the importance of GV. For instance, Csikszentmihalyi & Kubey 

(1981) find that ―television watching was a significantly more challenging, cheerful and 

sociable experience with the family than alone‖ and report a frequency of viewing with 

the family of 65.7% across all viewing occasions. Lee & Lee (1995) study television 

viewing habits on a probability sample of 1,872 US consumers to provide basis for the 

development of interactive television; unexpectedly, these researchers find that ―... 
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Despite the availability of multiple sets, watching television still occurs most often in a 

social context‖. Yang et al. (2006) show that viewership of a program by co-habiting 

wives or husbands has a positive effect on the viewership of the same program by their 

partner. Finally, Puntoni and Tavassoli (2007) use an experimental setting to show that 

watching television in company of others improves individual recall of advertisements if 

these are framed in terms of social desirability.  

Academics in mass communication report group viewing mostly in studies dealing with 

social uses of television and parental mediation. Observational research by Lull (1982) 

and Schmitt (2003) finds that individuals tend to watch television in the company of 

others during prime time, and that program choices in that critical band are largely 

mediated by group processes. In terms of the frequency of parental co-viewing with 

children, Robertson (1979) estimates on Nielsen diary panel data frequencies ranging 

between 70% in prime time and 20% Saturday morning, adding that  

... [Parental co-viewing] does not seem to have been affected by the rise in 

multiple-set ownership from 1971 to 1975. (p. 16)   

In sum, GV seems to be a frequent behaviour with potentially important implications for 

attention, engagement and cognitive processing of television programs and 

advertisements. To fully assess its scope and implications, researchers should be able to 

investigate this behaviour in widely used people-meter data sets. The problem is that 

measuring group viewing in people-meter data is a challenging task because: a) people 

meter data are collected and reported at the individual level; and, b) groups of viewers 

may constantly change in size and composition.  The present study addresses these 

challenges with a simple, continuous measure of group viewing which can be easily 



                                  Understanding the social structure of television audiences 
   

4 
 

reported in overnight ratings datasets and incorporated in statistical models. The dataset 

used in this study was produced by Ibope-AGB México. To our best knowledge, this is 

the first analysis of Latin American people-meter data in the academic literature.  We 

apply this measure to show that: a) the amount of group viewing can be predicted from 

program genre and viewer characteristics; b) consistent with past research in the United 

States, group viewing is common as well in Mexican prime time audiences; and c) 

individuals in groups watch longer and switch less frequently than individuals watching 

alone, a relationship which interacts with group composition.  Furthermore, this dataset 

enables us to consider two previously unexplored groups of predictors: geography and 

psychographics.  

2. DEVELOPMENT OF THE MEASURE 

Two individuals, 1 and 2 living in household h are watching episode p of television 

program  on the same TV set s.  Most people-meter datasets record the number of 

minutes within a reporting interval r of length Tr , which is typically shorter than the 

length of the episode.  For example, a one hour episode may have four 15 minute 

reporting intervals.  Researchers thus observe only the number of minutes in Tr, not the 

actual beginning and ending viewing times. The true viewing start and stop times of 

individual 1 watching p are the unobserved times 1,s,h,p and  1,s,h,p. The observed 

length of the interval [1, 


1] (suppressing subscripts h, p and s for clarity) is t1 

minutes, and t1 ≤ Tr. Individual 2 watches the same program on s during interval [2, 

2] of length t2 minutes, t2 ≤ Tr . This situation is illustrated on Figure 1.a). We are 

interested in knowing the actual length t1,2 of the overlapping interval [1, 


1] ∩ [2, 
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2] which to the researcher is unknown since the position of the shorter bar representing 

[2, 


2] in relation to the longer bar representing [1, 


1] on Figure 1.a) is unknown.  

Figure 1. Conceptual framework for the ISV. 

Interval brackets are omitted; only interval lengths are shown 
 

  

This problem does not exist whenever t1,2=min(t1,t2). Under this condition, the index of 

shared viewing (ISV) for the dyad of consumers 1 and 2 is defined as ISV1,2 = t2 / t1 or, 

more generally, ISV1,2 = min(t2 , t1) / max(t2 ,t1)
 1

. The grey bars on Figure 1.a) show a 

                                                           
1
 This critical condition is met by 96.7% of the intervals in our sample. It is likely to hold as well for any 

people meter dataset,  as indicated by the widespread continuity of viewing reported in the literature: an 
individual’s viewership of the preceding interval of a program is by far the strongest predictor of 
viewership of the next interval (Rust & Alpert, 1984) ; 85% of viewers will remain watching the same 
program they were already watching during the previous 15-minute period (Goetler & Shachar, 2001); 
and, the proportion of households that zap channels is small (Siddarth & Chattopadhyay 1998; Zufryden & 
Pedrick, 1993). Reasons for such continuity of viewing include switching costs (Shachar & Emerson, 2000), 

t1 

Tr 

Tr 

b) 

t2 

t1 

t2 

t3 

a) 
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case where ISV1,2<1, that is, individual 2 shared just a fraction of individual 1’s 

viewership. In a situation where t1=t2 we would have ISV=1, as represented by the dotted 

bar and arrows on Figure 1.a).  

Formally, let 0 ≤ ti,h,s,r  ≤  Tr  be the time in minutes that individual i living in h watches 

episode p of program  on s during interval r. The corresponding dyadic ISV for i and j 

watching p during r is defined as  

ISVi,j,h,p,r,s = 
 min(ti,h,p,r,s , tj,h,p,r,s )  if ti,h,p,r,s > 0  and tj,h,p,r,s > 0 

 

(1) 

max(ti,h,p,r,s , tj,h,p,r,s ) 

 0 otherwise. 

If either viewing time is zero, the measure is defined as zero. If at least one of the 

viewing times is Tr, and neither viewing time is zero, the measure will capture the overlap 

t1,2 precisely
2
. 

The dyadic expression in (1) can be aggregated in several ways, which provides 

convenient flexibility in the application of the proposed measure. In the case that we 

observe viewing on multiple TV sets, the household measure can be averaged over the S 

television sets in a household, as follows 

                                                                                                                                                                             
as well as the utility derived from continuing viewing the current program and limited viewer information 
on alternate offerings (Moshkin & Shachar, 2002).  
 
2
 An alternate approach to defining the ISV is to weight it by the total consumption of the dyad, which 

would reduce the contribution of short-lived dyads to the aggregate average. We did not use this 
approach as it has the disadvantage of confounding group behaviour with total viewership, which we wish 
to assess separately. 
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S1

1
,,,,,,,,,,, ISV srphjirphji

S
ISV

  

(2).

 

We are interested in measuring joint viewing in types of dyads by family role, such as the 

unique dyad wife-husband or the multiple dyads between wife and children, as shown on 

Figure 2. Let suffix d identify the type of dyad and let suffix ={1,...,D} designate the 

dyads which belong in type d (e.g., in Figure 2, for d=wc, we have D=3 and ={1,2,3}). 

This situation is illustrated on Figure 1.b). Figure 1.b) also conveys a better sense of the 

actual distribution of viewership across intervals in people-meter datasets, as discussed in 

the previous section. Conversely, if there is only one possible dyad in the set then D=1 

(on Figure 2, for d=wh we have D=1 and ={1}) as illustrated in Figure 1a. Thus, an 

average measure of group viewing for type of dyad d in household h, for episode p of  

during r, is  

Figure 2.  Dyadic relationships within a nuclear family of five members. 

Subscripts indicate type of dyad, d: d=wh indicates dyad wife-husband; wc, 

wife-children; hc, husband-children; and cc, children-children. Other 

subscripts are omitted. 
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D

1

1
,,,,,,,,,


 ISV rphdrphd

D
ISV  

  (3a), 

where  substitutes for i,j. Given the nw unduplicated individuals forming all dyads of 

type d, such that nw ≥ 2, we have  

D = nw!/2(nw - 2)!               (3b). 

At the episode level, where an episode consists of R intervals, the measure in (3a) is 

averaged over the intervals in the episode, as follows 


R1

1
,,,,,,, ISV rphdphd

R
ISV

        (4). 

 

ISVd,h,,p can be further averaged over the P episodes to yield a program level measure of 

joint viewing
3
 for a specific type of dyad, as follows 


P1

1
,,,,, ISV phdhd

P
ISV

     (5). 

Furthermore, the shared viewing for a particular set of programs  (e.g. by program 

genre, or for a time band) can be measured by simply averaging ISVd,h, over the n  

programs in the set :  

                                                           
3
 The term joint viewing is used in this paper as equivalent to group viewing, specifically when referring to 

dyads as opposed to larger groups. 
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1
hdhd ISV

n
ISV       (6). 

In sum, the ISV captures degree of joint viewing by dyad of viewers and program episode 

and allows producing aggregate measures for specific subsets of individuals, programs or 

households as an index ranging from 0 to 1.  

3. EMPIRICAL APPLICATION 

We first introduce the people-meter dataset produced by Ibope-AGB México (IAM) used 

in this research. Second, we present and estimate a model with dyadic ISV as a DV which 

will allow investigating antecedents of GV and further testing the validity of the proposed 

measure. Third, we present a special application of the ISV as a tool to detect groups, 

which will allow investigating the frequency and the effects of GV. 

3.1. Data 

IAM has been operating the electronic people-meter panel in Mexico since 1996; this 

operation is the largest among Spanish-speaking countries. The panel consists of more 

than 2,400 households and more than 8,500 individuals –the actual number fluctuates 

each day due to the dynamics of panel rotation and operational issues. The sample design 

is stratified-probabilistic with over-representation of upper socio-economic strata (SES). 

Besides standard demographic segments, this dataset provides two particularly appealing 

segmentation schemes: by geography (i.e. Mexico City, Monterrey, Guadalajara, and a 

composite of 25 smaller cities labelled as ―Provinces‖) and by psychographic group, a 

total of fourteen ―psychotypes‖ are nested in three gender-age segments: five for adult 

women, five for adult men, and four for children and youngsters. The psychographic 
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characterization of the panellists was developed by Marketing Trends in a national study 

named ―Psychotrends‖ (Marketing Trends, 2003a); the resulting psychotypes are 

thoroughly described in a manual made available to the researchers (Marketing Trends, 

2003b). We had access as well to the questionnaires used to classify IAM’s adult 

panellists under this framework.  While individual TV set data is usually available in 

people meter data, our data does not have this information.  We assume that if two 

individuals are watching the same program at the same time, they are watching it on the 

same set, and if they are watching different programs at the same time, it must be on 

different TV sets. This assumption is backed by the reports in the literature about the 

frequency of GV during prime time cited earlier (e.g. Robertson, 1979; Lull, 1982; Lee & 

Lee, 1995; Foote, 2004) as well as by evidence on the psychological incentives to watch 

together (e.g. Lull, 1980a, 1980b; Csikszentmihalyi & Kubey, 1981).  

3.2. Antecedents of GV 

3.2.1. Samples 

The raw data sample, reporting individual consumption in minutes for 101 channels by 

15-minute intervals, covers the prime time period of Monday to Friday, from 7 pm to 11 

pm during the months of January to April of 2006 –a total of 17 weeks.  Consumption by 

subscription channel is aggregated into 10 channel genres. Local television channels are 

aggregated as a single option, the 5 national free TV channels are kept separately, and 

video games and video players form a single option as in the original dataset. In total, 

there are 17 options by interval. The model estimation sample comprises the 11 weeks 

between February 13 and April 30, 2006 inclusive.  The initialization sample comprises 

the 6 weeks between January 2 and February 10, 2006 inclusive. In both samples the ISV 
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is first calculated at the episode and household level, and then averaged over all episodes 

for each program in each period, to create household program level data as in equation 

(4). The households selected for this research were those reporting a male head and a 

female housewife; we will refer to them for the remainder of the paper simply as husband 

and wife although they may not be married. We also restrict the scope of the analysis to 

nuclear families and childless couples by eliminating households with adults, including 

adult children and housemaids, other than the wife-husband couple. All households where 

either the husband or the wife was not assigned to any psychographic group are not 

considered. Additional case loss stems from slight weekly changes in the set of 

households used for ratings production, as explained earlier.  This sample is further split 

into one consisting of childless couples and another of nuclear families (couples with 

children and no other adults living in the household) to be analyzed separately. The 

resulting sub-samples have 139 childless couples and 575 nuclear families, 714 

households in total, which watched on average 70.02 and 69.12 options (among 65 

programs, 10 pay TV genres, local channels, and games-VCR), for a total of 9,733 and 

39,745 option-household observations, respectively. 

Tables 1 and 2 summarize the characteristics of these two subsamples. The large 

proportion of upper SES households reflects the overrepresentation of these strata in the 

panel. Childless couples are on average older than couples in nuclear families; the age 

distribution of the husband and wife in childless couples is bimodal and asymmetric, with  
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Table 1.  Proportions of the classes of viewers for Socio-Economic Status and 

Geography. 
 

 
Socio-economic 

status (SES) 

Childless 

couples 

Nuclear 

families 

 Geography Childless 

couples 

Nuclear 

families 

Upper .223 .238  Mexico City .439 .284 

Middle-Upper .151 .188  Guadalajara .166 .225 

Mid-Mid Low .389 .275  Provinces .209 .293 

Low .237 .299  Monterrey .186 .198 

 

 
 
 
Table 2. Descriptive statistics of continuous variables. 

 
 Childless couples Nuclear families 

Mean Std. 

Dev. 

     Mean Std. 

Dev. 

Predictors 

Sum of the ages of the couple 110.4 30.9 79.6       16.6 

Number of children    2.2   1.0 

Dependent variables 

ISV Wife-husband .044 .136   .025  .084 

Wife-children    .026  .075 

Husband-children   .020  .086 

Children-children   .020  .074 
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a higher mode at age 65 and a minor one at age 32, whereas among nuclear families the 

age distribution has a single mode at 37. The subset of childless couples also tends to be 

more concentrated in Mexico City. Note that the average ISV is quite small because it is 

at the program level and includes many zeros. Table 3 presents the Spearman correlations 

among non-nominal variables in the two subsamples. The Spearman coefficient, which 

captures the rank order relation between two variables, is used because it allows 

incorporating ordinal variables such as socio-economic status. 

3.2.2. Hypotheses and research questions 

We first draw on past research to formulate hypotheses on the effects of age of the 

couple, socio economic status, and number of children in the household on GV. The 

consistency of the responses to these predictors, measured as ISV, with the reports in the 

literature using disparate methodological approaches will provide support to the validity 

of the proposed measure.  According to Lull (1980a) ―Television viewing is a unique 

family behaviour which is accomplished together.‖ He identifies a large number of social 

uses of television engaged in by groups, and shows that these group uses vary with the 

orientation of the family group in terms of family communication patterns (FCP), which 

are described as socio oriented or concept oriented (McLeod, et al. 1966; cited by 

Chaffee et al., 1971).4  Socio oriented families make significantly greater use of television 

for these group purposes than concept oriented families (Lull, 1980b), and are therefore

                                                           
4
 In the empirically determined FCP framework, socio oriented families promote consensus and 

harmonious relationships among their children while concept oriented families foster dissent and 
discussion. 



                                  Understanding the social structure of television audiences 
   

14 
 

 
Table 3. Spearman correlations among variables  
 

a) Childless couples

                                                                                                                                        
  ISV wh

Age of 

Couple
SES

  ISV wh 1.0000 -0.1019 -0.0259

<.0001 0.0107                                                                                                                                        
  Age of                                    1.0000 0.0187
  couple                                      0.0659                                                                                                                                        
  SES                                           1.0000
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b) Nuclear families

                                                                                                                                        
  ISV wh   ISV hc   ISV wc   ISV cc Age of couple

Number of 
children

  SES                                           

  ISV wh 1.0000 0.7339 0.6633 0.4641 -0.0658 0.0442 -0.0661

<.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001                                                                                                                                        

  ISV hc 1.0000 0.7079 0.5566 -0.0468 0.0326 -0.0700

<.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001                                                                                                                                        

  ISV wc 1.0000 0.6162 -0.0644 0.0294 -0.0764

<.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001                                                                                                                                        

  ISV cc 1.0000 -0.0301 0.1143 -0.0832

<.0001 <.0001 <.0001                                                                                                                                        
  Age of                                    1.0000 -0.2978 0.1972
  couple                                      <.0001 <.0001                                                                                                                                        
  Number of  1.0000 -0.0740
  Children <.0001                                                                                                                                        

  SES                                           1.0000
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more likely to engage in group viewing. In addition, McLeod et al. (1972) showed that 

socio orientation co-varies negatively with socio-economic status. We therefore predict  

H1: For families with children, higher socio-economic status will decrease GV. 

An additional reason for us to expect to see this relation is that higher SES households are 

likely to have more TV sets, which may allow more individual and hence less group 

viewing.  

Yang et al. (2006) in their study of the influence that wives and husbands have on each 

others’ television viewing choices found that the older the couple the less influence they 

have on each other.  Decreasing mutual influences in both directions should decrease the 

probability of group viewing for those two viewers. Thus, age of the couple should 

predict GV, i.e. 

H2: Increasing age of the husband-wife couple will decrease GV of the couple. 

Finally, as the number of children increases in nuclear families we should expect as well 

GV of children to increase simply because there are more individuals in the household. 

Thus, we predict:   

H3: Increasing number of children in the household will increase GV of dyads 

involving children. 

We expect four other groups of variables to affect GV, but for these we lack the empirical 

antecedents or otherwise clear reasons that would allow us to predict directions of effects. 
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Thus, we will present four research questions in relation to these variables. First, past 

research has shown strong state dependence in individual level television viewing; that is, 

a strong effect of past consumption on future consumption of programs (e.g. Rust & 

Alpert, 1984; Moshkin & Shachar, 2002).  An interesting question is if viewing habits, 

specifically GV in our case, also exhibit state dependence. Thus, we ask 

RQ1a: Does future GV of television programs depend on past GV of television 

programs? 

Second, the literature provides evidence that GV could be affected by program genre. For 

instance telenovelas, melodramatic series similar to soap-operas but limited in number of 

episodes, act as drivers of group viewing among some—but not all—families (e.g. 

Barrios, 1988; McAnany & La Pastina, 1994; Tsfati et al., 2005). Similarly, the prospect 

of watching televised sports events in company of others has been shown to increase the 

intention to watch and the anticipated excitement of individuals as compared to the 

prospect of watching the events alone. Interestingly, these effects were reversed when the 

focal program was a live draw of the national lottery (Vosgerau et al., 2006). Besides 

programs broadcast on free television, we observe pay television, free local channels, as 

well as video games and video players consolidated as a single variable. Thus, we ask, in 

a broader sense 

RQ1b: What is the effect of Type of Content on GV of television? 
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Third, we believe that sub-cultural influences across the vast Mexican geography are 

likely to affect social interactions and, as a result, the social uses of television within 

households. Thus, we ask 

RQ1c: What is the effect of geographic region on GV of television programs? 

As similarity in several psychological traits of husband and wife predict quality of marital 

life (e.g. Gatti et al, 2004; Gonzaga et al., 2007; Markey & Markey, 2007) we should 

expect trait similarity to also have an effect on how a device such as television, which has 

numerous social uses, among them conflict management (as discussed by Lull, 1980a) is 

used. As we observe psychographic profiles of husbands and wives in our sample, we ask 

RQ1d: What is the effect of dissimilarity of psychographic profiles of wife and 

husband on GV of television programs? 

3.2.3. Model 

We now present a model that will allow us to test H1, H2 and H3, and to answer RQ1a to 

1d.  

Dependent variable: Arrows on Figure 2 show all possible dyads within a nuclear family 

household with three children while the labels designate the subsets of interest for this 

research: the single dyad housewife-husband, the multiple dyads each parent forms with 

each child, and the multiple dyads children form among themselves. GV is measured as 

average dyadic ISV at the program and household level, calculated as in equation (5) 

omitting the aggregation by TV sets in equation (2). 
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Model specification: The dependent variable,  ISVd,h,  [0,1]  has a non-normal 

distribution that is not in the exponential family (Figure 3). Thus, we use a generalized 

linear model (GLM) with quasi-likelihood (QL) estimation as suggested by Wedderburn 

(1974) (See Appendix A for further discussion of model specification and estimation)
5
. 

The proposed quasi-likelihood model has the logit link function  

E[ISVd,h,]= exp (kd,h,) / [ 1 + exp (kd,h,) ]   (7a) ; 

Figure 3. Distribution of ISVd,h, values for the dyad wife-husband in the 
estimation sample. 

Far left columns represent ISVwh,h, =0, far right columns represent ISVwh,h, =1; 

all others represent intervals from (0,0.1] to (0.9,1) whose means are shown on 

the horizontal axis. The vertical scale of sample proportion is logarithmic. 

a) Childless couples b) Nuclear families 

  
 

 

 

 

                                                           
5
 A maximum likelihood estimation gives identical coefficients, but with larger variance estimates. 

 ISVwh,h, ISVwh,h, 
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with linear predictor 

kd,h, = Zd,h, ′d     (7b) 

where Zd,i,p is a matrix of continuous and categorical psycho-demographic and content 

type variables as described in the next section; and, variance function 

V(E[ISVd,h,]) = E[ISVd,h,] (1– E[ISVd,h,])       (7c). 

Independent variables: The dummy variables SESm, capture socio-economic status, with 

m indicating the three levels above the lowest class base case (H1). In order to test H2 

regarding the age of the couple we created the variable AGE which is the sum of the ages 

of wife and husband.  This also avoids the problem of using their highly correlated 

individual ages.  Finally, NUM is the number the children living in the household and will 

be used to assess H3. We capture state dependence with two variables: ISVd,1, the average 

ISV per dyad d for the 15-minute interval preceding each program in  the estimation 

sample; and, ISVd,2, which is the average ISVd for the episodes of the focal program 

transmitted during the 6-week state dependence initialization sample (RQ1a). To answer 

RQ1b, we capture Type of Content with the dummy variables CONg for the 13 program 

genres aired on each of the five national television stations; a single dummy representing 

the composite of local stations with free signal; and, a single dummy representing video 

games and video-players. Pay TV (satellite and cable) is the base case for this group of 

variables. We use 3 dummies for geography, GEOv, with Monterrey as the reference 

group (RQ1c). We operationalize psychographic match as dissimilarity of psychographic 

profiles, PSYd, which is the Euclidean distance between the mean responses of each 
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psychotype to 44 psychographic scale items. These items are presented in detail in 

Appendix C. PSYd is thus a reverse-scaled measure of psychographic match. Appendix D 

shows the values of PSYd for each of the 25 combinations of female and male 

psychotypes together with the sum of absolute differences distances. The correlation 

between these two distance measures is 0.986 (p<.001). Appendix E presents a 

multidimensional scaling map which makes it easier to visualize the relative positions of 

each psychotype respect to the others in terms of the 44 common items. Each couple in 

the sample was assigned the value corresponding to the Euclidean distance for their 

combination of psychotypes in Appendix C.  To allow for nonlinear effects on group 

viewing, both PSY and PSY
2
 are included in the model (RQ1d). Thus, the fully specified 

linear predictor is 
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(7d) 

d) Model estimation: We estimate the model specified in (7a) through (7d) with 

Wedderburn’s (1974) modification to the Nelder & Wedderburn (1972) algorithm. The 

estimation sample, previously described, is split in two subsamples: nuclear families and 

childless couples. We estimate five models on these two subsamples. One model is 

estimated for the dyad wife-husband (ISVwh,h,) in childless couples, and four models are 

estimated for as many DV’s within nuclear families: wife-husband (ISVwh,h,); wife-

children (ISVwc,h,); husband-children (ISVhc,h,); and, children-children (ISVcc,h,).  
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3.2.4. Estimation results 

Tables 4a) and 4b) present the estimation results for the chosen model specification 

within the two Family Type subsamples. We present two measures of fit, McFadden’s r
2
 

and the ratio deviance to degrees of freedom, D/DF
6
, both showing that all models exhibit 

good fit to the data. In nuclear families, 11 coefficients for SES across models out of 12 

are significantly negative. The only exception is Lower Middle stratum for model 5 

where effects are not significant but still directionally negative. Generally, the higher the 

socioeconomic status, the more negative the coefficient in all models, indicating less 

group viewing. These results support H1. The sum of ages of the couple has a significant 

negative effect on ISVd,h in all models, thus supporting H2. Number of children has 

significant and positive effects in the three models involving children in nuclear families, 

as predicted by H3. 

GV shows strong state dependence throughout models. Both GV for the same program in 

the 6-week sample and GV for the previous 15 minutes are significant (RQ1a). We 

believe this is an interesting finding which evidences that not only amount of 

consumption and choices, but also consumption habits (i.e. watching television in 

groups) have a strong inertial component. Type of Content shows as well significant 

positive effects on GV throughout models (RQ1b); additionally, we find that these effects 

become larger among dyads involving children (models 3 to 5). These observations are 

largely the result of having pay TV as the base case, i.e. subscription channels target 

                                                           
6
 D/DF is generally used as a measure of model fit for GLM. As D~

2
(N−p), where N is sample size and p is 

the number of parameters estimated, asymptotically E[D] ≈N−p=DF and, as a result, a ratio D/DF≤1 is 
considered as an indication of good model fit (Dobson, 2002; Myers et al., 2002). Tables 6a) and 6b) show 
that for the five models D/DF is much less than one. 
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Table 4a.  GLM estimation results for dyads wife-husband by type of family. 

 
Estimates with Pr>ChiSq-value>.05 shown in lighter, italic font. Reference 

categories for indicator variables are in parentheses and italics. Suffices h and  

omitted in DVs. 

DV:

N=

D /DF=

McFadden's r 2 =

Estimate Pr > ChiSq Estimate Pr > ChiSq

Intercept Intercept -3.8535 0.0000 -4.5026 0.0000

State dependence ISV last-15min 8.2285 0.0000 9.9067 0.0000

ISV propensity 1.9452 0.0000 2.1966 0.0000

Couple Sum couple ages -0.0045 0.0000 -0.0052 0.0000

PSY -0.1184 0.0101 -0.1758 0.1492

PSY 2 0.0386 0.1712

Children Number of children -0.0231 0.1156
Socio-Economic Status Upper + Up. Mid. -0.1977 0.0178 -0.2230 0.0000

Middle -0.2210 0.0340 -0.2399 0.0000

(vs. Lower) Lower middle 0.1426 0.0404 -0.1294 0.0003
Geography Mexico City -0.2505 0.0010 0.2376 0.0000

Provinces 0.1573 0.0547 0.3409 0.0000

(vs. Monterrey) Guadalajara -0.4657 0.0000 0.2624 0.0000

Type of National Magazines 0.6498 0.0000 0.7396 0.0000

Content free TV Telenovelas 0.5544 0.0000 0.6838 0.0000

genres Contests 0.0628 0.7825 0.2102 0.0573

Cartoons -0.0900 0.5849 0.2077 0.0064

Reality -0.3113 0.3738 -0.1475 0.2675

US comedy series -0.0485 0.8294 0.1881 0.0605

US drama series 0.5100 0.0070 0.3776 0.0001

Mexican sitcom 0.7944 0.0000 0.9840 0.0000

Mexican series 0.1812 0.5582 0.6549 0.0000

Newscasts 1.3369 0.0000 1.0294 0.0000

Movies 0.7726 0.0000 0.7483 0.0000

New program -0.1198 0.0849 -0.1817 0.0000

Other Local channels 0.1614 0.3924 0.7717 0.0000

(vs. Pay TV) systems Games-VCR 0.6950 0.0022 0.6766 0.0000

0.6777

0.0474

ISV wh

Childless Couples

ISV wh

Nuclear Families

9,733

0.0671

Model 1 Model 2

0.5855

39,745
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Table 4b.  GLM estimation results for dyads involving children in nuclear families.  
 

Estimates with Pr>ChiSq-value>.05 shown in lighter, italic font. Reference categories for indicator variables 

are in parentheses and italics.Suffices h and  omitted in DVs. 

DV:

N=

Deviance/DF=

McFadden's r 2 =

Estimate Pr > ChiSq Estimate Pr > ChiSq Estimate Pr > ChiSq

Intercept Intercept -4.2836 0.0000 -4.7318 0.0000 -5.2334 0.0000

State dependence ISV last-15min 9.7084 0.0000 10.4133 0.0000 10.6187 0.0000

ISV propensity 2.0601 0.0000 2.2568 0.0000 2.0690 0.0000

Couple Sum couple ages -0.0059 0.0000 -0.0047 0.0000 -0.0085 0.0000

PSY -0.4431 0.0001 -0.2804 0.0384 -0.2617 0.0265

PSY 2 0.1127 0.0000 0.0635 0.0423 0.0634 0.0180

Children Number of children 0.0335 0.0183 0.0327 0.0441 0.3045 0.0000
Socio-economic status Upper + Up. Mid. -0.3459 0.0000 -0.3697 0.0000 -0.2768 0.0000

Middle -0.2232 0.0000 -0.3555 0.0000 -0.2442 0.0000

(vs. Lower) Lower middle -0.1089 0.0014 -0.1671 0.0000 -0.0306 0.3835
Geography Mexico City 0.1344 0.0010 0.2424 0.0000 0.1259 0.0039

Provinces 0.1033 0.0109 0.2488 0.0000 0.1202 0.0040

(vs. Monterrey) Guadalajara 0.0184 0.6890 0.2773 0.0000 -0.0494 0.3000

Type of National Magazines 0.8064 0.0000 0.7969 0.0000 0.8113 0.0000

Content free TV Telenovelas 0.8638 0.0000 0.7186 0.0000 0.8402 0.0000

genres Contests 0.2578 0.0160 0.1467 0.2509 0.3032 0.0051

Cartoons 0.6641 0.0000 0.4107 0.0000 0.8666 0.0000

Reality -0.1290 0.3621 -0.0824 0.5712 -0.3081 0.0350

US comedy series 0.5743 0.0000 0.3903 0.0004 0.8950 0.0000

(vs. Pay TV) US drama series 0.4504 0.0000 0.3868 0.0008 0.5789 0.0000

0.0493

0.5855

39,745

0.0424

0.5771

Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

39,745

ISV ccISV hc ISV wc

Nuclear Families

39,745

0.0396

0.5963
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DV:

N=

Deviance/DF=

McFadden's r 2 =

Estimate Pr > ChiSq Estimate Pr > ChiSq EstimatePr > ChiSq

Type of National Mexican sitcom 1.0579 0.0000 1.0246 0.0000 1.0395 0.0000

Content free TV Mexican series 0.7959 0.0000 0.6133 0.0000 0.6254 0.0000

genres Newscasts 1.0923 0.0000 1.0077 0.0000 1.0066 0.0000

Movies 0.7483 0.0000 0.7627 0.0000 0.7944 0.0000

New program -0.1605 0.0000 -0.2219 0.0000 -0.2171 0.0000

Other Local channels 0.8071 0.0000 0.8038 0.0000 0.7305 0.0000

(vs. Pay TV) systems Games-VCR 0.7676 0.0000 0.7657 0.0000 0.8723 0.0000

ISV ccISV hc ISV wc

Nuclear Families

39,745

0.0396

0.5963

Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

39,745

0.0493

0.5855

39,745

0.0424

0.5771
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narrow segments of viewers and this is likely to drive group size down. Newscasts show 

the strongest effect across the board which possibly stems from the need to be informed 

shared by both men and women and from a scarce differentiation of newscast offerings. 

As parents play an important role in group formation (e.g. Lull, 1978, 1982) the effects 

extend to children dyads. Telenovelas show a positive effect but, contrary to our 

expectations, not especially large. This might be the result of the strong differentiation 

between the portfolios of channels 2 and 13, which air three of such programs daily. 

Channel 2 telenovelas are classic melodrama targeted at women, while channel 13 

telenovelas are more innovative and appealing to men (e.g. Machos, whose plot revolves 

around the love stories of seven brothers). The only program categorized as Mexican 

sitcom, El Chavo, has a strong effect in nuclear families, especially among children. This 

is a funny, classic production by comedian and screenplay writer Chespirito (little 

Shakespeare) which has been re- running for decades in several Latin American 

countries. Interestingly, being a new program (not transmitted or not watched in the 6-

week initialization sample) has a significantly negative effect on GV across all models, 

which is consistent with the fact that arriving at consensual decisions and/or having all 

viewers informed about such innovation takes time. 

The effects of Geography are significant in most cases (RQ1c). Notably, Geography 

interacts with Type of Household. For instance, two estimates for Guadalajara are 

negative among childless couples (model 1) and all three are positive among wives and 

husbands in nuclear families (model 2). The effects of Geography are consistent across 

dyads in nuclear families although they tend to be larger for the dyad wife-husband.  
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The effects of psychographic distance (PSY) are overall significant (RQ1d) but show a 

more complex pattern of linear and quadratic relationships which is better understood 

using simulated data and a graphic display (Figure 4). Figure 4a shows that among 

childless couples the effect of PSY on ISVwh,h is monotonically negative, while it shows  

 

Figure 4.   Contribution of psychographic distance of the couple (PSY) to group 
viewing (ISVd,h,). 

 
All other predictors set to zero; household subscript omitted in the graphs 

axes and curve labels. Axes are identical across graphs. Coefficients for effect 

of PSY on ISVwh,h in nuclear families have .15 < Pr>Chi_Sq <.20 but the 

curve is shown for comparison purposes. Suffices h and  omitted in DVs. 
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non-significant effects on GV of wives and husbands in nuclear families. Conversely, GV 

for all dyads involving children show convex responses to PSY.  The convex relation is 

interesting, and will be discussed in detail later.  

As PSY is possibly co-varying with differences in individual tastes, an emerging question 

at this point is 

RQ1e: Do the effects of psychographic distance interact with program genre? 

Figure 5 provides a positive answer to this question. Estimating the model on a 

subsample which drops observations of all genres except Telenovelas (Figure 5a) shows 

that PSY has a concave effect on GV among childless couples and no effect on couples in 

nuclear families. This situation is completely reversed for Cartoons (Figure 5b): PSY  has 

no effect on GV of childless couples but has a strong concave effect on GV of couples in 

nuclear families.  

3.3. Frequency and consequences of GV  

ISVd,h, provides a continuous measure of the degree of joint viewing of the dyads of 

interest at the household level. We have provided support for the validity of this measure 

and explored predictors of GV. An alternative approach to studying GV is to shift the unit 

of analysis from dyads to larger groups. Being able to detect groups and individuals 

watching alone would allow researchers to assess audience structure as distributions of 

group sizes and compositions, and to compare patterns of viewing across categories in 

such distributions. These issues have been investigated almost exclusively in 

experimental settings or through self-report measures. In this section, we present a special 
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Figure 5.   Contribution of PSY to ISVd,h,: Interaction with program genre. 

All other predictors set to zero; h subscripts omitted on the graphs. Ratio of 

scales on vertical axes 1:1. Suffices h and  omitted in DVs. 

  

     a) Telenovelas 

 

      b) Cartoons 

Effects are not significant 

among couples in nuclear 

families.  

Effects are not significant among 

childless couples.  

  
 

application of the ISV as a tool to detect groups in people meter data, and an analytical 

protocol that allows us to characterize groups and study their viewing patterns. 

3.3.1. Research questions 

The only estimates in the literature on the frequency of GV are reported by Robertson 

(1979) limited to parental co-viewing with children, and Csikszentmihalyi & Kubey 

(1981) limited to young adults. Thus, our next research question is:  

RQ2a: What are the frequencies of different group sizes during prime time in the 

total audience? 
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The dataset allows us to observe amount of individual consumption of television 

programs and variety of individual consumption. The effects of GV on these two 

dimensions of viewer behaviour have not been addressed before in spite of their interest 

for advertisers, media agencies and media managers. Thus, our next research questions 

are: 

RQ2b: What is the effect of group viewing on consumption per capita of prime 

time television programs? 

RQ2c: Is the variety of programs watched by groups during prime time different 

to the variety of programs watched by individuals? 

Furthermore, as groups with varying compositions (e.g., wife and two children vs. 

husband and one child) may negotiate differently and arrive at different types of 

agreements on how to split their viewership among channels, we add: 

RQ2d: Do the effects of group viewing on consumption per capita of prime time 

television programs change with group composition?  

RQ2e: Do the effects of group viewing on variety of consumption of prime time 

television programs change with group composition? 

3.3.2. Methodology 

A sample of 20 randomly selected days was taken from the same raw dataset that was 

used to produce the estimation sample. We call this second sample G. Sample G has ISV, 

viewership, and number of channels watched measured at the interval level for every 
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household. This sample has 1,324 households
7
  of 2 to 8 individuals x 18 time intervals 

per day x 20 randomly chosen days, in total 476,640 intervals-households-days. From 

these, we selected 102,372 intervals-households-days which had a non-zero sum of 

minutes watched by all individuals. We then detected and characterized groups of 

viewers at the time interval level on sample G following the analytical protocol detailed 

in Appendix B.  

3.3.3. Results  

Distribution of group sizes in total prime time audience (RQ2a): We characterized the 

audience in terms of the number of individuals watching together by interval and 

household, an ordinal variable we call GS={1,2,...,8}. Viewers in groups (GS≥2) form 

26.6% of the prime time audience in Mexico but contribute 48.6% of the minutes. Thus, 

it follows that individuals in groups contribute almost half the ratings of the average 

program. The estimate of proportion of groups in the audience, 26.6%, is considerably 

smaller than the 65.7% and 70% estimates reported in the literature (respectively, 

Csikszentmihalyi & Kubey, 1981, using the experience sampling method; and, 

Robertson, 1979, using data from the Nielsen diary panel). We believe that the self-report 

nature of the previous estimates, as opposed to the quasi-passive observation that takes 

place in a people meter panel; the fact that one of these studies refers specifically to joint 

viewing of parents and children (Robertson’s), and the growth of subscription channels in 

the last decades may account for the difference
8
.  

                                                           
7
 This is larger than the model estimation sample because sample G includes households with unidentified 

psychographic groups and households not polled during the whole estimation period.  
8
 To calculate the ISV, subscription channels are considered not as a single option but as 10 options 

reflecting as many channel genres (e.g. news channels, movie channels, sports channels).   
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Effects of GV (RQ2b to RQ2e): We operationalized Amount of Consumption as 

viewership, VIEW=(ti/Tr), the proportion of an interval watched by a viewer regardless of 

whether alone or in a group; whereas Variety of Choices was operationalized as the 

number of channels watched during the same time interval, CHAN. Figure 6 presents 

scatter plots of the sample means for each of these variables by GS. In the total sample 

[Figure 6a)] GS shows a significant effect between individual viewers and groups on the 

two DVs; individuals watch 9.6% less and visit 3% more channels than groups of any 

size (p<.0001), answering RQ2b and RQ2c.  

These modest effects become larger or else fade away when group composition is 

considered (RQ2d and RQ2e). Figure 6b) shows that a child watching alone will watch 

on average 0.73 fewer channels than any group of children. VIEW achieves a maximum 

at GS=2 and decreases at GS≥3 while CHAN barely grows. Parents watching alone 

[Figure 6c)] will visit .44 more channels and will spend 4% less time watching than in the 

presence of the partner. Either parent watching with children [Figures 7d) and 7e)] will 

visit significantly less channels (-.31 on average) than any group size whereas the number 

of children watching with either parent show non-linear, mirror effects on VIEW, with 

GS=4 showing either the lowest value (.76 when watching with the husband) or else the 

largest value (.92 when watching with the wife). Finally, Figure 6f) reveals that the 

presence of both parents and their children in front of the TV set considerably reduces the 

variability on both VIEW and CHAN respect to any other types of groups.
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Figure 6.   Number of channels and individual viewership by group size and composition. 

p-values next to each axis derived from one-way ANOVA for the effect of GS on the corresponding variable. Maximum 

group size varies across categories. Categories with smaller sample sizes were merged. 
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4. DISCUSSION  

We find strong support for our three hypotheses, which predicted that increasing socio 

economic status, increasing age of the couple and decreasing number of children would 

decrease group viewing. These findings and the widespread continuity of viewing at the 

15-minute interval level provide evidence for the validity of the proposed measure. 

The strong and positive effect of past GV reveals that it persists over time bands and 

program episodes. These findings add a new dimension to earlier findings about the role 

of state dependence in television audiences (e.g. Rust & Alpert, 1984; Shachar & 

Emerson, 2000):  it is not only the amount of viewing that carries over; GV, a 

consumption habit, also persists over time. The effects of PSY on GV in childless couples 

(Figure 4a) have a straightforward explanation: increasing psychographic dissimilarity 

means increasingly different tastes, and thus GV is less likely as PSY becomes larger. The 

presence of children leads to a convex relationship in nuclear families (Figure 4b) which 

can be explained by the interplay of two opposing forces. Parents, as discussed below, 

stabilize groups of children, a finding supported by the relatively higher argumentation 

abilities and power of parents (Lull, 1978; Yang et al., 2010). Thus, the increase in PSY 

from zero to the middle point of the scale not only drives dyads of viewing parents 

slightly apart (Figure 4a, grey line) but also decreases the probability that both parents 

will agree on what to watch with the children. In consequence, PSY negatively affects GV 

of dyads involving children in the first half of the horizontal scale. Past the middle point, 

psychographic differences may begin to interfere with other activities at home and, 

consistent with the theory of social uses of television (Lull, 1980a, 1980b), watching 
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together may become an increasingly more attractive strategy to deal with conflict and 

enhance the family experience. 

Two effects of GV are to reduce number of channels visited while increasing individual 

viewership (Figure 6a) but there are strong interactions with group composition. As a 

result of such increase in average individual viewership and the frequency of groups 

found in the sample (26.6%) half of the aggregate audience ratings are contributed by 

individuals watching in groups. The fact that lone viewers are almost three times as many 

as groups of viewers, forming 73.4% of the audience, indicates that overall the forces 

driving viewers apart (e.g. differences in individual tastes) outweigh the forces that drive 

them together (e.g. converging tastes, emotional value of companionship, power). Some 

plausible explanations for this fact are the proliferation of subscription channels 

appealing to narrow segments of viewers, the relatively low costs of deserting a group of 

viewers and the availability of multiple TV sets in higher SES homes.  

Increasing parental presence diminishes the variability of both viewership and number of 

channels in groups where children are present (Figures 6b, d, e and f). These results are 

consistent with the literature on parental co-viewing and mediation of children’s media 

use (e.g. Robertson, 1979; Filiatrault & Ritchie, 1980; Buijzen & Valkenburg 2005; 

Flurry, 2007) and with reports on the relatively larger power of parents when negotiating 

viewing choices with children (Lull, 1978; Yang et al., 2010). The fact that number of 

channels decreases and viewership increases relative to wives or husbands watching 

alone (Figure 6c) is consistent with the positive emotional effect of GV reported in the 

literature (e.g. Csikszentmihalyi & Kubey, 1981).  
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5. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Prime time television programs are major profit drivers and represent both sizeable 

investments and risky ventures, in spite of which networks still base their decisions 

primarily on the analysis of ratings by demographics. This study shows that group 

viewing is a key aspect which television firms should monitor and further investigate in 

prime time audiences. The ISV is a simple tool to measure this behaviour that can be 

easily reported in overnight ratings by audience measurement companies. It will enable 

industry researchers to study antecedents and consequences of group viewing using the 

same high quality data already available to them. For instance, broadcasters may want to 

know if GV patterns can shed light on whether a new series with modest ratings has good 

prospects for the future. For advertisers, having a simple measure of group viewing 

immediately available will allow further exploration of the extent to which GV is related 

to viewer engagement, advertisement recall and intent to purchase. In sum, measuring 

GV may add a whole new dimension to electronic media ratings, possibly impacting the 

valuation of commercial slots and the way broadcasters manage their portfolios of 

programs.  

A fascinating possibility is that shared viewing of programs may constitute a competitive 

advantage of GV-enabling media like television, not only over traditional media but also 

over new electronic platforms where consumption of entertainment is far more 

individualized, lacking the ―social grease‖ property (Lee & Lee, 1995) germane to prime 

time network programming. 

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
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Data-related limitations of this research include the length of the interval observed, 15 

minutes; the fact that we do not observe individual viewership at the television set level; 

and, the shortcomings of the people meter as an audience measurement device –i.e. 

viewers do not register or unregister as frequently as they should, which may contribute 

to the quasi-binomial distribution of the ISV at the 15-minute level. In the first two cases, 

future research on datasets reporting viewership at shorter intervals and by TV set should 

confirm our claims with regard to the robustness of the ISV. In the latter case, the 

increasing availability of portable people meter panels, where panellists do not need to 

register, should allow to better account for interrupted GV especially during commercials. 

In such scenario, shorter intervals, possibly 1-minute long, will be needed to either 

corroborate the continuity of viewing over the 15-minute intervals or else to improve the 

accuracy of GV measurement with the ISV.  

The model estimated in this study is cross-sectional and does not account for unobserved 

viewer heterogeneity. These are as well opportunities for future research and 

methodological development. 

Future research should address as well the interaction of group size and composition with 

family communication patterns. Both socio and concept orientations are fairly common.  

Chaffee et al. (1971) found an almost 50/50 split between predominantly socio and 

predominantly concept oriented families in the US. Based on Lull (1980) we concluded 

that socio oriented families are more likely to watch in groups than concept oriented 

families. Consistent with this rationale, cross cultural research shows that socio 

orientation is positively correlated across cultures with dependence of children on 
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parental consumption decisions (e.g. Rose et al. 2002). Thus, tackling and monitoring 

these two quantitatively important yet contrasting types of households seems a necessary 

step to further the understanding of GV.  

We must note as well that our findings reflect behavioural patterns in Mexican television 

audiences. At least two factors may lead to important differences in other geographies, 

especially in industrialized countries: a larger average of TV sets per household and 

higher levels of income and education which predict concept orientation.    

The link between GV and viewer engagement is another crucial aspect that we think 

should be investigated in the future. This relationship is relevant as research shows that a 

closely related construct, involvement with television programs, affects the recall of 

commercial advertisements (e.g. Lloyd & Clancy, 1991, Tavassoli et al., 1995) although 

the direction of these effects is still unclear and interactions with other factors exist 

(Sharma, 2000). Interestingly, groups of two individuals watch longer than groups of any 

other size except in the case of groups wife-children, which is consistent with industry 

research showing that groups of two viewers maximize the engagement with television 

advertisements (Thinkbox, 2009). 
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APPENDIX A: SPECIFICATION AND ESTIMATION OF THE PROPOSED MODEL 

The QL estimating equations are functions only of the mean and variance of the 

dependent variable and exhibit properties similar to the score function in the context of 

GLM. That is, no assumptions need to be made about the distribution of the dependent 

variable. Although only the sample mean and variance suffice to perform QL estimation, 
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this method produces asymptotically optimal estimates in the context of GLM and large 

sample sizes (McCullagh, 1983) like the one available for this study. 

A.1. Link and variance functions 

QL estimation demands properly specified variance and link functions. The variance 

function relates the mean to the variance and can be assessed in the actual sample (e.g. 

Halekoh & Højsgaard, 2007). We investigated such relationship by creating 256 sub-

groups (= 4 Geography x 4 SES x 16 Type of Content) in the actual sample; then, 

determined sub-group means and variances for ISVd,h, ; and, finally fitted the points on 

the resulting variance-mean scatter plot to both a quadratic function (rq
2
=.4861) and to a 

linear function (rl
2
=.4830). Since rq

2 
≈ rl

2
 both variance functions work well and we 

choose the variance function of the binomial distribution which performed slightly better. 

Thus, the variance function, V(E[ISVd,h,]) is (7c) and the variance of ISVd,h,  are related 

to the expected values by the coefficient of dispersion, , as follows  

Var(ISVd,h,)=V(E[ISVd,h,]) =  E[ISVd,h,] (1– E[ISVd,h,])   (8). 

As a second test of link and variance function specifications, we performed the same 

series of estimations with a logarithmic link function. We used the same linear predictor 

in equation (7b) and Var(E[ISVd,h,])= E[ISVd,h,] which the sample variance-sample 

mean scatter plot showed to be a close second best. This variance structure yielded 

directionally identical estimates but worse fits across all five models. 

A.2. Alternative estimation 
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The model was also estimated with regular maximum likelihood assuming a binomial 

distribution and using a logit link, which yielded similar results but greater error 

estimates.  Thus, parameter estimates are robust respect to the estimation method. 

APPENDIX B: GROUP DETECTION AND CHARACTERIZATION ON SAMPLE G 

This analytical protocol is divided in two parts, B.1. and B.2, and each part comprises 

two steps. 

B.1. Determine and analyze the distribution of dyadic viewing at the household and 
interval level as ISVd,h,r 

Step B.1.1. Calculate average ISV across program/episodes by dyad, household and 
interval. 

 Calculate ISVd,h,p,r for all possible dyads of viewers i and j in each household h within 

each interval r as in equation (1).

 

Next, average ISVd,h,p,r over the  program episodes 

actually watched by either individual during the interval (that is, intervals where nobody 

is watching are not counted) as follows: 







1
,,,,,,

1
ISV rphdrhdISV



 

(9). 

 

Step. B.1.2. Analyze distribution of ISVd,h,r.  

Table 5 summarizes the sample distributions of ISVd,h,r values for the most probable 

dyads in the actual sample G and shows that these, as well as those for other types of 

dyads, are approximately binomial. As the objective is to provide a ―yes‖ or ―no‖ answer 
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to the question ―Is there a dyad watching in this household during this interval?‖ such 

distribution  is fortuitous. ISVd,h,r is valid as a measure of dyadic viewing as long as 

choices are observed at the TV set level. As this is not the case in the dataset available for 

this research, it was assumed that two individuals living in the same household and  

 

Table 5.  Proportion of values of ISVd,h,r for the most probable dyads when 
either or both members of the dyad are watching. 

 

d is the proportion of households in subsample G where each type of dyad of 

viewers may potentially exist. For instance, 76.9% of households had at least 

one child and 61.7% at least 2 children. 

 

 Type of dyad  

Value or 

Interval 

Wife-Husband 

(wh=100%) 

Wife-Child 1    

(=76.9%) 

Husband-Child 

1 ( =76.9%) 

Child 1-Child 

2 ( =61.7%) 

 

ISVd,h,r =0 32.41% 89.28% 89.22% 70.07% 

0<  ISVd,h,r <.5 13.41% 2.08% 1.99% 4.59% 

.5 ≤  ISVd,h,r <1 3.97% .61% .65% 1.37% 

ISVd,h,r =1 50.21% 8.02% 8.13% 23.97% 

 

ISVd,h,r =1 or 0 82.62% 97.3% 97.35% 94.04% 

 

having exactly the same choice vector (i.e. ISVd,h,r =1) during any given time interval are 

watching on the same TV set. On the opposite end of the scale, ISVd,h,r =0 indicates 

individuals watching alone which yields the issue of observing TV set irrelevant. The 

issue becomes important though for dyads with 0< ISVd,h,r <1 where more than one 
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viewer is watching and we cannot make any assumptions with regard to number of TV 

sets. As this subset represents only 6.5% of the total G subsample when all possible dyads 

of viewers (28 combinations of 8 viewers) are considered, it was dropped from G. The 

analysis of group viewing effects is thus for the 93.5% of the sample where either ISVd,h,r 

=1 or ISVd,h,r =0. Bear in mind that since intervals where no viewing occurred are 

dropped, intervals with ISVd,h,r =0 correspond to individuals viewing alone. 

B.2. Generate patterns of ISVd,h,r  and use them to detect groups. 

Step B.2.1. Generate the pattern of dyads at the household and interval level. 

As the maximum number of viewers per household is 8, we created an 8 x 8 upper 

triangular matrix Mh,r,k for each interval within each household and day. The off-diagonal 

elements of Mh,r,k contain values of  ISVd,h,r , either 1 or 0, while the values of the 

diagonal of Mh,r,k are simply a flag to indicate if an individual viewed anything in that 

interval, specifically 1 if ti>0 for the individual in row i, and 0 otherwise. Figure 7 

illustrates the structure of  Mh,r,k and the intuitive  process of group detection anyone may 

perform by simply observing it.   

Figure 7.  Matrix Mh,r,k 

A hypothetical matrix Mh,r,k as generated at Step 2.1, showing the ISVi,j,r,k 

values in the off-diagonal and the viewership flags on the diagonal, in a 

household with 6 viewers. The pattern in Mh,r,k intuitively shows that 

individuals 1, 2 and 4 form a  group of GS=3; that individuals 5 and 7 form a 

dyad (GS=2); and that individual 3 is watching alone (GS=1). This intuitive 

process is formalized in the proposed algorithm. 
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Step B.2.2. Detect groups of viewers and determine group composition based on the 
patterns on Mh,r,k.  

The intuitive process made evident on Figure 7 is now formalized as an algorithm to 

aggregate the dyads in the upper half and the individuals on the diagonal of Mh,r,k into 

larger groups whenever possible. The algorithm detects a maximum of 8 groups per 

household. It reads each of the 51,561 matrices Mh,r,k , one row at a time. Suppose Figure 

7 depicts M1,1,1 . If the first individual is watching (m1,1>0) then group size for a group 

arbitrarily labelled as ―group 1‖ is set to 1; group size of ―group 1‖ increases by 1 

whenever mi,j=1, where j>i, in which case individual j is barred from belonging to any 

other group in the interval-day-household represented by M1,1,1. If all individuals in the 

first row have been considered, or else if m1,1=0, then the next question is whether 

m2,2=0. If that is the case, a second group arbitrarily labelled as ―group 2‖ will be set with 
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size 1; similarly, group size of ―group 2‖ increases by 1 whenever mi,j=1, where j>i, in 

which case individual j is barred from belonging to any other group. If all individuals in 

the second row have been considered, or else if m2,2=0, then the next row is evaluated 

using the same protocol. The sequence is iterated for the 8 rows in each of the 51,561  

Mh,r,k. Formalizing: 

 

a) Define terms 

− Let n be the interval-day-household index, n = {1,..., nmax}.  In this case, nmax = 

51,561.  

− Let Mn,i,j be the upper triangular group-detection matrix, where n substitutes for h, r 

and k, as defined previously, with i = {1,...,8} and j = {1,...,8}  

− Let mi,j be the elements of the dyad viewing matrix Mn,i,j, where i (j)  = 1 is the row 

(column) corresponding to the husband, i (j) = 2 is the row (column) corresponding to 

the wife, and i (j) = {3,...,8} are the rows (columns) corresponding to the children. 

− Let sizeg  be a counter for the group size of group g in any n, such that g = {1,...,8}  

− Let rolef  be a counter for the number of individuals in role f = {1,2,3} in any n, where 

f=1 corresponds to husband, f=2 wife, and f=3 child 

− Let outj = {0,1} be flag to avoid double counting of individual j in any n 

 

b) Flowchart: Figure 8 presents the algorithm described in b) in flow chart form.  
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Figure 8. Algorithm for detecting groups on matrix Mh,r,k . 

 

STOP 

Is mn,i,j>0 ? 
NO 

YES 

Is mn,i,j =1? 

sizeg= sizeg+1 

outj=1 

if j<3 then f=j else f=3 

rolef= rolef+1 

i=i+1 

j=i 

NO 

j=j+1 

YES 

Is j>8? 
NO YES 

Is n>nmax? 
NO 

YES 

g=i 

sizeg= sizeg+1 

if i<3 then f=i else f=3 

rolef= rolef+1 

n=1; i= 0; j=0; f=0 

size1,..., size8 = 0 

out1,...,out8=0 

role1,..., role3=0 

 

Is outj=1? 
NO 

YES 

n=n+1; i=0; j=0; f=0 

size1,..., size8 = 0 

out1,...,out8=0 

role1=role2=role3=0 

START 

Is i>8? 

NO 

YES i=i+1 

j=i 

j=j+1 
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APPENDIX C:  COMMON ITEMS IN THE PSYCHOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE APPLIED TO PANELLISTS  

Means in a 1 to 5 Likert scale. Abbreviations for wives psychotypes: So, sophisticates; Tr, traditionals; Ma, materialists; Mo, 
mommies; Dr, dreamers. Abbreviations for husbands psychotypes: Jt, Jetsetters; Sf, Self-Centered; Rx, Reflexives; ; Pr, pragmatists 
Ps, Passives. 

ID. ITEMS WIVES PSYCHOTYPES  

So Tr Ma Mo Dr 

Q1 You like to try new products before other people do 2.36 2.31 2.82 2.29 2.62 

Q2 You usually purchase same brand without thinking 2.62 2.44 2.72 2.46 2.78 

Q3 You usually purchase brands advertised at discount prices 2.59 2.86 2.98 2.94 2.95 

Q4 Once you find a brand that you like it is difficult for you to change it 2.82 2.57 2.74 2.55 2.88 

Q5 You need to put some more romance and mystery in your life 3.28 2.14 2.80 2.89 3.52 

Q6 You need to live new experiences 3.22 2.25 2.77 2.85 3.29 

Q7 You need to feel that life is exciting 3.29 2.28 2.90 3.10 3.41 

Q8 You would like to see new things and changes in your life 3.10 2.71 3.00 2.96 3.09 

Q9 It's OK for women to work and get the money while men stay home with the children 2.01 1.47 2.39 1.66 1.97 

Q10 Less emphasis should be given to family union and more to the individual 2.50 2.34 2.75 2.31 2.55 

Q11 People should live more for themselves than for their children 2.32 2.17 2.48 2.09 2.37 

Q12 Men and women share the same responsibilities on day-to-day issues at home 3.40 3.04 3.06 3.45 3.09 

Q13 The responsibility to provide for the household is the same for men and women 3.40 2.81 3.02 3.39 3.18 

Q14 Of all satisfactions you get in life, most come from your family 3.31 3.33 3.08 3.20 3.13 

Q15 It is a good idea that the father and the mother have regular jobs to provide for the house 3.27 2.78 2.91 3.02 3.20 

Q16 Having a child is an experience every woman should live 2.93 3.34 2.97 3.35 3.18 

Q17 You'd be willing to stop purchasing products from manufacturers who contribute to pollution 3.08 2.88 2.88 2.95 2.84 

Q18 You are concerned about doing something for the environment 3.32 2.90 2.97 3.31 3.34 

Q19 We should have more contact with nature even if it implies some inconveniences 3.16 3.07 2.99 3.16 3.19 
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Q20 You'd be willing to work as a volunteer to alleviate problems caused by pollution 2.98 2.87 2.91 2.93 2.88 

Q21 Long term health is more important than feeling in excellent condition today 2.89 3.13 2.92 3.05 2.88 

Q22 You try to have lots of fun today and not to worry about the future 2.36 2.07 2.74 2.18 2.56 

Q23 Doing pleasant things and visiting interesting places is more important than possessions 3.03 2.38 2.77 2.65 2.71 

Q24 Duty always comes first to pleasure 1.07 1.05 1.12 1.07 1.12 

Q25 There should be more emphasis on what we feel than on what we think 3.07 2.98 2.82 2.98 3.16 

Q26 You are concerned about keeping up with new fashion trends 2.88 1.92 2.78 2.43 3.14 

Q27 You need to improve your physical appearance 3.39 2.32 2.79 3.16 3.38 

Q28 You are concerned about doing what you need to improve your image 3.29 2.51 2.95 3.14 3.47 

Q29 You need to be properly dressed all the time 3.26 2.49 2.90 3.11 3.37 

Q30 You like to do things without thinking 2.44 2.18 2.61 2.26 2.63 

Q31 You need to better know yourself 3.55 2.65 2.71 3.29 3.57 

Q32 You need to satisfy the spiritual desire in you 3.30 2.98 3.02 3.26 3.48 

Q33 The Office for Consumer Protection does well its job of protecting consumers 2.68 2.60 3.01 2.69 2.67 

Q34 In order to protect our economy, we will need to buy more Mexican products in the future 2.73 2.87 2.96 2.86 2.85 

Q35 It is very important for your happiness to have lots of money 2.25 2.26 2.86 2.12 2.40 

Q36 The only symbol of success is money 2.16 2.20 2.63 2.10 2.36 

Q37 You'd be willing to work in a boring place if they paid you well 2.27 2.68 2.77 2.47 2.71 

Q38 Our society should put less emphasis on money 2.80 2.71 2.72 2.79 2.89 

Q39 As time passes, I loss hopes of improving my economic situation 2.21 2.61 2.82 2.27 2.67 

Q40 Sometimes you feel there is nothing in this world worth fighting for 2.15 2.07 2.58 2.15 2.33 

Q41 It is necessary to follow the church's traditions in order to be a religious person 2.53 3.15 2.90 2.69 2.77 

Q42 Today's church is too far away from your personal problems 2.53 2.38 2.83 2.41 2.72 

Q43 Schools should teach sexual education 3.26 2.20 3.00 3.03 3.00 

Q44 If two people love each other, there is nothing wrong with having sex 3.22 2.57 2.89 2.72 2.98 
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ID. ITEM HUSBANDS PSYCHOTYPES 

Jt Sf Rx Pg Ps 

Q1 You like to try new products before other people do 2.44 2.77 2.39 2.43 2.52 

Q2 You usually purchase same brand without thinking 2.54 2.88 2.41 2.59 2.58 

Q3 You usually purchase brands advertised at discount prices 2.53 2.89 2.90 2.85 2.96 

Q4 Once you find a brand that you like it is difficult for you to change it 2.65 2.96 2.60 2.75 2.65 

Q5 You need to put some more romance and mystery in your life 3.36 3.05 3.04 3.05 2.37 

Q6 You need to live new experiences 3.47 3.10 3.25 3.12 2.45 

Q7 You need to feel that life is exciting 3.55 3.12 3.33 3.25 2.65 

Q8 You would like to see new things and changes in your life 3.17 3.00 3.00 3.03 2.82 

Q9 It's OK for women to work and get the money while men stay home with the children 1.92 2.34 1.64 1.82 1.97 

Q10 Less emphasis should be given to family union and more to the individual 2.17 2.87 2.25 2.37 2.45 

Q11 People should live more for themselves than for their children 2.27 2.60 1.98 2.14 2.26 

Q12 Men and women share the same responsibilities on day-to-day issues at home 3.63 2.91 3.30 3.19 3.25 

Q13 The responsibility to provide for the household is the same for men and women 3.35 3.01 3.09 3.15 2.93 

Q14 Of all satisfactions you get in life, most come from your family 2.92 2.99 2.88 2.89 2.87 

Q15 It is a good idea that the father and the mother have regular jobs to provide for the house 3.29 3.00 3.09 3.00 2.98 

Q16 Having a child is an experience every woman should live 3.14 2.93 3.19 3.14 3.10 

Q17 You'd be willing to stop purchasing products from manufacturers who contribute to pollution 2.89 2.91 2.82 2.80 2.80 

Q18 You are concerned about doing something for the environment 3.48 3.05 3.42 3.19 2.98 

Q19 We should have more contact with nature even if it implies some inconveniences 3.47 3.05 3.29 3.10 2.91 

Q20 You'd be willing to work as a volunteer to alleviate problems caused by pollution 3.09 2.84 3.20 2.91 2.97 

Q21 Long term health is more important than feeling in excellent condition today 3.17 2.88 3.17 2.78 3.04 

Q22 You try to have lots of fun today and not to worry about the future 2.43 2.79 2.25 2.31 2.38 

Q23 Doing pleasant things and visiting interesting places is more important than possessions 3.11 2.91 2.72 2.76 2.68 

Q24 Duty always comes first to pleasure 0.89 1.04 1.06 1.17 1.05 

Q25 There should be more emphasis on what we feel than on what we think 3.07 2.94 3.05 3.04 2.79 
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Q26 You are concerned about keeping up with new fashion trends 2.79 3.03 2.70 2.66 2.18 

Q27 You need to improve your physical appearance 3.34 3.17 3.44 3.21 2.46 

Q28 You are concerned about doing what you need to improve your image 3.38 3.20 3.33 3.12 2.74 

Q29 You need to be properly dressed all the time 3.33 3.17 3.33 3.18 2.75 

Q30 You like to do things without thinking 2.29 2.68 2.12 2.42 2.33 

Q31 You need to better know yourself 3.54 3.14 3.61 3.24 2.71 

Q32 You need to satisfy the spiritual desire in you 3.12 3.02 3.40 3.14 2.77 

Q33 The Office for Consumer Protection does well its job of protecting consumers 2.48 2.89 2.55 2.52 2.75 

Q34 In order to protect our economy, we will need to buy more Mexican products in the future 2.74 2.97 2.83 2.74 2.98 

Q35 It is very important for your happiness to have lots of money 2.20 2.87 1.96 2.32 2.42 

Q36 The only symbol of success is money 1.91 2.69 1.87 2.29 2.45 

Q37 You'd be willing to work in a boring place if they paid you well 2.27 2.80 2.21 2.73 2.59 

Q38 Our society should put less emphasis on money 3.02 2.89 2.74 2.80 2.70 

Q39 As time passes, I loss hopes of improving my economic situation 1.94 2.80 2.07 2.37 2.65 

Q40 Sometimes you feel there is nothing in this world worth fighting for 1.83 2.54 1.94 2.26 2.43 

Q41 It is necessary to follow the church's traditions in order to be a religious person 2.10 2.86 2.60 2.45 2.74 

Q42 Today's church is too far away from your personal problems 2.68 2.83 2.56 2.69 2.65 

Q43 Schools should teach sexual education 3.48 2.96 3.02 3.19 2.87 

Q44 If two people love each other, there is nothing wrong with having sex 3.48 3.05 2.66 3.29 2.84 
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APPENDIX D: MEASURES OF PSYCHOGRAPHIC DISTANCE BETWEEN WIVES AND 
HUSBANDS IN THE 25 POSSIBLE COMBINATIONS OF COUPLE PSYCHOTYPES 

As Traditionals wives have the largest average distance from all husband types, we 

estimated all five GLM with and without this female psychotype to determine if type-

specific traits were dominating the effects of PSY on ISV. Such bias was unsupported.  

 DISTANCE MEASURES 

PSYCHOTYPES OF 
WIVES - HUSBANDS 

EUCLIDEAN SUM OF ABSOLUTE 
DIFFERENCES 

Traditionals − Jetsetters 4.02 20.90 

Traditionals − Self-Centered 3.30 17.89 

Traditionals − Reflexives 3.20 15.59 

Materialists − Jetsetters 3.08 17.91 

Traditionals − Pragmatists 2.91 14.41 

Materialists − Reflexives 2.80 15.32 

Dreamers − Passives 2.76 12.59 

Sophisticates − Passives 2.65 13.95 

Mommies − Self-Centered 2.32 12.30 

Dreamers − Jetsetters 2.00 10.68 

Sophisticates − Self-Centered 2.00 11.40 

Mommies − Jetsetters 1.97 11.09 

Mommies − Passives 1.89 10.23 

Materialists − Pragmatists 1.89 10.38 

Dreamers − Reflexives 1.79 9.31 

Traditionals − Passives 1.59 8.77 

Materialists − Passives 1.50 8.08 

Dreamers − Self-Centered 1.48 8.20 

Sophisticates − Reflexives 1.46 7.92 

Dreamers − Pragmatists 1.34 7.30 

Sophisticates − Jetsetters 1.26 6.86 

Mommies − Pragmatists 1.21 6.68 

Sophisticates − Pragmatists 1.19 6.45 

Mommies − Reflexives 1.16 6.41 

Materialists − Self-Centered 1.02 5.00 
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APPENDIX E: MULTIDIMENSIONAL SCALING MAP OF THE 10 PSYCHOTYPES FOR WIVES AND HUSBANDS OVER THE 44 
COMMON ITEMS IN THE PSYCHOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE APPLIED TO PANELLISTS (EUCLIDEAN DISTANCES). 
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The fit of this two-dimensional scaling was r
2
=.97. To explore the association of each 

dimension with questionnaire items, we ran a rough, sui generis factor analysis using the 

44 items as variables and each psychotype as a case (a total of just 10 "cases"). The 

analysis yielded two factors explaining more than 75% of the variance. Factor 1 consisted 

of 13 items coded to capture higher environmentalism, spirituality, egalitarian family 

roles, sensation-seeking, and image-consciousness. Factor 2 consisted of 16 items coded 

to capture higher materialism, consumerism, individualism, pessimism, and 

impulsiveness. Interestingly, a scatter plot of the average values across the variables in 

each factor by psychotype fully recovered the MDS scatter plot. Dimension 1 was 

equivalent to factor 1 whereas dimension 2 was equivalent to factor 2 (in reversed scale).
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Essay 2 

Group viewing and spousal preferences as predictors of 
individual preferences of Mexican television viewers 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In spite of the growth of new media, television is still, by far, the number one choice of 

advertisers in dollar terms (Price-Waterhouse-Coopers, 2009). Possible reasons for such 

performance include the growing effectiveness of television advertising (Hu et al., 2009; 

Rubinson, 2009) and the ability of televised advertisements to elicit uniquely high levels 

of emotional engagement (Heath, 2009; Siefert et al., 2009). These very same reasons, 

together with its unique reach, contribute to make television the costliest medium on a per 

spot basis, thus fostering the interest of marketers, advertisers and media planners in 

better understanding television audiences. On the other side of the industry, broadcasters 

are as interested as ever in learning about novel aspects of television audiences which 

might provide them with a sharper edge. Growing evidence indicates that group viewing 

(GV) is very likely one such aspect.  

A recent special report on television in The Economist highlights that the resilience of 

television to new media has much to do with its social aspect:  ―Like all social activities, 

television-watching demands compromise. People may have strong ideas about what they 

want to watch, but what they really want to do is watch together‖ (Budd, 2010; p. 3).  

Television programs are experiential goods whose consumption can be shared and, in 

fact, research has consistently shown that families tend to watch prime time programs in 

groups (e.g. Lull, 1980b, 1982; Lee & Lee, 1994; Schmitt et al., 2003) with the few 

quantitative estimates available in the literature reaching up to 70% (Robertson, 1979; 

Kubey & Csikszentmihaly, 1990). Although GV has been largely overlooked by 

marketing academia, it is increasingly attracting the attention of practitioners and 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

63 
 

commercial marketing researchers. Some interesting facts about GV include its growth in 

the UK despite media fragmentation and the increase in single-person households (Foote, 

2005), its relationship to engagement with televised commercials (Thinkbox, 2009) and 

its interaction with cognitive processing of advertisements (Puntoni & Tavassoli, 2007). 

Behavioural research in marketing has shown that groups make decisions differently and 

produce different outcomes than individuals (e.g. Ward & Reingen, 1990; 

Chandrashekaran et al., 1996; Aribarg et al., 2002). Marketing scholars have long been 

concerned with incorporating group processes in predictive models in order to provide 

better representations of reality (Steckel et al., 1991; Adamowickz et al., 2005) which 

should lead to better managerial decisions.   

This study investigates the impact of group viewing on individual television consumption 

while accounting for other mutual influences between the members of the specific group 

consisting of husband and wife.  Furthermore, while most academic people-meter 

research has been done with data from the United States or Europe, we have access to a 

unique data set from Mexico. Thus, a secondary objective is the exploration of the 

impacts of socio-geo-demographics and genre on television viewing in that cultural 

context. The data is also unique in its inclusion of a psychographic classification of panel 

members, which additionally allows the inclusion of a measure of attitudinal distance 

between individuals in the household as a predictor of television viewing.  

We capture the extent of GV by the husband-wife pair at the program level by using a 

simple measure based on the length of time that both wife and husband are watching a 

program as recorded in the people-meter data. The effect of this measure on the total 

amount of viewing by either individual is referred to as the group viewing influence on 
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individual viewership. The influence of the presence of one’s spouse during group 

viewing is conceptualized as a component of the overall influence of one spouse’s 

preferences on the other’s preferences.  We refer to this as preference influence.   The 

models developed here measure the overall mutual preference influence between spouses, 

without controlling for the presence of the spouse during group viewing, as well the 

residual preference influence after controlling for group viewing.  Among other results, 

this allows us to tease apart one particularly interesting phenomenon.  In Mexico, wives’ 

overall observed preferences in television decrease or increase as their husbands’ 

preferences decrease or increase; however, when we partial out group viewing, we find 

that the deeper residual preferences of wives are the reverse of their husbands’ 

preferences.  We might think of this as the husband’s presence during group viewing 

dominating the wife’s true preferences, or, more positively, as The Economist suggests, 

that what the wives really want to do is watch together.     

2.  RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

Early studies in the communication literature point to strong and asymmetrical effects of 

group influence on individual consumption of television programs within households 

(e.g. Lull, 1978, 1982) and are an important motivation for this research. More recently, 

Yang et al. (2006) showed that the viewing preferences of one individual have a 

significant, positive effect on the preferences of another.  Since their model did not 

incorporate watching together, it did not distinguish that behaviour as a source of 

influence from all others.  In a separate work Yang et al. (2010) show that the presence of 

other family members has a consistently positive effect on individual consumption of 
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television programs of all individuals in the household. Restricting our attention to the 

mutual influences between wives and husbands, our first question is: 

RQ1:  What is the importance of group viewing as a component of the influence of one 

spouse’s television viewing preferences on the other’s viewing preferences?  

Family structure (i.e. presence of children) affects size and composition of groups of 

viewers, and, as parenthood alters couples’ needs and attitudes, is likely to also change 

their television viewing behaviour.  Also, the way their family members interact when 

making family decisions (Chaffee et al., 1971; Lull, 1980b)  vary with household 

characteristics such as socio-economic status (McLeod, 1972) and geography/local 

culture (Rose et al., 2002). Thus, in a broader sense, we are interested in answering the 

following questions with regard to household heterogeneity:  

RQ2.   How do preference influence generally, and group viewing influence 

specifically, interact with socio-economic status of households?  

RQ3. Are there geographic variations in the preference and group viewing influence 

between husbands and wives? 

RQ4.   Do preference and group viewing influence between husbands and wives 

change in the presence of children? 

As different program genres are likely to elicit different levels of involvement and loyalty 

across viewers, the balance of mutual influences is also likely to be affected by such 

variables. Thus, 

RQ5. How do preference and group viewing influence between wives and husbands 

interact with program genre?  
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Research shows that similarity of personality profiles of wives and husbands is a 

predictor of quality of couple relationships and long term satisfaction with marriage (e.g. 

Gatti et al, 2004; Gonzaga et al., 2007; Markey & Markey, 2007) although the evidence is 

not conclusive in terms of which psychological construct provides a better explanation. 

For instance, Luo & Klohnen (2005) found that similarity in religious and political 

attitudes was significantly higher among actual, stable couples than among men and 

women matched at random, but the average similarity in several personality inventories 

did not differ between these two groups. If psychological similarity (either personality 

and/or attitudinal) affects quality and/or stability of couples it must do so by affecting the 

way wives and husbands relate to  each other. Thus, we ask: 

RQ6. How does attitudinal similarity between wives and husbands interact with 

mutual influences on individual consumption of television programs?  

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: we first present the model and the 

estimation method, as well as the proposed measures of shared viewing, the ISV, and 

attitudinal similarity, PSY; then, we introduce the data and sample; and, finally, we report 

and discuss the model estimation results and some implications for marketers, advertisers 

and media managers. 

3. MODEL AND ESTIMATION METHOD 

We estimate a system of two simultaneous equations, with the individual utilities of 

wives and husbands as the two endogenous variables.  Let y*w,i,p be the utility that the 

wife in household i derives from program p; similarly, let y*h,i,p be the utility for the 

husband. The system of simultaneous equations for y*w,i,p and y*h,i,p is  
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y*w,i,p =  h


wy*h,i,p + wISVwh,i,p + Xw,i,p′w + w,i,p   (1a) 

y*h,i,p  =  w


hy*w,i,p  + h ISVwh,i,p + Xh,i,p ′h  +h,i,p   (1b) 

where ISVwh,i,p is the index of shared viewing between the husband and wife in 

household i for program p; 

 Xw,i,p  and Xh,i,p are vectors of predictors for the utility of the wife and 

husband in household i for program p; and, 

w,i,p , h,i,p are two correlated error terms assumed to follow a bivariate 

normal distribution, i.e. w,i,p , h,i,p ] ~ BVN(0,) . 

The key parameters in the model are  and . Specifically, the  parameters capture the 

preference influences of the husband and wife on each other, as in Yang et al. (2006). 

However, departing from Yang et al. (2006), such preference influences are obtained 

after controlling for the potential group effect associated with program p, which is 

captured by the  parameters. Such control is made possible by the variable ISVwh,i,p , 

which measures the degree of husband-wife shared viewing of program p. We next 

discuss the operationalization of this important measure. 

The people meter data records the number of viewing minutes, or ―viewership,‖ tw,i,p,e,s 

for the wife and th,i,p,e,s for the husband within a 15 minute segment s in episode e of 

program p. We thus define an index of shared viewing between the couple at the time 

segment level as: 

ISV
 
wh,i,p,e,s=  min(tw,i,p,e,s , th,i,p,e,s) / max(tw,i,p,e,s , th,i,p,e,s) ;  if  tw,i,p,e,s > 0 or  th,i,p,e,s > 0  (2) 

  0                                                          otherwise. 
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The intuition behind the ISV definition is the following: when two viewers are 

simultaneously watching the same program on the same TV set, the largest individual 

viewership of the two represents the total time that could potentially be shared by these 

two viewers, i.e. the length of the ―viewing session‖. Consequently, the ratio of the other 

viewer’s viewership to this maximum is the fraction of such viewing session actually 

shared by both viewers. Note that if both people have zero viewership within the time 

segment, no shared viewing is possible, and we thus define ISV
 
wh,i,p,e,s to be zero.  

As we are interested in the general tendency of shared viewing associated with program 

p, we then average ISV
 
wh,i,p,e,s over all Se segments of episode e, and over all Ep episodes 

of program p in the sample: 





Se

s
sepiwh

e

Ep

ep

piwh ISV
SE

ISV
1

,,,,
1

,,

11

 

                        (3)   

As defined in (2), ISV
 
wh,i,p,e,s and thus ISVwh,i,p are bound between zero and one, i.e. 

ISVwh,i,p,s ϵ [0,1].
1
 

Vectors, Xw,i,p  and Xh,i,p contain three types of predictors for y*w,i,p and y*h,i,p respectively. 

Some of the predictors are common in both vectors but each vector includes at least one 

variable that is not in the other, as is necessary for identification of model (1a) and (1b). 

Table 1 lists the detailed definition of the predictors. The first type of predictor is related 

to the characteristics of the household. In addition to the usual demographic information 

like family structure, age, socio-economic status and geography, our data set includes 

                                                           
1
 Cases where both individuals watch a segment for more than zero but less than 15 minutes, so that the 

ISV might not reflect the actual viewing overlap, occurs in only 3.3% of segments in the sample.  
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psychographic categories for the individual panel members.  This allows the construction 

of a measure of attitudinal distance between a husband and wife, providing unique 

opportunity to study the effects of attitudinal (dis)similarity of the couple (see Appendix 

D, Essay 1). 

The second type of predictor in X is related to program characteristics. We have a set of 

indicator variables representing 12 type/genres of programs (Table 1). In addition to the 

usual genre classification in TV studies, we also have a genre unique to Mexican or Latin 

American TV markets, telenovelas.  Telenovelas are melodramatic series, transmitted 

Monday through Friday, with durations ranging between 80 and 120 episodes of 60 

minutes. According to BBC World (Lizarzáburu, 2006) telenovelas are the most popular 

form of audiovisual entertainment in the world. Previous research incorporating state-

dependence has shown that inertia is an important factor in predicting television viewing 

(e.g. Rust & Alpert, 1984; Shachar & Emerson, 2000; Moshkin & Shachar, 2002), and 

therefore the third type of predictor is state-dependence variables capturing the husband 

and wife’s individual viewing behaviours prior to the time window of the estimation 

sample.   

As we do not directly observe the utilities, y*h,i,p and y*w,i,p, we need to relate these latent 

constructs to the observed average viewership of program p by husband and wife in 

household i, yh,i,p and yw,i,p  respectively, defined as follows:   

 

  
 




Se

s
sepir

Ep

e
Ep

e

e

pir t
S

y
1

,,,,
1

1

,,

1
 

 

for r = h or w                                 (4). 
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Table 1.  Definition of Data Variables. 
 
Variable (Notation) 

 

Operationalization 

 

Endogenous Variables 

Average viewership of program p by 

wife in household i 

(yw,i,p) 

Average minutes viewed by the wife across all 15-minute time segments in which 

program p is broadcast 

 

Average viewership of program p by 

husband in household i 

(yh,i,p) 

Average minutes viewed by the husband across all 15-minute time segments in which 

program p is broadcast 

 

Index of shared viewing between wife 

and husband in household i for program 

p 

(ISVwh,i,p) 

Average proportion of minutes shared by the wife and husband across all 15-minute time 

segments in which program p is broadcast  

 

Exogenous Variables (Predictors in Xw,i,p  and Xh,i,p) 

Attitudinal Distance between wife and 

husband in household i (PSYi) 

Euclidean distance between the two psychographic classes of each wife and husband on 

44 attitudinal items taken from the short-form questionnaire used to classify individuals in 

the panel into the classes in the pre-existing psychographic classification. 

 

Age of couple in household i (AGEi) Each household belongs to one of two age groups, Younger Couples (husband’s and 

wife’s ages add to less than 90 years) or Older Couples. 

 

Family Type of household i Each household belongs to one of two types, Childless Couples, or Nuclear Families. 
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Variable (Notation) 

 

Operationalization 

 

Exogenous Variables (Predictors in Xw,i,p  and Xh,i,p) 

Socio-Economic Status of household i Each household belongs to one of the four socio-economic classes, namely Upper-Upper 

Middle (A,B,C+), Middle (C-), Lower Middle (D+), and Lower (D-,E), where A, B, C+, 

C-, D+, D-, and E are the SES classification developed by the Mexican Association of 

Marketing and Research Agencies (AMAI). These groups are identified in the 

establishment survey that IAM runs every five years applying a diagnostic instrument 

developed by AMAI. SES is one of the strata used to actually create the sample and panel. 

 

Geography of household i Each household belongs to one of four geographical areas, namely Mexico City, 

Guadalajara, Monterrey and Provinces (which consists of 25 smaller cities scattered 

throughout Mexico) 

Type/genre of program p Each program belongs to one of 13 type/genres: 10 program genres on free TV channels; 

1 category for all local free channels; 1 category for video games and/or video recorders; 

and, 1 category for pay TV channels. 

Past viewership of program p by the 

wife or husband of household i 

(L
prog

w,i,p or L
prog

h,i,p) 

Average viewership of program p in the 5-week state-dependence initialization sample by 

the wife or husband of household i 

Past viewership of all programs by the 

wife or husband of household i (L
TV

w,i 

or L
TV

h,i) 

Average viewership of all TV programs in the 5-week state-dependence initialization 

sample by the wife or husband of household i 
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As we equate the latent utilities y*’s to the observed viewerships y’s, we need to deal 

with the problem that many individuals have zero viewership of certain TV programs 

during the sample period, making the observed viewership left-censored at zero. As such, 

following Yang et al. (2006), for r = h or w, we relate y*r,i,p to yr,i,p in a Tobit model: 

yr,i,p= y*r,i,p   if  y*r,i,p > 0                                 (5).   

 0  if  y*r,i,p  0 

Thus, the system of simultaneous equations (SSE) formed by (1a) and (1b) now has two 

censored dependent variables with lower limit at zero.  

To estimate the Tobit SSE (1a), (1b) and (5), we need to control for the potential 

endogeneity of the index of shared viewing between the husband and wife, ISVwh,i,p . Such 

potential endogeneity arises from the fact that both ISVwh,i,p and the viewership variables, 

yh,i,p and yw,i,p  are derived from tr,i,p,e,s, for r = w or h, the number of viewing minutes 

within a 15-minute segment.  We control this endogeneity in the Tobit SSE with two 

stage estimation.  In the first stage, we construct a predicted IŜVwh,i,p, from  a set of 

exogenous instrumental variables, Zw,h,i,p.  Since ISVwh,i,p is bound between zero and one 

but is not a probability (which can be readily estimated as a logistic regression), we 

model the relationship between ISVwh,i,p  and Zw,h,i,p in a generalized linear model (GLM): 

ISVwh,i,p = exp (Zw,h,i,p ′wh) / [ 1 + exp (Zw,h,i,p ′wh) ]   (6) ; 

but to allow for over-dispersion in ISVwh,i,p the quasi-likelihood
10

 (QL) estimation is used.  

                                                           
10

 QL is a function of the relationship variance-mean, i.e. it does not require full specification of the 
distribution of the dependent variable; and, it exhibits identical properties to the score function 
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QL estimation requires the specification of a variance function. An analysis of a scatter 

plot of sample variance vs. sample mean
 
in 256 homogenous subgroups showed no proof 

against a quadratic specification.  We thus specify the variance function as: 

V[E(ISVwh,i,p)] = E(ISVwh,i,p) [1− E(ISVwh,i,p)]     (7) , 

where E(ISVwh,i,p) is the expectation of (6) and  is the over-dispersion parameter used to 

assess the precision of the estimates
11,12

.  

In the second stage, we substitute IŜVwh,i,p for ISVwh,i,p and estimate the Tobit SSE using a 

two-step maximum likelihood (ML) estimation method, developed by Smith & Blundell, 

(1986) and extended by Greene (2007). In the first step, we estimate the reduced form of 

(1a) and (1b):   

y*w,i,p = Xi,p′1 + w,i,p ;   yw,i,p = max(0, y*w,i,p)    (8a) 

y*h,i,p =  Xi,p′2 + h,i,p ;   yh,i,p = max(0, y*h,i,p)    (8b); 

where Xi,p is the vector containing IŜVwh,i,p and all unique exogeneous variables in Xw,i,p  

and Xh,i,p; w,i,p and h,i,p are correlated errors. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                             
(McCullagh & Nelder, 1989). Wedderburn (1974) modified the Gauss-Newton method to allow its use for 
estimating generalized linear models with QL.  
11

 A conventional maximum likelihood estimate gives the same coefficients, but with larger variance 
estimates. 
12

 In essay 1, we found that the signs of three of the estimates coincided with the signs predicted from 
past empirical research on antecedents of GV, e.g. GV decreases with socio-economic status. 

In the second stage,  and , the estimates of the reduced form parameters  and  

are substituted into (1a) and (1b) to form the partial reduced form equations: 
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y*w,i,p = h


wXi,p′ )+ wIŜVwh,i,p + Xw,i,p′w + w,i,p +h


wh,i,p   (9a) 

y*h,i,p = w


h(Xi,p′ ) + h IŜVwh,i,p + Xh,i,p′h  +h,i,p +w


hw,i,p   (9b). 

While (9a) and (9b) allow us to obtain the ML estimates of parameters ’s, ’s and ’s, we need 

to adjust the associated standard errors because  and  are considered to be known values in 

those equations. Following Greene (2007) we use the Murphy & Topel (1985) variance estimator 

for two-step models to make this correction. 

 

4. DATA AND SAMPLES 

The dataset available for this study was produced by IBOPE-AGB Mexico (IAM), a 

company that has been measuring ratings in Mexico since 1996 with people-meter 

technology. IAM’s operation is periodically audited by local and international firms. In 

2006, Nielsen Media Research merged with IAM’s Italian partner, AGB, which further 

leveraged IAM’s operational capabilities. IAM’s panel covers the largest 28 cities in the 

country. The sample design is probabilistic-stratified with over-representation of upper 

socio-economic strata. The total number of households in the panel exceeds 2,500, which 

ensures polling of the daily minimum required by the inter-industry committee 

representing IAM’s clients. We focus on nuclear families and childless couples, omitting 

alternate family structures such as single parent families since we are interested in wife-

husband interactions. IAM’s dataset reports gender and two possible roles for adult 

individuals: head of the household and housewife. We chose households where an adult 

man is reported as being the head and an adult woman is reported as the housewife, with 

or without children present but with no other adult 19 years old or older living in the 
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household. We also discard those households with no full characterization of husband or 

wife for the predictors included in both the GLM and the SSE. This selection process 

brought the estimation sample down to 668 households which were polled during prime 

time from 19:00 to 23:00, Monday to Friday, for 11 weeks, between February 13 and 

April 28, 2006, for a total of 55 days.  A separate 6-week sample from January 2 to 

February 10, 2006 (25 days) was used to calculate state dependence variables. The 

number of minutes consumed by each individual in the panel during each 15-minute 

interval each day is reported in the dataset for all five national free TV channels. We then 

identify program segments, aggregate these segments into 71 programs and report the 

viewership at the program level only for this specific distribution system. Three other 

distribution systems are treated as secondary and all programs within each are aggregated 

as a single option. These are subscription TV channels (satellite and cable consolidated), 

local free TV channels, and video games and video players. Table 2 reports mean values 

of the three endogenous variables, ISVwh,i,p, yw,i,p and yh,i,p , in each of the 74 viewing 

options. As the unit of analysis is the viewing option by household, the total number of 

cases used to estimate the proposed models was 47,052, an average of 70.44 options
13

 

watched by each of the 668 households. Table 3 summarizes sample composition by the 

predictor variables in Xw,i,p  and Xh,i,p; Table 4 shows the correlations among the 

continuous variables in the model. A unique feature of IAM’s dataset is a psychographic 

classification of the Mexican consumer. The classification was developed by Marketing  

 

                                                           
13

 The difference with respect to the total of 74 options in Table 1 is due to the fact that total household 
polling fluctuates every day; thus, some households “miss” programs broadcast only once  –e.g. a 
presidential debate or a special presentation of the Spanish diva Rocío Dúrcal included in the Events 
genre.  
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Table 2.  Content Type categories in terms of the average viewerships of wives 
(yw) and husbands (yh), and contemporaneous ISVwh.  

 

 

 

 
Ditribution System / PROGRAM NAME Genre Channel ISV wh y h y w

Local Free TV Channels 0.08852 0.03647 0.03423

Pay TV Channels 0.04020 0.03140 0.02782

Video Games - Video Recorder 0.02980 0.01358 0.01349

National Free TV Chanels

BOB ESPONJA Cartoons 5 0.02994 0.02775 0.03927

DESCONTROL Cartoons 7 0.01443 0.01507 0.01774

PADRE DE FAMILIA Cartoons 5 0.01980 0.02308 0.02532

LOS PADRINOS MAGICOS Cartoons 5 0.00875 0.01257 0.02105

LOS CHICOS DEL BARRIO Cartoons 5 0.00979 0.01752 0.02865

RUGRATS CRECIDOS Cartoons 5 0.00420 0.01621 0.01909

LOS SIMPSON Cartoons 7 0.01144 0.01792 0.02154

LOS CABALLEROS DEL ZODIACO Cartoons 7 0.00962 0.01066 0.01220

AY CARAMBA Comedy 7 0.01233 0.01996 0.01868

LA CASA DE LA RISA Comedy 9 0.02761 0.03671 0.04230

CERO EN CONDUCTA Comedy 9 0.01766 0.02790 0.03254

EL CHAVO DEL OCHO Comedy 5 0.03402 0.03572 0.04211

CHIQUITIBUM Comedy 2 0.04331 0.06732 0.07596

CON GANAS Comedy 9 0.02962 0.03051 0.03942

LA HORA PICO Comedy 2 0.06283 0.08992 0.12027

HUMOR ES LOS COMEDIANTES Comedy 9 0.02817 0.02016 0.02008

INCOGNITO Comedy 5 0.04097 0.02635 0.03195

INFARTO Comedy 7 0.03125 0.02620 0.02752

LA JAULA Comedy 9 0.02617 0.03168 0.03591

EL PRIVILEGIO DE MANDAR Comedy 2 0.04973 0.08687 0.09922

MR.BEAN Comedy 7 0.01079 0.02674 0.01674

LOS POLIVOCES Comedy 9 0.03350 0.02386 0.02167

QUE MADRE TAN PADRE Comedy 2 0.05330 0.08054 0.10858

VECINOS Comedy 2 0.04685 0.07285 0.10016

EL ASESINO Contest 7 0.02660 0.02270 0.02273

BUENAS TARDES Contest 2 0.01169 0.02361 0.04431

ESP.DEBATE CANDIDATOS Event 5 0.02812 0.02440 0.01683

ESP.DERBEZ EN CUANDO Event 9 0.01773 0.02771 0.02730

ESP.ROCIO DURCAL Event 9 0.07234 0.03610 0.05122

Football International Event 7 0.06307 0.06735 0.03670

Football International Event 9 0.06307 0.06735 0.03670

Football Mexican League Event 7 0.06500 0.05546 0.02894

Football Mexican League Event 9 0.06500 0.05546 0.02894

ESP.OH DIOSAS 2006 Event 5 0.02013 0.01795 0.01888

CON TODO Magazine 9 0.02730 0.02484 0.03482

LA OREJA Magazine 9 0.02321 0.02267 0.03469

OTRO ROLLO Magazine 5 0.05035 0.03342 0.04060

VENTANEANDO Magazine 13 0.01851 0.02115 0.03980

NI UNA VEZ MAS Mexican Series 13 0.02373 0.01696 0.04254
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Ditribution System / PROGRAM NAME Genre Channel ISV wh y h y w

National Free TV Chanels

Movies Channel 5 Movie 5 0.03599 0.02094 0.02207

Movies Channel 7 Movie 7 0.02731 0.01367 0.01454

Movies Channel 9 Movie 9 0.01922 0.02364 0.02979

ACCION OLIMPICA Newscast 9 0.02134 0.03583 0.03741

HECHOS DEL 7 Newscast 7 0.01678 0.01965 0.01889

HECHOS NOCHE Newscast 13 0.03640 0.04836 0.07219

NOT.ASIGNACION ESPECIAL Newscast 13 0.01195 0.01602 0.02885

NOT.ALEJANDRO CACHO Newscast 2 0.04843 0.06829 0.07736

NOT.JOAQUIN LOPEZ DORIGA Newscast 2 0.04440 0.07207 0.07456

AUNQUE USTED NO LO CREA Reality 9 0.02796 0.02526 0.02871

THE CONTENDER Reality 7 0.03468 0.04191 0.02611

FURIA Y DESASTRE Reality 9 0.03111 0.01840 0.01866

LAURA EN AMERICA Talk Show 9 0.01896 0.02027 0.02598

AMORES CRUZADOS Telenovela 13 0.01728 0.01736 0.03709

AMOR EN CUSTODIA Telenovela 13 0.05387 0.05128 0.09463

ALBORADA Telenovela 2 0.07251 0.09286 0.17487

AMOR SIN CONDICIONES Telenovela 13 0.02419 0.02263 0.04302

BARRERA DE AMOR Telenovela 2 0.04598 0.05115 0.10312

DEJA QUE LA VIDA TE DESPEINE Telenovela 13 0.01258 0.01308 0.02965

DUELO DE PASIONES Telenovela 2 0.03151 0.04515 0.09810

LA FEA MAS BELLA Telenovela 2 0.05199 0.07304 0.13966

MACHOS Telenovela 13 0.01975 0.02043 0.04295

MARIMAR Telenovela 9 0.02414 0.02655 0.04779

REBELDE Telenovela 2 0.03065 0.03045 0.07091

LA VERDAD OCULTA Telenovela 2 0.06094 0.07115 0.10834

LA LEY Y EL ORDEN UV US Drama 9 0.01806 0.01287 0.01313

LOS 4400 US Drama 7 0.00719 0.01406 0.01803

PERDIDOS US Drama 7 0.01974 0.03288 0.03242

ESPOSAS DESESPERADAS US Sitcom 7 0.02597 0.02721 0.03370

MALCOLM EL DE EN MEDIO US Sitcom 5 0.01520 0.02311 0.03006

LA NINERA US Sitcom 7 0.00673 0.00928 0.01639

SABRINA BRUJA ADOLESCENTE US Sitcom 5 0.01328 0.01969 0.02723  
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Table 3.  Sample composition in terms of categorical variables, as proportion of households. 
(Base levels for indicator variables shown in italics) 

 

Type of Family Cases Age Group of the Couple Cases

Childless Couple 158 23.7% Older Couples 174 23.7%

Nuclear Family 510 76.3% Younger Couples 494 76.3%

668 100.0% 668 100.0%

Geography Cases SES Cases

Mexico City 212 31.7% Upper-Upper Middle 156 23.4%

Guadalajara 131 19.6% Middle 125 18.7%

Provinces 191 28.6% Lower Middle 201 30.1%

Monterrey 134 20.1% Lower 186 27.8%

668 100.0% 668 100.0%

Psychographics (husbands) Cases Psychographics (wives) Cases

Jetsetters 130 19.5% Sophisticates 140 21.0%

Self-Centered 112 16.8% Materialists 99 14.8%

Reflexives 141 21.1% Dreamers 150 22.5%

Pragmatists 132 19.8% Mommies 171 25.6%

Passives 153 22.9% Traditionalists 108 16.2%

668 100.0% 668 100.0%  
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Table 4: Spearman correlations among continuous variables.  
 
 

ISV wh,i,p I ŜV wh,i,p y h,i,p y w,i,p L
prog

h,i,p L
prog

w,i,p L
TV

h,i L
TV

w,i AGE couple.i

ISV wh,i,p  1.00000  0.86143 0.65323 0.57431 0.22423 0.19117 0.42531 0.38963 -0.01382

  <.0001     <.0001     <.0001   <.0001      <.0001     <.0001     <.0001 0.0158

I ŜV wh,i,p 1.00000     0.52955    0.45896 0.17552 0.15118 0.35256 0.31752 -0.01002

   <.0001     <.0001   <.0001      <.0001     <.0001     <.0001 0.0801

y h,i,p   1.00000    0.61616 0.19912 0.07927 0.58580 0.43003 0.02882

    <.0001   <.0001      <.0001     <.0001     <.0001    <.0001 

y w,i,p    1.00000 0.06365 0.17862 0.41789 0.62153 -0.02790

  <.0001      <.0001     <.0001     <.0001    <.0001 

L
prog

h,i,p 1.00000 0.41453 0.22545 0.07042 0.21822

    <.0001     <.0001     <.0001    <.0001 

L
prog

w,i,p 1.00000 0.08536 0.20813 0.05016

    <.0001     <.0001    <.0001 

L
TV

h,i 1.00000 0.56797 0.01582

    <.0001 0.0057

L
TV

w,i 1.00000 -0.02982

   <.0001 

AGE couple.i 1.00000
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Trends (2003a, 2003b), a research firm related to IAM, using an extended questionnaire 

and multivariate techniques. Each individual, husband or wife, in the data set was 

classified by IAM into one of five psychographic categories in this pre-existing 

classification using short-form, gender-specific questionnaires. We found 44 attitudinal 

items common to the short-form questionnaires applied to men and women which we 

used to construct the measure of attitudinal distance wife-husband.   We also have access 

to the mean values of each category on each of the 44 items, which allows us to capture 

the attitudinal dissimilarity of a couple by the Euclidean distance between the classes of 

the two individuals. See Appendix D, Essay 1 for the Euclidean distances and Appendix 

E, Essay 1 for a description of the psychographic classes and a multidimensional scaling 

scatter plot illustrating the attitudinal dimensions that account for the reported distances. 

As mentioned earlier, we need to control for the potential endogeneity of ISVwh,i,p using a 

set of instrumental variables, Zw,h,i,p. All exogenous variables in Xw,i,p  and Xh,i,p, relevant 

to ISVwh,i,p are used as the instrumental variables. Specifically, Zw,h,i,p contains program 

type/genres, type of family, age group, geography, and social economic class. Some 

modifications are done to the attitudinal distance and state dependence variables. Instead 

of attitudinal distance, indicator variables for psychographic groups are used. On the 

other hand, instead of the two state dependence variables of viewership, four state 

dependence variables of ISV are used: (1) the ISV of the couple for the 15-minute time 

interval preceding program p, regardless of program/channel, averaged across the 11-

week estimation sample, (2) the ISV of the couple for program p, averaged across the 5-

week state-dependence initiation sample, (3) the ISV of the couple for programs of the 

same genre/type as program p, averaged across the 5-week initiation sample, and (4) the 
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ISV of the couple for programs broadcast in the same one-hour time band of the day of 

week as program p, averaged across the 5-week initiation sample. 

5. ESTIMATION RESULTS 

Table 5 summarizes the estimation results for models 1 and 2 which, respectively, 

consider the effects of preference influence with and without controlling for the group 

viewing influence during viewing. Note that, for each categorical variable in Xw,i,p  and 

Xh,i,p, one category is excluded from the estimation model for identification. Specifically, 

the categories of nuclear families, older couples, Monterrey, lower social economic 

status, and pay TV channels are excluded and should be interpreted as the base case in the 

estimation result. 

The first major finding is the large decrease in magnitude of both preference influences  

w


h and  h


w  (yspouse in the ―husbands‖ and ―wives‖ columns of Table 5) after we control 

for the group viewing influence in model 2 by our index of shared viewing, ISV. This 

indicates the overall preference influence between husbands and wives are largely the 

result of group viewing (RQ1). In fact, after we partial out group viewing in model 2, a 

very interesting pattern is revealed: while the preference influence of wives on husbands 

(w


h) remain positive from model 1 to model 2, the preference influence of husbands on 

wives (h


w ) switch from positive to negative. In other words, in Mexico, the more a 

husband likes a program, when he is not around the less his wife will watch it; however, 

when he is around the more his wife will watch. In contrast, a husband will still watch a 

program, which his wife likes, no matter whether she is around or not. The reason why 

such interesting wife-husband influence asymmetry is masked if we do not control for the 
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Table 5. Estimation results, models 1 and 2  

(Estimates with p<.05 in bold font) 

 
               Model 1: Preference Influence 

                        Before controlling for Group Influence

N= 47,084 N= 47,084

  AIC= 5.1821 AIC= 5.6923

Estimates p-values Estimates p-values

Intercept -0.1300 0.0000 -0.1357 0.0000

Y spouse 0.1924 0.0000 0.1435 0.0000

ISV wh

Type of Family Childless -0.0041 0.1455 -0.0197 0.0000

Age -0.0064 0.0218 -0.0151 0.0000

PSY 0.0090 0.2924 -0.0100 0.2714

PSY
2

-0.0022 0.2541 0.0029 0.1667

Upper/ Mid-Upper -0.0023 0.4089 -0.0221 0.0000

Middle -0.0040 0.1792 -0.0137 0.0000

Mid-Low 0.0078 0.0023 -0.0045 0.0975

Mexico City 0.0033 0.2543 0.0164 0.0000

Small Cities 0.0072 0.0130 0.0213 0.0000

Guadalajara 0.0135 0.0000 -0.0054 0.1264

Telenovelas 0.0146 0.0001 0.1111 0.0000

Contests -0.0719 0.0000 -0.0328 0.0000

Cartoons -0.0570 0.0000 -0.0205 0.0000

Reality TV -0.0484 0.0000 -0.1043 0.0000

US Conedy -0.0444 0.0000 -0.0030 0.5996

US Drama -0.1018 0.0000 -0.0839 0.0000

Mexican Sitcom 0.0232 0.0002 0.0557 0.0000

Newscast 0.0222 0.0000 0.0645 0.0000

Movies 0.0260 0.0000 0.0585 0.0000

Magazines -0.0077 0.0142 0.0273 0.0000

New program -0.0317 0.0000 -0.0331 0.0000

Local Free Channels 0.0656 0.0000 0.1029 0.0000

Games / VCR 0.0328 0.0001 0.0708 0.0000

State Dependence L
prog

h,i,p 1.4480 0.0000

L
prog

w,i,p 1.1410 0.0000

L
TV

h,,i 0.5224 0.0000

L
TV

w,i 0.5892 0.0000

Sigma 0.1861 0.0000 0.1976 0.0000

Socio-Economic 

Status

Geography

National free TV 

genres

Other distribution 

systems

Husbands Wives

Couple 

characteristics

Mutual influences
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                     Model 2: Preference Influence

                    After controlling for Group Influence

N= 47,084 N= 47,084

  AIC= 5.0993 AIC= 5.6153

Estimates p-values Estimates p-values

Intercept -0.1527 0.0000 -0.1832 0.0000

Y spouse 0.0750 0.0000 -0.1028 0.0001

ISV wh 0.4909 0.0000 0.6072 0.0000

Type of Family Childless -0.0123 0.0000 -0.0284 0.0000

Age -0.0010 0.7149 -0.0098 0.0017

PSY 0.0125 0.1318 -0.0012 0.8978

PSY
2

-0.0024 0.1978 0.0013 0.5415

Upper/ Mid-Upper -0.0008 0.7796 -0.0195 0.0000

Middle 0.0027 0.3573 -0.0046 0.1601

Mid-Low 0.0068 0.0063 -0.0035 0.2230

Mexico City 0.0025 0.3748 0.0149 0.0000

Small Cities 0.0010 0.7175 0.0141 0.0000

Guadalajara 0.0123 0.0001 -0.0040 0.2649

Telenovelas 0.0126 0.0002 0.0487 0.0000

Contests 0.0395 0.0000 0.1346 0.0000

Cartoons -0.0490 0.0000 -0.0184 0.0239

Reality TV -0.0308 0.0000 0.0002 0.9676

US Conedy -0.0480 0.0000 -0.1102 0.0000

US Drama -0.0184 0.0007 0.0187 0.0029

Mexican Sitcom -0.0759 0.0000 -0.0681 0.0000

Newscast 0.0457 0.0000 0.0845 0.0000

Movies 0.0467 0.0000 0.0950 0.0000

Magazines 0.0523 0.0000 0.0982 0.0000

New program -0.0355 0.0000 -0.0418 0.0000

Local Free Channels -0.0024 0.1978 0.0013 0.5415

Games / VCR 0.0598 0.0000 0.1047 0.0000

State Dependence L
prog

h,i,p 1.0045 0.0000

L
prog

w,i,p 0.8066 0.0000

L
TV

h,,i 0.4577 0.0000

L
TV

w,i 0.5728 0.0000

Sigma 0.0467 0.0000 0.0872 0.0000

Socio-Economic 

Status

Geography

National free TV 

genres

Other distribution 

systems

Husbands

Couple 

characteristics

Mutual influences

Wives
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situational effect of the viewing group viewing  (model 1) is that there are differential 

effects of group viewing on husbands and wives. Specifically, group viewing as captured 

by ISV  has a larger positive influence on wife’s viewership (0.6072) than on husband’s 

viewership (0.4909).  

We next examine whether the preference and group viewing between a couple may vary 

across (1) socio-economic status of the household, (2) geographical locations of the 

household, (3) family structure of the household, (4) categories of attitudinal distance of 

the couple, and (5) types of TV programs. Model 2 was re-estimated in five sets of 

subsamples, each set with the estimation sample split by one of the above potential 

moderating factors. Table 6 shows the estimated coefficients of the two focal variables, 

yspouse and ISV in these five sets of subsamples.  

As shown in Tables 6a, the socio-economic status of households has a strong interaction 

effect with the preference influences, as  w


h and  h


w change in magnitude across the 

two subsamples (RQ2). Specifically, after controlling for group viewing, wives’ 

preference for a TV program would have a stronger positive influence on the husbands’ 

preference in the upper & upper-middle social economic classes than those in the lower 

and lower-middle social economic classes. On the other hand, husbands’ preference seem 

to have no influences on wives’ in the high social economic classes although husbands’ 

preferences do show a negative influence on wives’ in the middle-lower and lower social 

economic classes. 
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Table 6.   Estimated influence coefficients by subsample, model 2. Estimates with p<.05 in bold face. Coefficients for 
influences on husbands, h; on wives, w. 

 

a) Socio-Economic Status

h p-value w p-value h p-value w p-value

 0.1251 0.0000 0.0278 0.4237 0.0506 0.0101 -0.1696 0.0000

 0.5261 0.0000 0.6060 0.0000 0.4823 0.0000 0.6156 0.0000

b) Geography

h p-value w p-value h p-value w p-value

 0.0711 0.0051 -0.0958 0.0295 0.0610 0.1394 -0.0261 0.4319

 0.5140 0.0000 0.6151 0.0000 0.4097 0.0000 0.5006 0.0000

c) Type of Family

h p-value w p-value h p-value w p-value

 0.1462 0.0000 -0.0378 0.1877 -0.0499 0.1484 -0.1656 0.0017

 0.4526 0.0000 0.5639 0.0000 0.5646 0.0000 0.6510 0.0000

y 0.0336 0.0002 -0.0181 0.0082 -0.0299 0.1236 0.0512 0.0031

SES Upper/Mid-Upper SES Mid-Low/Lower

Childless Couples

Mexico City Guadalajara

Nuclear Families

 

 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

86 
 

d) Psychographic distance

h p-value w p-value h p-value w p-value

 0.1259 0.0000 -0.0090 0.7688 0.0507 0.0164 -0.1694 0.0000

 0.4458 0.0000 0.5346 0.0000 0.5160 0.0000 0.6555 0.0000

y -0.0970 0.0001 -0.0761 0.0046 0.0363 0.6323 -0.0204 0.8193

y
 0.0173 0.0001 0.0151 0.0026 -0.0102 0.7030 0.0106 0.7351

e) Type of Content

h p-value w p-value h p-value w p-value

 0.0657 0.0005 -0.7048 0.0000 0.1183 0.1963 -0.1971 0.2306

 0.5857 0.0000 1.0646 0.0000 0.6978 0.0000 0.9444 0.0000

h p-value w p-value

 0.1045 0.0315 -0.0548 0.4103

 0.4991 0.0000 0.6255 0.0000

Telenovelas Cartoons

Newscasts

High (PSY >1.8) Low (PSY< 1.8)
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Similar to social economic status, geography also shows strong moderating effects on the 

preference influences (RQ3).  Table 6b compares Guadalajara with Mexico City. Mexico 

City is a large metropolitan area with 19.2 million inhabitants in 2005 (Conapo, 2010) 

many of which are first and second generation migrants from different regions of the 

country; Guadalajara is the second largest city in Mexico but is considerably smaller than 

the capital, with 4.1 million inhabitants (Ibid.). Guadalajara is known for its conservative 

values and exhibits the lowest consumption of television in the sample. Wives or 

husbands in Guadalajara seem to have no influence on each other’s TV preferences, other 

than the group viewing effect.  However, their counterparts in Mexico City show the 

same preference influence pattern as in the overall sample: wives tend not to watch the 

programs their husbands like. 

As shown in Table 6c, family structure is another important moderating factor of 

preference influences (RQ4).  After controlling for group viewing, husbands’ preferences 

are positively influenced by wives’ preferences in nuclear families, but not in the case of 

childless couples.  Wives’ preferences are not influenced by husbands in nuclear families, 

and negatively influenced in the case of childless couples. Attitudinal distance becomes 

significant in most cases but still relatively minor when compared with most other 

effects.  

Table 6d shows the moderating effects of attitudinal distance on the preference influences 

(RQ6). The split to define the high and low categories was set close to the median of the 

distribution of PSY, at a point where a relatively large jump in PSY values takes place, i.e. 

PSY=1.8. Couples that are attitudinally more similar follow the overall pattern of 

preference influence; in couples with higher values of attitudinal distance the preference 
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of the husband seems to have no influence on wives’ preference. However, husbands in 

these attitudinally more distant couples do seem to quite strongly prefer programs that are 

liked by their wives, even more strongly than in the case of similar couples.   

Note that the group viewing influences, () show little change in the above four sets of 

subsamples, with influence on wives consistently slightly greater than influence on 

husbands.  Group viewing influences have minimal interactions with the factors of socio-

economic status, geography and family structure, and attitudinal distance. In contrast, as 

shown in Table 6d, program genres exhibit moderating effects on the group viewing 

influences as well as the preference influences (RQ5). Specifically, when it comes to 

watching telenovelas, the presence of the husband seems to be very important for wives 

(w =1.0646) but, at the same time, wives show strongly divergent inherent preference 

with respect to husbands ( h


w= − 0.7048) after controlling for group influence.  

Apparently, having the husband watching the same telenovela is a powerful reason for 

the wife to watch that program in that occasion, but otherwise her preferences are very 

different from her husbands’. This pattern changes for cartoons and newscasts: preference 

influences in both directions are weak or nonexistent. In cartoons, a genre mostly 

appealing to children, the presence of one’s partner seems to be the sole source of 

influences. This may be the result of an animated series with strong appeal to most adults, 

Padre de Familia (Family Guy), and Bob Esponja (Spounge Bob) a cartoon aimed at 

younger children which seems to elicit lots of parental co-viewing (Table 2, top). When 

these series are being broadcast, both wives and husbands are likely to view them; 

otherwise there is little reason to watch cartoons. Similarly, in newscasts, group viewing 

seems to be the only source influencing wives to watch. However, in this case the 
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explanation is different: the lack of differentiation of newscasts across channels may lead 

to negligible preference differences beyond the effect of presence of the spouse.       

In addition to the above major findings, model 2 in Table 5 also shows some interesting 

results about Mexican TV viewers. First, as indicated by the negative coefficient of the 

indicator variable for childless families, childless couples tend to watch less TV in 

general. Second, the wives of older couples also tend to watch less TV programs in 

general.  Third, husbands of lower middle social economic status tend to watch more TV 

than their counterparts in the lower social status while wives of upper and upper middle 

status tend to watch less TV than their counterparts in the lower social status. Fourth, 

husbands of couples living in Guadalajara would watch more TV than their counterparts 

living in Monterrey. On the other hand, wives of couples living in Mexico City and small 

cities would watch more TV than their counterparts living in Monterrey. Fifth, compared 

to pay TV channels, telenovelas, contests, newscast, movies, and magazine-type 

programs all are more attractive to both husbands and wives while cartoons, US Comedy 

and Mexican sitcom are all less attractive. Last but not least, to our surprise, the effects of 

attitudinal distance were not statistically significant in the whole sample. However, its 

effects emerge when we split the sample by two factors, namely nuclear families vs 

childless couples (Table 6c) and high/low attitudinal distance (Table 6d). Specifically, in 

nuclear families, husbands tend to watch more TV if they have higher attitudinal distance 

from their wives while wives tend to watch less TV if they have higher attitudinal 

distance from their spouses. For childless couples, although wives tend to watch more TV 

if they have higher attitudinal distance from their husbands, attitudinal distance seems to 

have no effect on the husbands. On the other hand, when we split the whole sample into 
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couples of high or low attitudinal distance, we see that attitudinal distance does not have 

any significant effect on either husbands’ or wives’ TV preferences. Only when couples 

have large attitudinal distances, husbands and wives would watch less TV if they have 

higher attitudinal distance from their spouses. 

Finally, the large positive state dependence coefficients for both the overall amount of 

TV viewing and viewing of specific programs show the importance of inertia in 

television viewing, consistent with past research on television viewing in other countries.  

6. DISCUSSION 

Our results show that mutual influences between wives and husbands are to a large extent 

the result of the presence of the partner while watching, and that the partner’s preferences 

after controlling for group viewing play only a minor role. With regard to group viewing 

influence, our findings for Mexican audiences are consistent with those reported by Yang 

et al. (2010) for a United States audience, showing that spousal presence while viewing 

has a strong positive influence on preferences, even in the presence of children. Our 

results for the benchmark Model 1 (preference influence without controlling for group 

viewing) also indicate that Mexican audiences are similar to U.S audiences when 

considering overall preference influence between spouses, as reported in Yang et al. 

(2006). Without controlling for group viewing, they found positive, relatively strong and 

asymmetrical estimates for preference influences between wives and husbands.  

However, when we control for group viewing, the residual preference influences became 

considerably smaller than in the benchmark model, and in the case of the preference of 

husbands’ influence on wives’ preferences, actually becomes negative. 
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Why is group viewing such an important component of preference influences?  First, we 

note that group influence reflects several more specific influence processes and include 

verbal argumentation, power, coercion, conformity and trade-offs for future rewards 

(Corfman & Lehmann, 1987; Chandrashekaran et al., 1996; Borcherding & Filson, 2002; 

Su et al., 2003). From a related theoretical perspective, the theory of social uses of 

television (Lull, 1980a; 1980b) posits that television is part of the wider context of family 

life, and that family members use it to both achieve individual goals and to manage 

communication processes within the household
14

. The sub-set of uses labelled by Lull as 

―affiliation/avoidance‖ is particularly relevant to explain group viewing influence. 

Affiliation/avoidance uses are: watching television as a way to reduce conflict, to elicit 

verbal contact, as a family relaxant, and as way of promoting family solidarity. To 

achieve these relational goals the two members of the adult couple are willing to sacrifice 

their individual tastes. The larger values of h


w in relation to w


h indicate that wives 

are more likely to play this sacrificial role.  An important consequence of such arguments 

is that by measuring and modeling independent individual viewing, academic and 

industry researchers cannot separate the utility that viewers derive from the program and 

the utility derived from the relational uses of television.   

While preference influence is substantially weakened after controlling for group viewing, 

it remains an important and arguably a complex effect.  Some portion of the influence 

may simply be transferring affective responses – I like what you like, just because you 

like it— and some is probably purely informational.  Byzalov & Shachar (2004) showed 

that television audiences respond to information that reduced the uncertainty of risk-

                                                           
14

 The works of James Lull involved mass observation of more than 100 families watching television and 
build on previous studies by different authors involving more than 200 families in the USA. 
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averse viewers, where the information is in the form of television networks’ self-

promotional advertisements.  Husbands’ and wives’ similarly provide each other with 

information that reduces uncertainty.  While husbands like programs that their wives like, 

wives avoid programs their husbands like.  Whether this is the result of consistent 

reversal of affective responses – I dislike what you like just because you like it—or a 

result of uncertainty reduction that exposes deeper gender differences in preferences, 

remains an interesting question. 

7. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS  

Broadcasters should consider targeting couples or larger groups of viewers instead of 

individuals when developing programs and other marketing strategies for the critical 

prime time band. Increasing per capita viewership in households of network loyalists may 

be in many cases a better strategy to improve ratings than trying to lure viewers tuned in 

to competitors, and that is exactly what promoting group viewing will do for 

broadcasters. Furthermore, the additional utility derived by viewers from the social uses 

of television, mostly positive emotions, will likely help build viewer loyalty to programs. 

Advertisers could benefit as well from these two facets of joint viewing (more people 

watching in a better mood) although more research is needed to clarify the relationship of 

group viewing with attention to and engagement with commercial advertisements. An 

emerging problem is, of course, how to promote GV? That is clearly an extensive area of 

future inquiry for academics and, especially, industry practitioners. 

Targeting groups of viewers is in stark contrast with the default strategy in the television 

industry, i.e. targeting individuals with specific demographics, which is a direct result of 
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the way commercial slots are sold to advertisers.  The problem with this approach is that 

it rests on the assumption that viewers are isolated individuals making individual choices 

and maximizing the utility they get just from watching. The emotional value of 

companionship and the relational benefits of watching together help explain why the 

presence of others is such a strong predictor of individual consumption, and challenge the 

prevailing assumptions on how television audiences make program choices.  

Finally, we believe our findings transcend the domain of television audiences. The effects 

of group consumption should be valid as well for audiences of any type of massively 

delivered entertainment regardless of technological platform or distribution system. 

Furthermore, they are likely to be relevant in other product categories where family 

decisions are involved and group consumption is feasible, as in theme parks, restaurants, 

family vacations and other leisure services. 

8. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

The model estimated in this study is cross-sectional and our results simply show that GV 

needs to be accounted for when predicting individual viewership. A future important step 

is to incorporate measures of GV such as the ISV in structural models of ratings 

prediction. A second limitation of this study is that our model does not account for 

unobserved heterogeneity. Interestingly, we report estimates similar to those reported by 

Yang et al. (2006) in terms of their relative magnitudes, even though these authors did 

account for unobserved heterogeneity. This fact, together with the magnitude of the ISV 

estimates we report and, especially, the marked drop in spousal preference when GV is 

accounted for, make it unlikely that accounting for unobserved heterogeneity will affect 
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our findings. Rather, GV seems to be an important omitted variable in the extant 

literature. In any case, accounting for unobserved heterogeneity, spousal influences and 

GV in the same model remains a necessary confirmatory study. 

Most limitations of the ISV as a measure of GV, as discussed in essay 1, are both data-

related and reflect the limitations of the current measurement technology. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Communication scholars have been fascinated by the scope and depth of the collective 

experience of consuming television programs. They have contributed a sizeable body of 

empirical research from a diversity of theoretical perspectives (e.g. Blumler & Katz, 

1974; Lull, 1980b; Webster, 1985; Cooper & Tang, 2009). Each stream in 

communication is guided by different epistemological assumptions about television 

audiences (McQuail, 1985). Some conceptual contributions have pointed the problematic 

nature of audiences (Webster, 1998) or even questioned their existence as a tangible 

object of study (e.g. Allor, 1998) but none has used the rich set of empirical findings to 

address two important theoretical problems: a) what a television audience actually is; and, 

b) if it has properties of its own different from the sum of individual viewer behaviours. 

These problems have not concerned marketing scholarship either. Empirical modellers 

have simply assumed television audiences as the demand side of a market and have 

claimed findings in this specific domain as generalizable pieces of marketing theory 

regarding, for instance, brand loyalty (Anand & Shachar, 2004), state dependence 

(Moshkin & Shachar, 2002) and mutual influences among consumers (Yang et al., 2006; 

Yang et al., 2010). Other scholars have focused on modelling audience behaviour and 

aspects of managerial decision-making, separately or jointly, in order to contribute to 

marketing practice (Rust & Alpert, 1984; Shachar & Emerson, 2000; Danaher & 

Mawhinney, 2000; Goetler & Shachar, 2001; Wilbur, 2008) while others have been more 

concerned with the relationship of television as a medium with viewers (Kubey & 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

103 
 

Csikszentmihalyi, 1990) and the relationship of viewers with programs (Russell & Puto, 

1999;  Russell et al., 2001; Frey et al., 2007). 

The goal of this essay is two-fold. First, it seeks to organize current knowledge on 

television audiences under an integrative framework which incorporates empirical 

findings from several literature streams and from the previous essays presented in this 

volume. This framework addresses the first problem presented in the previous paragraph; 

thus, it is primarily a descriptive framework, a metaphor (Bacharach, 1989) of a complex 

social phenomenon. General systems theory (Bertalanffy, 1975) provides the overarching 

structure on which this framework is built. Television audiences are framed as sets of 

interacting viewers –the audience subsystem– which are inseparable from the massive 

bundles of related programs and advertisements which constitute the output from 

television organizations –the source subsystem. Together, source and audience form a 

broader, dynamic system which we call auditorium. Building on Granovetter (1981, 

2000) audiences are modelled as networked social structures embedded in a pre-existing 

network of social relations. These networked social structures are further specified as 

hierarchical networks, combining set theory and knowledge of the embedding social 

structure.  

The second goal of this essay is to infer emerging properties of television audiences 

based on current knowledge of complex social networks (e.g. Vega-Redondo, 2007; 

Ehrhardt et al., 2009) and empirical findings on the relationships which uphold the 

proposed structure –thus addressing the second theoretical problem presented earlier. 

Specifically, we posit that a process of collective consumption, the sharing of information 

and emotions that takes place over networked television audiences, is an emerging 
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property of television audiences. Collective consumption helps explain two other 

emergent properties of these systems already established as consistent findings in the 

empirical literature: audience stability and creation of social capital. We present 

propositions connecting collective consumption with audience stability, social capital and 

several individual-level marketing constructs in a theory of audience functioning. Finally, 

we draw conclusions and present implications of the proposed descriptive framework and 

its derivative theory.  

2. AN ELUSIVE PHENOMENON 

Several literature streams in two major fields, communication and marketing, have 

framed mass media audiences in general and television audiences in particular from 

diverse theoretical perspectives, either explicitly or else implicitly. In this section, we will 

review these definitions and assumptions. 

Allor’s (1988) is one of the few systematic attempts at defining the audience, possibly 

unique in the stream of critical studies in communication. In this influential paper, Allor 

starts by categorizing the concept of audience as a ―chaotic conception of the whole‖ 

following Marx’s (1857, cited by Allor) analysis of the concept ―population‖. After 

reviewing the political economy, post-structuralism, feminist reader-response criticism, 

cultural studies and postmodernism streams of critical studies, he concludes that such 

diversity of approaches reveals that the audience is an incoherent abstraction made up by 

the aggregation of dissimilar social phenomena:  

The audience exists nowhere; it inhabits no real space, only positions within 

analytical discourses. (p. 228)  
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 Moores (1993, cited by Mosco & Kaye, 2000) echoes this view adding that the general 

acceptance of the term audience as a measurable entity is the result of the influence of 

commercial interests behind mass media:  

There is no stable entity, which we can isolate and identify as the media audience, 

no single object that is unproblematically ―there‖ for us to observe and analyze. (p. 

31) 

The picture that emerges from most empirical research in communication is somewhat 

different from the non-audience paradigm of Allor and Moore. Webster (1998) presents a 

comprehensive survey of audience studies in communication scholarship, and identifies 

what the author calls three basic ―models‖ of the audience. These ―models‖ rather 

summarize three different theoretical assumptions on the relationship of audience 

members with mass media, and do not constitute theoretical or phenomenological 

depictions of the audience as an object of scientific inquiry. The first one is the audience-

as-mass ―model‖ which frames audiences as sets of spectators with a commercial value, 

whose behaviours can be measured, categorized and predicted. Webster posits that this 

―model‖ frames most quantitative audience research, especially commercial ratings 

measurement. The audience-as-mass ―model‖ presents similarities with what McQuail 

(1987) labelled as the audience-as-a-market paradigm, which frames audiences as 

demands sides of markets where disconnected individuals make strictly individual 

choices. It is as well akin to what Harré (1981, cited by Angst, 1991) calls the definition 

of the audience as a taxonomic collective:  ―... an entity of serialized, in principle 

unrelated individuals who form a group solely because each member has a characteristic 

–in our case, spectatorship– that is like that of each other member‖. Angst (1991) 
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presents an epistemological critique of such definition which highlights its inability to 

capture social context and viewer-level phenomena. 

The audience-as-outcome set of assumptions frames academic research on mass media 

effects; it is focused on elucidating how mediated content acts upon audience members, a 

paradigm later labelled as the hypodermic model. Finally, the third set of assumptions is 

that of the audience-as-agent. It frames scholarly research on media uses and 

gratifications, in which audience members are seen as agents actively and selectively 

using media contents for their own goals.  

McQuail (1997) points out that the definitional issues affecting the term audience result 

from its use to designate an increasingly complex arrangement of communication 

phenomena and from the fact that mass media audiences are ―not observable‖ (sic). In his 

opinion, these reasons have led to assign audiences a ―debatable character‖ –as with 

Allor’s (1988) and Moores’ (1993) epistemological standing.  

Empirical researchers in marketing have studied television audiences predominantly 

under the audience-as-market set of assumptions. Earlier empirical models used 

attitudinal measures and survey data to predict program choices and had very limited 

predictive power (e.g. Lehmann, 1971). Rust & Alpert’s (1984) inertial model revealed 

the important contribution to individual consumption of habit and other aspects of state 

dependence. The availability of people meter data to empirical modellers allowed them to 

accommodate content characteristics like program genre and some empirically inferred 

program features (e.g. Shachar & Emerson, 2000; Goetler & Shachar, 2001) as well as 

informational influences (e.g. Anand & Shachar, 2004; Byzalov & Shachar, 2004) into 

models of ratings prediction which still relied on the assumption that decisions are made 
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by individual viewers independently of the viewing context or the larger social structure. 

Empirical modelling research in communication scholarship using people meter data (e.g. 

Henriksen, 1985; Boemer, 1987; Webster et al., 1988; Cooper, 1993; Webster, 2005) is as 

well anchored in the audience-as-market set of assumptions.  

This paradigm is shifting as scholars seek to integrate context and psychological variables 

into statistical models. Non-structural models in marketing have shown that cross-

household social influences (Godes & Mayzlin, 2004; Romaniuk, 2007), intra-household 

social influences (Yang et al., 2006; Konig et al., 2008; Yang et al., 2010) and intra-

household group interactions (Mora et al. 2010b) have significant effects on individual 

viewing. In communication, recent contributions have incorporated social and contextual 

factors into theoretical models (Wonnenberg et al., 2009) and have combined uses and 

gratifications (motivational) variables with structure-of-viewing variables (access, 

availability) into an empirical model of audience exposure (Cooper & Tang, 2009).  

The empirical integration of seemingly diverging theoretical paradigms indicates that 

theoretical convergence should be possible as well. This is precisely the aim of our 

theoretical inquiry: we build an integrative, empirically grounded framework to capture 

the phenomenon television audience which leads to a theory of audience functioning. To 

this aim, we seek to exploit the advantages of combining empirical findings in 

communication and marketing under a systems approach, incorporating categories and 

tools borrowed from computer science and set theory. 

3. FROM PROCESSES TO SYSTEMS 
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The process leading to television audience formation is mass communication.  Scholars 

have proposed many conceptual models which capture the process of communication in 

its broadest scope, or else specific sub-processes as media effects or audience activity, or 

else contextualized versions of the broader models like promotional campaigns and 

international communication (McQuail & Windahl, 1993). Mass communication can be 

represented by what McQuail & Windahl call basic models, which are the broadest 

models of communication. We will first review four of the most influential basic models 

which we find well suited to our goals. 

All conceptual models of communication involve an emitter, a receiver and a message 

that at some point becomes independent of the emitter and the receiver (Berlo, 1960; 

Schramm, 1971). Shannon & Weaver’s widely known ―mathematical model‖  (c. 1949; 

McQuail & Windham, 1993) illustrated in Figure 1a, explains the process of 

telecommunication (communication at distance through electronic means) in spite of 

which it became a landmark for most communication theorists. In this model, Shannon & 

Weaver make explicit the sub-processes involved in the transmission of the message from 

the emitter (information source) to the receiver (destination). An interesting aspect of this 

model is the concept of noise; a key implication of the model is that the message is 

altered by noise at every stage of the process.  

Oswood & Schramm (c. 1954) present one of the first models of communication authored 

by communication theorists. In the initial version of the model, the processes identified 

by Shannon & Weaver are embedded in both the emitter and the receiver and, 
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Figure 1.   Models of the communication process. 

a) Shannon & Weaver, c. 1949); b) Oswood & Schramm c. 1954); and, c) 

Maletzke, c.1963 (based on McQuail & Windham, 1993). Information flow is 

represented by full arrows; effects of individual and social factors represented 

by dotted arrows. Letter N  in grey boxes in model a) represents noise. 
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importantly, the distinction emitter-receiver vanishes, as emitter and receiver participate 

in a dialog where both emit and receive messages.  Schramm later modified this model to 

capture the informational asymmetry emitter-receiver at the mass communication level 

(Figure 1b); such asymmetry derives from the large scale, massive emission of messages 

by media organizations (thick arrow in Figure 1b) as compared to the limited, often 

sparse spontaneous feedback media get from receivers (thin arrow).  

Considering this fundamental asymmetry lead to the introduction of the term feedback 

(instead of message) to describe the irregular, sparse flow of messages from the receiver 

to the emitter.  Maletzke’s is a model of mass communication (Figure 1c) which 

explicitly considers the medium and the asymmetry message/feedback.  

The so called ―circular‖ models in Figure 1, b and c, also reflect the dynamic nature of 

communication; that is, the communication process is iterated over time. DeFleur (c. 

1970) introduced a conceptual model based on Shannon & Weaver’s , considering 

feedback; interestingly, in this model the emitter actively adjusts its messages to achieve 

isomorphism, which is defined as the identity between the meanings the emitter wishes to 

encode in its messages and the meanings actually decoded by the receiver. Isomorphism 

is not a given as noise may adulterate messages. DeFleur’s is a dynamic model as 

achieving isomorphism may demand several iterations of the whole process over time.    

3.1. Rounding up a fuzzy object 

The process of mass communication is also iterated across receivers, as the single 

receiver of the models discussed above is indeed a set of many. Consider the case of 

television audiences. The set of potential viewers (receivers) of program episode k 

transmitted during time interval t, is defined as Uk,t and contains all individuals informed 
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about and available to watch k. Consistent with the conceptual issues raised by 

communication scholars, a first difficulty in defining television audience membership 

stems from the fact that k has a duration dk,t, such that each viewer vi,k,t may watch k 

during a time interval of duration di,k,t ≤ dk,t. To overcome this issue, we will look at the 

audience at instant dt. At dt, an external observer would see a still picture of audience 

members in front of television sets. 

A second difficulty in defining audience membership arises from the fact that not every 

individual in that still picture at dt would be paying the same degree of attention to what 

is being broadcast. This is an increasingly important issue for advertisers (World 

Federation of Advertisers, 2005) as, while audience measurement companies measure 

physical presence of viewers, an inattentive viewer is in fact not in the audience and this 

affects primarily advertisements which usually have small dk,t and are allocated within 

specific time segments (commercial breaks) which viewers anticipate and may use to 

perform activities other than watching. A viewer i at dt would be paying an unknown 

grade of attention, i,k,dt , such that i,k,dt  [0,1]. That is, each individual viewer has an 

unknown grade of participation in the set Vk of actual viewers and, consequently, Vk,dt  is 

a fuzzy set (a class of objects defined by continuous grades of membership; Zadeh ,1965) 

with each viewer of program k at instant dt, vi,k,dt , having a degree of membership in Vk,dt  

defined by the function  

k(vi,k,dt)=i,k,dt      (1a) 

which projects each potential viewer in Uk on the fuzzy sub-set Vk,dt such that 

Vk,dt = {(v i,k,dt, k (v i,k,dt)) : vi,k,dt  Uk,dt }    (1b).  
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The fact that audiences are fuzzy sets even when considered at instant dt explains the 

ambiguities associated to the audience construct and the persistence of the debate in the 

communications literature. That is a first reason to use fuzzy sets at this point to define 

television audiences. A second reason is that such framing may signal possible avenues 

for future empirical research, as fuzzy sets theory has contributed vast and useful 

applications in operations research, management science and engineering (Zimmermann, 

2001). 

For simplicity though, and given the goals of this essay –building an empirically 

grounded framework to infer audience-level properties– we abandon the still picture at dt 

and consider audience membership at the program level. We deal with the fuzziness of 

the set of members of the audience of program k by discretizing two audience 

membership functions: any viewer vi,k who watched the program during a segment of 

duration di,k >0 and with an average attention level i,k>0 is an audience member. That is, 

instead of the continuous k (vi,k) in (1a) we have  

'k (vi,k)  =     1 if  i,k>0 and  di,k>0   (1c); 

       0 otherwise. 

where di,k >0 may be omitted since being attentive presupposes being watching; and, 

Vk = { vi,k  Uk : 'k (vi,k)=1}    (1d) 

is he crisp set Vk  of audience members.
1
  

                                                           
1
 Vk in (1d) is actually the support set (the set of all elements with any degree of membership in a fuzzy 

set) of a fuzzy set defined at the program level by the membership function ''k (vi,k) = i,k . 
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Building on empirical modelling research in marketing and quantitative audience 

research in communication, the membership function 'k (vi,k) can be predicted by a 

probability density function fk  that predicts the duration of an individual’s viewing, di,k , 

using a number of measurable predictors, as follows: 

'k (vi,k)  =     1 if  di,k =fk (Zi,k, Hi,k , i,k , ui,k , u'i,k , u
0
i,k) > 0 (2a), 

        0 otherwise 

where Zi,k is a vector of access variables (e.g. proximity to a TV set, degree of control, as 

in Cooper & Tang, 2009); Hi,k is a vector of information variables (e.g. vi,t’s awareness of 

kt; valence and intensity of word-of-mouth, Romaniuk, 2007) ; i,k,is a vector of attention 

variables; ui,k is vi’s utility from watching k; u'i,k is the utility from watching competitive 

offerings broadcast simultaneously with k; and, u
0

i,k is the utility vi derives from the 

outside alternative –doing something else (e.g. Shachar & Emerson, 2000). Note that (2a) 

implies that a viewer needs to be aware of k and to have positive or at least non-negative 

information about k, as well as being be available to watch and pay a minimum of 

attention to the program. At the same time, 

Hi,k =h (Li,k, i,k)      (2b) 

where Li,k  is a vector of past viewer choices (as in Rust & Alpert, 1984) and i,k is a 

matrix of social influences among all elements in the set of viewers Vk within households 

(Yang et al. 2006, 2010; Mora et al., 2010b) and across households (Godes & Mayzlin, 

2004; Romaniuk, 2007).  

Building on Maletzke’s conceptual model and on empirical research in marketing, the 

utility ui,k can be further structured as 
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 ui,k =u (Xi,k, Kk, Li,k ,  i,k)     (2c), 

where Xi,k  is a vector of variables of individual characteristics, which include attitudes 

and tastes, and Kk is a vector of content characteristics (Shachar & Emerson, 2000; 

Danaher & Mawhinney, 2001; Rust et al., 1992; Goetler & Shachar, 2004); i,k is a 

matrix of social relationships among receivers (Godes & Mayzlin, 2006; Yang et al. 

2006, 2010; Mora et al. 2010a, 2010b). The utility a viewer derives from competitive 

options, u'i,k , as well as the utility a viewer derives from the outside alternative, u
0

i,k , 

would be structured in a similar manner as ui,k.  

 Equation (2c) forms a hierarchical system with probability density functions that predict 

Xi,k, Kk and i,k , as follows:   

a) Since social relationships can have an effect on some individual characteristics, 

Xi,k = x ('i,k)      (2d); 

where 'i,k is a matrix of underlying social relationships (kin, friendship); 

 b) as feedback modifies characteristics of program k, the medium’s technology  sets 

parameters for contents production and the characteristics of the organization affect as 

well k’s characteristics, we have that the vector of program characteristics  

Kk=k (M, O, Fk)      (2e); 

where M is a vector of medium characteristics (high/standard definition, color/black & 

white); O is a vector of organizational characteristics (marketing strategy, financial 

resources); Fk is a vector of feedback variables from past episodes of the same program 
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(variables describing audience responses; as suggested by Maletzke, 1963; DeFleur, 

1970; and, Schramm, 1971); and, finally, 

 c) as social interactions in the audience are shaped by pre-existing social relationships 

[e.g. family communication patterns affecting group viewing (Lull, 1980b)], we have 

i,k =s ('i,k)      (2f).  

Equations (2b), (2c) and (2d) reflect that elements in the actual set of viewers Vk are 

related to each other. Under definition (1a) of viewers as a fuzzy set we would need to 

define in turn this structure of influences as fuzzy relations, that is, relationships with a 

grade of intensity. As we have chosen to approximate Vk to a crisp set, we will define the 

crisp set LV
k  of links among the nv viewers watching k, as formed by the [nv (nv–1)]/2 

possible pairs of links between all pairs of viewers (vi,k , vj,k), as follows:  

LV
k = {  (vi,k , vj,k)  Vk  ,  (li


j,k , lj


i,k)  R  s.t. –1≤li


j,k ≤1 and –1≤lj


i,k ≤1}  (3), 

where R  is the set of all possible links among all individuals in the space U of all viewers 

and non-viewers of any television program; and, thus, LV
k,  R .  

Strength of influence results from the balance of a diverse assortment of interactions like, 

for instance, emotional rewards family members derive from watching together (Lull, 

1980a) or parental control over children’s program choices (Robertson, 1979; Nathanson, 

2001; Nathyanson & Botta, 2003; Warren et al., 2002; Warren, 2003; Buijzen & 

Valkenburg, 2005); and, as with equations (2a) through (2f) for elements in Vk , 

membership in LV
k  and strength of links in LV

k  could be empirically estimated (as in 
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Yang & Allenby, 2003; Yang et al., 2006; Mora et al., 2010b). We refrain from further 

specification given the limited amount of empirical work available in the literature. 

We will define the set 

Ak = Vk  LV
k     (4) 

as the audience of k. That is, an audience is a group of viewers and the interactions 

among these viewers. Definition (4) describes a system, a whole with elements and 

relationships among them (Bertalanffy, 1975; Banathy, 1997).  As reflected by equations 

(2d) and (2f) television audiences are open systems; that is, systems that interact with the 

surrounding (social) environment represented by R . 

3.2. Dynamic auditoria 

As the mass emitter initiates and actively sustains the process of mass communication, 

the audience Ak cannot be considered separately from program episode k, and the 

characteristics of k depend on O, the vector of characteristics of the media organization 

[equation (2e)]. At the same time, characteristics of program episode k depend on 

information retrieved by the media organization from the audience in the past; that is, 

from the feedback from the previous episodes of k which we have defined as Fk. Past 

performance of a program in terms of ratings and viewer opinions collected via websites 

or telephone lines, or else through ad hoc research, will determine if episode k will be 

transmitted, whether its characteristics or scheduled transmission will change or else if 

another program episode will substitute for k. 

Organizations change over time. They learn, change their decision rules and adjust 

inventory via changes in acquisition and production policies; organizations also change 
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their composition and resources. We will call Ok the media organization system as 

defined by its state variables when k is broadcast. 

The system television auditorium, Mk , is the broader system formed by sub-systems Ok 

and Ak and their relationships,. The system Mk can be specified as follows:  

  Kk = ms (Fk-1 ,Ok)        (5) 

 Fk = ma (Kk , Fk)        (6); 

where Fk-1 is the vector of state variables of the audience Ak-1 of past episode k –1; Kk   is 

the vector of characteristics of program k; Ok is the vector of state variables for the media 

organization Ok; and, Fk  is the vector of state variables of Ak . Equation (5) defines the 

source subsystem, MS
k; whereas equation (6) defines the audience, sub-system MV

k as 

illustrated in Figure 2. 

 
Figure 2. Television auditorium Mk for a single program episode k . 

 

4. A ZOOM-IN INTO SUBSYSTEMS, INPUTS AND OUTPUTS 

In this section, we further specify auditorium Mk by defining the structure of subsystems 

MS
k and MV

k and the characteristics of its components. We characterize these components 

using empirical findings reported in the marketing and communication literatures. We 

will also shift our analysis from a single program episode to a larger set of program 

episodes. 

Fk-1 Ok Kk Ak Fk 
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4.1. Source subsystem 

Consider the set of all programs K O, emitted by organization O on day . Each program 

episode in set K O, is scheduled within a specific time band . The elements in K O,  are, 

thus, the K program episodes k  transmitted on day  . There is exactly one program per 

time band and each program episode is in turn made up by the same number S of 

segments s. Episode segments s include both program segments and advertisements 

segments. Thus, each of the K program episodes k  is formed by S program and 

advertisement segments k ,s (subscript O omitted). Importantly, program segments are 

related to each other by a set of relational ―internal‖ links
2
 which we call LI

O,. For 

instance, managers need to keep consistency between program segments while 

advertisers would schedule commercials related to the program and to each other through 

a common demographic target. We may thus redefine a program episode k  as a sub-set 

k   whose elements are the program segments and the links among them. 

Programs are as well related to each other by a set of ―cross-program‖ relational links 

which we call L C
O,

 
 as managers in O need to order daily program episodes in a schedule 

that maximizes their expected outcomes. This system of elements, sets and relationships 

is illustrated on Figure 3. O is subscripted in Figure 3 as organizations change over time. 

We call  

CO, =  K O,   L C
O,

 
     (7) 

                                                           
2
 We use the term “link” here in a broad sense, as a relationship that connects elements in a system. The 

use of this term to designate relations between agents, as in the social networks literature, is more 
restrictive but still fits into this broader definition. We will use this term as in the social networks 
literature when we consider the audience subsystem. 
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the program schedule set for organization O and day .  

The process of scheduling CO,  is repeated over a period of D days. Furthermore, 

program episodes are usually daily versions of the same program, which minimizes 

production costs and reduces uncertainty over future ratings (Vogel, 1998). That is the 

familiar case, for instance, of genres such as action and drama series, cartoons, soap 

operas and newscasts. In sum, a series of CO,  over a number of days are as well related 

Figure 3. Program schedule set, CO,. 

Smaller spheres represent program and advertisements segments (ks, ) and 

rows represent programs with commercial breaks included (k) which 

together form the program schedule sets K O, (grey area). Sets of ―internal‖ 

links between program and advertisement segments (LI
O,) and sets of ―cross-

program‖ links between programs (LC
O,) are shown as well. 
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to each other by a set of ―days‖ relational links L D
O,

 
  which relate one program episode 

to the next. We will call 

CO = CO,   LD
O,

 
     (8) 

the contents system of organization O over D days. Programs in CO deliver different 

benefits or gratifications (Greenberg, 1974; McGuire, 1974) under the broader umbrella 

of televised entertainment and, as we have illustrated through the previous formalizations, 

are related to each other by specific sets of relationships. Thus, CO  is a consumption 

system as defined by Mittal et al. (1999; after Miller, 1978; and, Reidenbach & Oliva, 

1981). A related concept in the strategy literature is complex product systems (Garud & 

Kumaraswamy, 1993) which are sets of interrelated products whose overall performance 

depends on the individual performance and the interaction of the set of individual 

products. Figure 4 presents the auditorium system at the contents system or consumption  

 

Figure 4.  Television auditorium MO for consumption system CO . 

 

system level, as opposed to the program level presented on Figure 3. We now 

characterize the organization O and the subsets in CO. 

4.1.1. Organization 

F C,O,-1 O CO, A FC,O, 
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Figure 5 shows an overview of areas and processes that take place in O over time, which 

structure the consumption system. This diagram reflects the business model of free 

broadcast television; that is, a content strategy area organizes CO while an advertising  

Figure 5. Process of emitting a consumption system in television organization 

O . 

Management and coordination areas (clear blocks); content-related areas: 

production, traffic, control and transmission (dark blocks); flows of 

information (light arrows); and, flows of audiovisual content (bold arrows). 

Grey backgrounds signal typical administrative divisions. Production areas 

usually involve more than one unit (for instance: newscasts, series and live 

entertainment). CO, is consumption system on day  ; FC,O, is a vector of 

feedback variables representing audience reactions to CO, -1. Diagram based 

on sparse information in Pringle et al. (1995) and Sherman (1995); and, on 

Mora (personal experience).  

 

sales area sells advertisements segments k ,s to advertisers. This diagram is valid as well 

for most subscription channels which not only collect fees from viewers but also transmit 

advertisements. A limited number of premium channels do not have advertising sales and 

related areas in Figure 4. The diagram also captures the structure of decision-making in 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

122 
 

O. The content strategy area is in fact a marketing strategy area, responsible for 

positioning of CO  so as to maximize a specific aspect of feedback, ratings. Thus, 

gathering feedback from previous subsets of CO  in a systematic and reliable manner is 

critical for the model in Figure 4 to work. Feedback will be considered in the subsystem 

audience in the next section.   

4.1.2. Link characteristics 

The set of ―internal‖ links between program segments (L I
O,  in Figure 3) and in the 

―cross-programs‖ set of links (L C
O,  in Figure 3) are determined by the goals and 

objectives of O in relation to the audience. McQuail (1987) distinguished two paradigms 

ruling the relationship of mass media and their audiences: audiences-as-markets, and 

audiences-as-public. In the first case, already discussed, McQuail posits that audience 

size maximization is the objective of Ot as it serves the goal of maximizing revenues from 

advertising sales. It must be noted though that a commercial broadcaster is motivated to 

maximize audience selectively among those audience segments with larger commercial 

and/or strategic value in its specific market. In the second case, audiences-as-public, Ang 

(1991) concludes that a sense of ―cultural responsibility and public accountability‖ guides 

O. It might be argued that in such a case, audience optimization in terms of composition 

(e.g. vulnerable groups deserving more support) is an objective but still O would be 

motivated to maximize audience in select public subsets to achieve efficiencies in 

delivering the service and fulfill its pro social goals. The case of state-owned television in 

totalitarian states is not discussed in this literature but the objective of audience 

maximization, this time to achieve the goal of social control, is a plausible assumption. 
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This emitter though, would be as well interested in optimizing audience composition 

depending on the nature of the message (e.g. motivating youngsters to join the ruling 

party or workers to be more productive).  In sum, selective audience maximization is an 

objective of O. A second objective of O, as pointed by DeFleur (1970) is achieving 

isomorphism.  

Selective audience maximization and achieving isomorphism require a proper 

specification of the set of all programs-and-their-commercials, k  ; that is, all the 

program segments and advertisements should appeal to the group of potential viewers 

which O intends to attract. Also, the set of ―internal‖ links L I
O,  among these sequential 

components should be properly specified. Links in the set L I
O,  can be framed, unlike the 

bidirectional pairs of links between two viewers, as directed (one way) links capturing the 

relationships of segments s and s+1, as follows (suppressing day and time band subscripts 

for simplicity): 

L I
O  = {  (k s, k s+1)  K O  ,  (l

I
 s, s+1)  s.t. –1≤ l

I
 s, s+1 ≤1}   (9). 

For instance, each program segment would need to end at a relatively high dramatic point 

in order to invite continued viewing; and, the advertisements exhibited during 

commercial breaks should match the demographics of the program, which are in turn 

determined by program (and, thus, program segment) characteristics. Similarly, the set 

LC
O  of ―cross-program‖ links captures the relationship of a program to another program. 

As in (9), LC
O can be formalized as (suppressing day subscripts for simplicity, keeping 

subscript  for time band, and assuming one program per time band): 
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LC
O  = {  (k, k +)  K O  ,  (l

P
 +)  s.t.  –1≤ l

P
 + ≤1}  (10). 

This definition captures links such a genre consistency between consecutive programs, 

which contribute to what is known as the ―lead-in‖ or audience inheritance effect 

(Godhart et al., 1975; cited by Boemer, 1987). These links, even when considered on the 

same day, are further complicated by the fact that promotions a program are placed on 

earlier programs not necessarily contiguous in time.  

The empirical evidence suggests that commercial television organizations make 

suboptimal choices both in scheduling programs (Rust & Eechambadi, 1989; Reddy et 

al., 1998; Shachar & Emerson, 2000; Danaher & Mawhinney, 2001; Goetler & Shachar, 

2004; Givon & Grosfeld-Nir, 2008) and in setting commercial break schedules (Wilbur, 

2008). We must note that empirical models developed so far for commercial television 

lack information on actual advertising revenues per program and, thus, ratings and 

revenues are assumed as perfectly correlated (except for Givon & Grosfeld-Nir who 

included both advertising revenues and costs of replacing a show in a proposed but 

untested model). This means that explanations for the discrepancies between optimized 

schedules and actual strategies may stem from data limitations as well as from those 

commonly argued in this literature –bounded rationality and decision heuristics. 

If we consider the holistic relationship among programs captured in definitions (7) and 

(8), the picture gets more complicated as no program can be considered as an isolated 

entity. These source-level, holistic effects are difficult to model and constitute an 

interesting avenue for future inquiry.  
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4.1.3. Program characteristics 

Program genre has been used as a program characteristic in empirical models to predict 

ratings (Darmon, 1972; Shachar & Emerson, 2000; Byzalov & Shachar, 2004) and to 

study other aspects of television audiences (Yang et al., 2006, 2010). Preferences for 

aprioristically defined program characteristics (Lehman, 1971; Danaher & Mawhinney, 

2001) or else the position of a program on a multidimensional space of product 

characteristics (Rust et al., 1992) have also been used to predict ratings. Goetler & 

Shachar (2001) succeeded in finding cross-genre program characteristics as significant 

predictors of individual viewing (e.g. plot complexity, degree of realism). Eliashbergh & 

Zhang (2007) modelled the effect of content variables (dramatic structure and other) on 

return on investment of theatrical movies and found a significant positive contribution of 

several dramatic structure variables. As audiovisual contents are common to theatrical 

exhibition of movies and television, and television does show movies, these findings 

should be exportable to television. An interesting characteristic recently reported in the 

literature is the degree of indeterminacy of television programs: Vosgerau et al. (2006) 

found that the intention to watch and the anticipated enjoyment of a sports events 

broadcast on television is higher among subjects who are told that they will watch it live 

(high indeterminacy of outcome) as compared to subjects who are told that the event will 

be recorded for later viewing (low indeterminacy of outcome). 

4.1.4. Advertisement characteristics 

Televised advertisements are the second predominant form of televised contents. Their 

characteristics can be summarized in two broad sets of attributes: persuasive and 

informative. Advertising research has been predominantly oriented towards modelling 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

126 
 

persuasion as a process in order to maximize advertisements’ effects on consumer 

attitudes and behavioural intentions (e.g. Meyers-Levy & Malaviya, 1999; Pornpitakpan, 

2004). Informational attributes of advertisements in general have been less explored but, 

interestingly, television networks’ self-promotional advertisements have been shown to 

affect viewer choices of television programs by reducing the uncertainty of risk-averse 

viewers; that is, by delivering information on network programming (Byzalov & Shachar, 

2004).  

4.2. Audience subsystem  

In this section, we will consider a single program episode-and-its-commercials k    Kt'. 

As television consumption happens mostly within households occupied by family groups 

and television penetration  exceeds 97% in North America and Western Europe, and 90% 

in Eastern Europe, most of Asia and Latin America (Nation Master, 2010), the social 

structure of television consumption in these regions closely reflects the larger social 

structure: a clustered pattern with cliques of viewers largely overlapping households
3
 –as 

opposed to, for instance, film audiences in which viewing is shared with strangers outside 

households in a limited number of locations.  

As households are occupied by closely related individuals who interact daily, their mutual 

influences tend to be stronger than the influences among individuals living in different 

households. That is, intra-household links (LVi
k) tend to be substantially stronger than 

cross-household links (LVc
k) and, thus, both types of links should be considered 

separately. That is, 

                                                           
3
 Estimates of at home television consumption using personal people meter range between 80% and 90% 

(Patchen  & Webb, 2005). 
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Lk
V
 = LVi

k
 
  LVc

k     (11). 

As stated earlier, empirical evidence supports the existence of LVc
k as means for cross-

household influences are non-zero (Godes & Mayzlin, 2006; Romaniuk, 2007; also, Liu, 

2006, for theatrical movies) as well as the existence of LVi
k, (e.g. Yang et al. 2006; Konig 

et al., 2008) and indicates that the strength of LVi
k, exceeds the strength of LVc

k, with most 

of intra-household influences being the result of group consumption of television 

programs (Mora et al. 2010b).  

4.2.1. Inside households 

Groups of viewers coexist with solitary viewers within households (Mora et al., 2010a). 

Thus, Vk is indeed a set of individual viewers and groups of viewers. We will call balcony 

bb,h,k  each group or individual b watching program episode k in household h. Considering 

B ≥1 viewers in a balcony and the set Hh of individuals living in h, we have,  

bb,h,k = { (v1,h,k ... vB,h,k)  Hh  s.t. (vi,h,k ... vj,h,k) ≥1 }   (12) 

where the function  (vi,h,k ... vj,h,k) captures the number of individuals watching program 

episode k together in household h. 

As balconies result from the balance of influences between individuals in the household, 

and as viewing in groups accounts for most mutual influences in television viewing 

(Mora et al., 2010b) we can assume that balconies fully capture intra-household 

influences. Thus, if  

B k ={ b1,1,k ... bB,H,k }     (13) 
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is the set of the B balconies in the H households in Ak , then definition (4) of the audience 

can be reformulated as     

Ak = B k  LV
k     (14). 

That is, a television audience is a set of balconies within households, and cross-balcony 

links. Consistent with research on group decision making, balconies with n>1 should 

make decisions differently than individuals (Ward & Reingen, 1990; Chandrashekaran et 

al., 1996; Hinsz et al., 2000; Aribarg et al., 2002; Kerr & Tindale, 2004). The outcome of 

decision-making of balconies should vary with balcony composition due to asymmetric 

influences in family groups conditional on family roles present in the balcony (Lee & 

Beatty, 2002; Su et al., 2003; Mora et al., 2010b; Yang et al. 2010). Finally, consistent 

with research in social uses of television decision-making heuristics of balconies should 

vary as well with family communication patterns (McLeod et al., 1972; Lull, 1980b). 

Consequently, balconies are decision-making units and, thus, balcony classes may 

substitute for individuals in the probability density functions (2a) through (2c). 

4.2.2. Across households 

The audience of program episode k as defined in (13) can be further stratified as 

households belong in higher level aggregates, such as neighbourhoods and cities. 

Formally, for viewers of k in city Ck,c and neighbourhood Gk,g,c , we have  

vk,b,i  bb,k,h  Hk,h,g,c  Gk,g,c   Ck,c   Vk   Ak   (15) 
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as shown on Figure 6. Thus, the country-level Ak is a hierarchical network. All levels in 

Figure 6 and in (15) could be captured in matrix , i,k in (2b) and (2c), following Yang & 

Allenby (2003). Other types of auditoria may exhibit contrasting structures and thus 

alternative specifications of  i,k . For instance, in book audiences, weak links play a 

major role since consumption is individual and receivers are sparse. 

Figure 6.  Levels in the hierarchical network Ak . 

a) balcony showing bidirectional links; b) two households showing their 

structures of balconies and a cross-household link; c) households aggregated 

in neighbourhoods and cities, showing cross-household links within 

neighbourhoods and cities (infrequent). 

 

Two features shared by all mass media auditoria are the fact that audience members’ 

attention is focused on the message (program) being broadcast, and that the links among 

audience members are highly influenced, if not totally determined, by the characteristics 

and information (story) in that message (program) which is the collective focus of 
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attention. Thus, a better way to summarize the most salient structural characteristics of Ak 

is the term hierarchical focal network. 

If we considered all organizations and distribution systems competing in a television 

market the resulting audience would be substantially complex. In countries with high 

penetration of television, it should be expected that the set of viewers of all consumption 

systems (that is, many channels over a long period of time) be close to the total 

population. Audiences of programs aired simultaneously overlap, which creates a 

complex web of interactions and avenues for viewers to learn about competitive 

offerings.   

4.2.3. Feedback 

Ethiraj (2007) considers the effects of complex product systems on firm decision making 

and provides empirical evidence that such systems positively affect organizational 

expenses in research and development as compared to organizations handling simpler 

product assortments. In fact, although some of the feedback available to O is actively 

generated from the audience in the form of phone calls and mail (electronic or postal) as 

in Figure 1c, most feedback from audiences is actively sought by media organizations 

through systematic research. This research yields three categories of feedback: a) 

information about consumption of programs and advertisements; b) information about 

attitudes towards consumption system CO as a whole and towards specific programs or 

advertisements; and, c) information about behaviours other than consumption of 

television programs (e.g. group viewing, cross-media usage). This research delivers a 

representation of the actual set of audience responses, in the form of research output. We 
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will treat research organizations as a black box external to the system, and will 

collectively label them as O' . Figure 7 represents the auditorium system considering these 

two new aspects. The total set of audience responses to programs aired on day , FC,O, , is  

Figure 7. Television auditorium MO considering research organizations. 

 

necessarily complex and impossible to fully grasp by research, and thus F'C,O, is 

necessarily an incomplete representation of FC,O,. It is important that media organizations 

strive to determine the most critical variables in FC,O, and make sure they are properly 

measured and reflected in F'C,O,. We will now examine current and interesting variable 

prospects for F'C,O,.  

The most widely used form of feedback corresponds to information about consumption of 

programs and advertisements. Television organizations invest heavily to measure 

consumption on representative panels of households. The prevalent technology is the 

people-meter, which is a system made up by microcomputers in the form of set top boxes 

installed on all television sets in the sample, and remote registration devices, one per TV 

set. The set top box reports channel watched at every pre-determined interval while the 

remote device allows each participant to register start and end times of her viewing. The 

data from all households in the panel is retrieved via telephone line in the early morning 

of the next day (Webster et al., 2006; Jara & Garnica, 2009).  A new technology, the 

personal people meter, developed by Arbitron (Kolessar, 1998) has been tested for 

 F'C,O,-1 O CO, A FC,O, O'  F'C,O, 
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several years in different countries (Kolessar & Panker, 2000) and has been introduced so 

far in Iceland and Canada in full scale (McLeod, 2009). This is a portable device that 

requires no active registration by participants and no set top boxes as it reads inaudible 

signals embedded in programs and advertisements. Importantly, the portable people 

meter allows simultaneous measurement of radio and other media audiences (e.g. 

theatrical movies with embedded inaudible codes). Ratings are critical for media 

organizations as they define to a large extent their revenues. 

Paradoxically, data generated by electronic measurement panels is largely under-utilized 

by television organizations. The most sophisticated type of software of common use in 

the television industry is usually media planning software, which basically projects future 

ratings from past ratings and optimizes scheduling of advertisements given a set of 

constraints such as budget or a combination of reach and frequency. Considering the state 

of the art of empirical models, current use of audience data is rather basic, generally 

limited to ratings by demographics and trend analyses. 

Considerably less attention is given by television organizations to capturing aspects of 

viewer psychology and viewer behaviours other than individual consumption. As most 

industry research is proprietary, we will now present scholarly research which has shed 

light on promising new aspects of audience feddback.  First, research on social uses of 

television (Lull, 1978, 1980a, 1980b, 1982) has shown that TV is essentially a social 

medium and that viewers get emotional rewards from watching together. Groups of 

viewers have been shown to consume more of fewer options than lone individuals (Mora 

et al., 2010a). Watching with others has been reported to result in higher levels of 

enjoyment of the viewing experience (Cziszentmihalyi  & Kubey, 1981) and to explain 
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most mutual influences between husbands and wives (Mora et al., 2010b). It has been 

shown as well that group viewing mediates cognitive processing of advertisements 

(Puntoni & Tavassoli, 2007). Estimates of group viewing in prime time are considerably 

high (Robertson, 1979; Kubey & Cziszentmihalyi, 1990; Mora et al., 2010a). That is, 

measures of group viewing and further study of its implications seem to be an important 

and incipient aspect of audience feedback.  

Second, some psychological constructs seem to be relevant candidate feedback variables 

as they capture cognitive-affective aspects, as opposed to behavioural aspects, of the 

relationship of viewers with programs. Involvement with television programs has been 

shown to affect recall of advertisements (e.g. Lloyd & Clancy, 1991; Tavassoli et al., 

1995). Related constructs such as attention to (e.g. Krugman et al., 1995) and 

connectedness with television programs (Russell & Puto, 1999; Russell et al., 2004; 

Schau & Russell, 2004) shed further light on how cognition and affect have an impact on 

viewer behaviour. Highly connected viewers, for instance, have been reported to talk to 

strangers who also watch the program (Russell & Puto, 1999). This finding is linked to a 

third promising direction of scholarly research: cross-household interactions. Online 

conversations about television programs have been shown to predict ratings in the early 

season (Godes & Mayzlin, 2004) while the ratio of negative to positive word-of-mouth 

about programs has been shown to be significantly correlated with program failure 

(Romaniuk, 2007). These three aspects reveal that cognitive-affective responses at the 

individual level play an important role in the establishments of links between viewers. 

Furthermore, the specific structure of such links affects in return those cognitive-affective 
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responses. Thus, both audience structure and individual cognitive-affective responses 

seem to be a quite relevant subset of FC,O,. largely missing in F'C,O, . 

Levels of consumption of television also have psychological correlates and might prove 

interesting for both policy makers and socially responsible marketers. For instance, in 

Mexico, during the year 2006, 45% of viewers contributed 74% of total minutes while, in 

the opposite extreme, 20% of viewers contributed only 2% of total minutes (Jara & 

Garnica, 2009). Research shows that women, less educated viewers, older and lower 

income viewers tend to consume more television. Higher consumption of television has 

been shown to be associated to higher levels of anxiety (Kubey & Cziszentmihalyi, 1990; 

Frey et al., 2007) and negative mood (Kubey & Cziszentmihalyi, 1990) as well as with 

lower life satisfaction, and higher material aspirations (Frey et al., 2007).  

Csikszenmilhalyi (2000) conceptualizes ―experiential‖ needs, a new set of human needs 

which includes ―the need to keep attention focused‖ which is addressed by media 

entertainment. Media psychology scholars have developed theories on the psychological 

mechanisms that drive human interest in entertainment. These theories are rooted on the 

excitation transfer paradigm: the idea that the physiological arousal built in the form of 

tension by dramatic action is transferred as enjoyment when the dramatic situation is 

resolved (Zillman, 1978, cited by Vorderer & Knobloch, 2000). These theories are genre-

specific and are collectively known as dispositional theories of enjoyment of 

entertainment experiences (e.g. Byant & Zillmann, 1991; Zillmann & Vorderer, 2000; 

Bryant & Vorderer, 2006). Personality types have been found as well to interact with 

consumption of specific program genres (Shim & Paul, 2007). 
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The uses and gratifications (U&G) paradigm in communication scholarship is grounded 

on the assumption that the audience is active rather than passive (a mass enticed by media 

agendas or driven by deep and unclear motives) and that viewers use media to achieve 

their own goals (Palmgreen et al. 1985; Webster, 1998). Blumler & Katz (1974) 

summarize it this way: ―Ask not what media do to people, but ask what people do with 

media‖. The U&G paradigm was raised as ―a reaction to the hypodermic model and its 

overstatement of media effects‖ (McLeod & Becker, 1974). U&G include categories such 

as relaxation, arousal, learning, companionship and pass time (Greenberg, 1974). 

McGuire (1974) presents a summarizing framework which divides gratifications sought 

(benefits, in marketing jargon) into affective and cognitive according to the nature of 

their underlying motives (needs, in marketing jargon). This sizeable body of research 

summarizes important outcomes of television consumption of which viewers are aware 

and actively seek. Thus, U&G research offers a potentially useful form of feedback for 

media organizations. 

5. EMERGING PROPERTIES OF TELEVISION AUDIENCES 

5.1. Collective consumption 

Viewers share consumption of television programs at two levels: a) as group viewing and 

other interactions at home; and, b) as interactions with all others in the audience. While 

consuming in groups at home, individuals engage in program-relevant interactions like 

discussions and guesses at probable outcomes of portrayed situations (Lull, 1982; 

Barrios, 1988; Finucane & Horvath, 2000; Schmitt et al., 2003); also, positive emotional 

outcomes result from group viewing at home (Lull, 1980b; Kubey & Csikszenmilhalyi, 
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1990). At the same time, individuals interact across households as a means to reduce 

uncertainty about new programs and, once uncertainty is resolved, they continue 

interacting to share program-related opinions (Godes & Mayzlin, 2004; Romaniuk, 

2007).  Therefore, consuming a television program in an audience is a social process in 

which cognitive-affective exchanges happen among viewers. These exchanges are central 

to the enjoyment of the program and constitute what we call collective consumption. 

Outcomes of collective consumption would be different from outcomes of strictly 

individual consumption of the same program by a hypothetical set of individuals who are 

neither aware of, nor connected to others. Thus, collective consumption is an emerging 

property of television audiences –a system-level property explained by both, the set of 

elements and their relationships. Collective consumption is the result of the 

informational-experiential nature of television programs, which allows non-program-

related as well as program-related cognitive-affective exchanges. 

Important consequences of shared consumption are increased individual enjoyment of the 

(shared) experience and other forms of individual utility as, for instance, being able to 

participate in program-related conversations with friends. As collective consumption 

increases individual utility, we posit: 

Proposition 1: Collective consumption increases individual consumption of 

television programs. 

Proposition 2: Collective consumption of television programs increases individual 

involvement with television programs. 

Proposition 3: Collective consumption increases loyalty to television programs. 
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Proposition 1 is supported by Mora et al. (2010a) and partially supported by Godes & 

Mayzlin (2004). 

5.2. Stability 

Television audiences are highly inertial systems, as revealed by the large estimates of 

state dependence in structural models of ratings prediction (e.g. Rust & Alpert, 1984; 

Shachar & Emerson, 2000; Danaher & Mawhinney, 2000) and by the accurate prediction 

of future ratings of time bands through time series models (Gensch & Shaman, 1980a, 

1980b). Moshkin & Shachar (2002) tested two individual-level explanations for state 

dependence, namely the utility of consuming an episode of the same program and the 

asymmetries in individual-level information on usual channel vs. competitive channel 

offerings. We argue that the social structure of viewing contributes as well to the state 

dependence of program viewing because of two reasons. First, as Mora et al. (2010a, 

2010b) showed, balconies tend to replicate over time, which implies that agreements on 

what and how much to watch should persist as well over time. Second, the multiplication 

and strengthening of cross-household links which results from collective consumption 

should as well reduce the variability of individual consumption. In sum, we posit,  

Proposition 4:   Collective consumption increases stability of television 

consumption. 

5.3. Creation of social capital 

Television audiences are open systems, as stated in definition (3) which implies, 

consistent with Eherhart et al. (2008) and Granovetter (1985) that new links might be 

formed between viewers and potential viewers on R.. Empirical research shows in fact 
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that participation in television audiences may lead to the formation of subsidiary 

networked structures such as fan clubs and other types of program or character-centered 

communities (Russell & Puto, 1999; Schau & Russel, 2004; Stern et al., 2007). For 

instance, Russell & Puto (1999) found that viewers with higher degree of connectedness 

with television programs (high intensity of their viewing experiences) tend to initiate 

conversations with strangers over online forums, which is consistent with later findings 

by Godes & Mayzlin (2004) in the empirical modelling stream.  Viewers are aware of the 

fact that others outside their homes are watching the same programs and, thus, that other 

viewers like these programs as well. Such awareness increases homophily and, thus, leads 

to a higher probability of forming links with strangers who watch the program (Ehrhardt 

et al., 2009) and∕or to a reinforcement of links with acquaintances who consume the 

program. In sum, audiences of television programs create social capital as a function of 

the degree of social consumption elicited by such programs. Social capital is a two-

dimensional construct encompassing both the structural aspects of R (for instance, links 

density and strength) and the facilitation of activities performed by agents on that 

structure (Coleman, 1990). Following Zhang & Chia (2006), we will call the former 

social connectedness of the embedding social structure and the latter trustworthiness 

among agents on the network. Thus, we posit 

Proposition 5:   Collective consumption of television programs increases social 

connectedness of the embedding social structure. 

Proposition 6:   Collective consumption of television programs positively affects 

trustworthiness among agents in the embedding social structure. 
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There is considerable empirical evidence on the effects of mass media consumption on 

social capital, which exhibits large variability and is mediated by a number of factors 

such as television program genre and viewer race (Beaudoin & Thorson, 2006); patterns 

of media usage (Kim, 2007); and, type of medium (Zhang & Chia, 2006; Romer et al., 

2009).  

In sum, a set of empirical findings has led to the metaphor of television audiences as 

networked structures. These networked structures are inseparable from their own 

functioning: networks of television viewers are such as long as the source subsystem 

delivers information goods and viewers are able to share them. When programs cease to 

be broadcast, audiences cease to exist. Collective consumption defines, simultaneously, 

structure and function of a television audience and, thus, it is the fundamental audience-

level property. Audience stability is a second audience-level property that results from 

collective consumption, as well as from individual-level processes. Creation of social 

capital is a third audience-level property specifically resulting from collective 

consumption and from the fact that audiences are open systems. This set of constructs, 

causal relationships or ―logical calculus‖ and the formal propositions (1 to 6) representing 

them constitute the theoretical postulates (Bagozzi, 1984) of a holistic theory of audience 

functioning. 

6. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Communication theorists have not delivered a comprehensive paradigm of audiences in 

general nor television audiences in particular, and have instead focused on modelling the 

communication process. Most comprehensive marketing theories have looked as well at 
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the process of consumer decision-making rather than as markets as an object of study. 

Earlier comprehensive theories of consumer behaviour, as reviewed by Hirschmann 

(1989)  (Howard & Sheth, c. 1969; Engle, Kollat & Blackwell, c. 1973) are theories of 

rational, individual decision making which consider social influences as vaguely defined, 

exogenous factors. Holbrook & Hirschmann (c. 1982) introduced an individual-level 

theory incorporating affective and experiential aspects of consumer behaviour where 

social phenomena were barely considered. The more recent socio-cognitive theory of 

consumer decision-making (Ward & Reingen, 1990) does not consider affect and is 

limited to smaller scale phenomena. 

Granovetter (1985, 2001) has long advocated for the incorporation of social phenomena 

in economic models.  In fact, the networked nature of markets has been steadily surfacing 

as marketing scholars have become acquainted with social network analysis methods 

(Reingen et al., 1982; Iacobucci, 1992); developed original methodologies (e.g. Yang & 

Allenby, 2003); identified emerging methodological needs (Bradlow et al., 2005); and, 

more importantly, delivered findings on the impact of social structure on consumer 

decision-making (Ward & Reingen, 1990; Shi, 2003; Bronnenberg & Mela, 2004; Ryu & 

Feick, 2007; Wattts & Dodds, 2007; Davis, 2008; Palmatier, 2008; Goldenberg et al., 

2009). Re-thinking markets in light of this growing body of evidence is still an area of 

opportunity for future theoretical development. 

This essay presented an attempt at addressing the theoretical shortcomings mentioned at 

the beginning of this section by framing audiences as specific, networked social 

structures. The overarching systems paradigm organizes the proposed framework and 

leads to acknowledging the inseparability of television audiences and television 
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organizations, as well as considering the dynamic dimension of auditoria. Auditoria are 

embedded in social structure (Granovetter, 1985) and are actively used by agents (media 

organizations and viewers) to achieve specific goals, some of them explicit (organizations 

seeking profits, viewers seeking gratifications) some of them not explicit (goals ―set‖ by 

political biases in organizations; viewers’ unconscious motives). Television auditoria are 

large scale exchangers where viewers trade their attention for information-experiential 

goods enhanced by the experience of collective consumption. That is, both products and 

context of consumption enter the value equation in a television viewer’s mind, which has 

important implications for both theory and practice of marketing and communication. 

The extended set of uses and gratifications (benefits) sought by television viewers, which 

we have gathered in this essay, encompasses those studied in the communication 

literatures of television uses and gratifications (e.g. Blumler & Katz, 1974) and social 

uses of television (Lull, 1980a, 1980b); components of individual utility identified by 

empirical modellers (e.g. Shachar & Emerson, 2000; Goetler & Shachar, 2002); 

advertisements’ characteristics (Anand & Shachar, 2004); interactions with strangers in 

the audience (Godes & Mayzlin, 2004; Romaniuk, 2007); and, interactions with 

significant others in the audience (Yang et al., 2010; Mora et al., 2010b).  

The proposed holistic theory of audience functioning allows for the formulation of 

testable propositions; its central tenets are the networked character of television audiences 

and the process of collective consumption. Collective consumption presents two distinct 

facets, group consumption at home and cross-household interactions among viewers, 

which have been already operationalized in the empirical marketing literature. The social 

networks literature provides a number of network metrics that can be potentially used to 
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operationalize network characteristics (propositions 5 and 6) relevant for the formulation 

and testing of hypotheses.  Possible dependent variables in propositions 1 to 4 have been 

already operationalized on people meter data. In sum, testing these propositions will 

provide support to the framework, contribute to further the understanding of audiences 

and shed light on related social phenomena.   

The possibility of using balconies, as decision-making units, to substitute for individuals 

in structural models of ratings prediction is provocative and potentially useful, although it 

might pose operationalization challenges. Finally, as audiences can be framed as fuzzy 

sets, academic and commercial researchers could benefit from the considerable 

developments of fuzzy sets theory and its many applications in mathematics, computer 

and decision sciences. 

7. REFERENCES 

Ang, I. (1991). Desperately seeking the audience. London ; New York : Routledge. 

Allor, M. (1988). Relocating the site of the audience. Critical Studies in Mass 

Communication, 5(3), 217.  

Anand, B. N., & Shachar, R. (2004). Brands as beacons: A new source of loyalty to 

multiproduct firms. Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 41(2), 135-150.  

Aribarg, A., Arora, N., & Bodur, H. O. (2002). Understanding the role of preference 

revision and concession in group decisions. Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 

39(3), 336-349.  



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

143 
 

Bacharach, S. B. (1989). Organizational theories: Some criteria for evaluation. Academy 

of Management Review, 14(4), 496-515.  

Bagozzi, R. P. (1984). A prospectus for theory construction in marketing. Journal of 

Marketing, 48(1), 11-29.  

Barrios, L. (1988). Television, telenovelas and family life in Venezuela. In: World 

families watch television (Lull, J. ed.). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.  

Beatty, S. E., & Talpade, S. (1994). Adolescent influence in family decision making: A 

replication with extension. Journal of Consumer Research, 21(2), 332-341.  

Bertalanffy, L. Von (1975). Perspectives on general system theory : Scientific-

philosophical studies. New York : G. Braziller. 

Berlo, D. K. (1960) The process of communication : An introduction to theory and 

practice. New York : Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

Blumler, J.G. & Katz, E. (1974). Utilization of the mass communication by the 

individual. In: Blumler, J.G. & Katz, E. (eds.). The Uses of mass communications: 

Current perspectives on gratifications research. Beverly Hills : Sage Publications. 

Blumler, J.G. & Katz, E. (eds.) (1974). The Uses of mass communications: Current 

perspectives on gratifications research. Beverly Hills : Sage Publications, c1974. 

Boemer, M. L. (1987). Correlating lead-in show ratings with local television news 

ratings. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 31, 89-94. 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

144 
 

Bryant, J. & Zillmann, D.  (eds.) (1991). Responding to the screen: Reception and 

reaction processes. Hillsdale, N.J. : L. Erlbaum Associates, 1991. 

Buijzen, M., & Valkenburg, P. M. (2005). Parental mediation of undesired advertising 

effects. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 49(2), 153-165.  

Byzalov, D., & Shachar, R. (2004). The risk reduction role of advertising. Quantitative 

Marketing & Economics, 2(4), 283-320.  

Chaffee, S. H., McLeod, J. M., & Atkin, C. K. (1971). Parental influences on adolescent 

media use. American Behavioral Scientist, 14(3), 323.  

Chandrashekaran, M., & Walker, B. A. (1996). Modeling individual preference evolution 

and choice in a dynamic group setting. Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 33(2), 

211.  

Coleman, J.S. (1990). Foundations of social theory. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press. 

Cooper, R. (1993). An expanded, integrated model for determining audience exposure to 

television. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 37(4). 

Cooper, R., & Tang, T. (2009). Predicting audience exposure to television in today's 

media environment: An empirical integration of active-audience and structural 

theories. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 53(3), 400-418.  

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2000). The costs and benefits of consuming. Journal of Consumer 

Research, 27(2), 267-272.  



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

145 
 

Csikszentmihalyi, M., & Kubey, R. (1981). Television and the rest of life: A systematic 

comparison of subjective experience. Public Opinion Quarterly, 45(3), 317.  

Danaher, P. J., & Mawhinney, D. F. (2001). Optimizing television program schedules 

using choice modeling. Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 38(3), 298-312.  

Darmon, R. Y. (1976). Determinants of TV viewing. Journal of Advertising Research, 

16(6), 17.  

Dubois, D. & Prade, H. (1980). Fuzzy sets and systems : Theory and applications. New 

York; London :Academic Press. 

Ehrhardt, G., Marsili, M., & Vega-Redondo, F. (2007). Emergence and resilience of 

social networks: A general theoretical framework. Annales d'Economie Et De 

Statistique, (86), 1-13.  

Eliashberg, J., Hui, S. K., & Zhang, Z. J. (2007). From story line to box office: A new 

approach for green-lighting movie scripts. Management Science, 53(6), 881-893.  

Ethiraj, S. K. (2007). Allocation of inventive effort in complex product systems. Strategic 

Management Journal, 28(6), 563-584.  

Finucane, M. O., & Horvath, C. W. (2000). Lazy leisure: A qualitative investigation of 

the relational uses of television in marriage. Communication Quarterly, 48(3), 311-

321.  



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

146 
 

Frey, B. S., Benesch, C., & Stutzer, A. (2007). Does watching TV make us happy? 

Journal of Economic Psychology, 28(3), 283-313.  

Garud, R., & Kumaraswamy, A. (1993). Changing competitive dynamics in network 

industries: An exploration of sun microsystems' open systems strategy. Strategic 

Management Journal, 14(5), 351-369. 

Gensch, D., & Shaman, P. (1980). Models of competitive television ratings. Journal of 

Marketing Research (JMR), 17(3), 307-315.  

Gensch, D., & Shaman, P. (1980). Predicting TV ratings. Journal of Advertising 

Research, 20(4), 85.  

Givon, M., & Grosfeld-Nir, A. (2008/6). Using partially observed Markov processes to 

select optimal termination time of TV shows. Omega, 36(3), 477-485.  

Godes, D., & Mayzlin, D. (2004). Using online conversations to study word-of-mouth 

communication. Marketing Science, 23(4), 545-560.  

Goettler, R. L., & Schachar, R. (2001). Spatial competition in the network television 

industry. RAND Journal of Economics, 32(4), 624-656.  

Granovetter, M. S. (1985). Economic action and social structure: The problem of 

embeddedness. The American Journal of Sociology, 91(3), 481-510.  

Granovetter, M. S. (2005). The impact of social structure on economic outcomes. Journal 

of Economic Perspectives, 19(1), 33-50.  



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

147 
 

Greenber, B.G. (1974). Gratifications of television viewing and their correlates. In: 

Blumler, J.G. & Katz, E. (eds.). The Uses of mass communications: Current 

perspectives on gratifications research. Beverly Hills : Sage Publications.  

Hagen, I. & Wasko, J. (eds.) (2000). Consuming audiences? : Production and reception 

in media research. Cresskill, N.J. : Hampton Press. 

Henriksen, F. (1985). A new model of the duplication of television viewing: a behaviorist 

approach. Journal of Broadcasting and Electronic Media, 29,135-145. 

Hinsz, V. B., Tindale, R. S., & Vollrath, D. A. (1997). The emerging conceptualization of 

groups as information processes. Psychological Bulletin, 121(1), 43-64.  

Ingunn Hagen, I.  Wasko, J. (eds.) (2000). Consuming audiences? : Production and 

reception in media research. N.J. : Hampton Press. 

Jara, J.R. & Garnica,  A. (2009). Medición de audiencias de television en México. 

Mexico: Grupo Editorial Patria. 

Kim, Sei-Hill (2007). Media use, social capital, and civic participation in South Korea. 

Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 84(3), 477-494.  

Konig, R.P., Kraaykamp, G., & Westerik, H. (2008). Partners' influence on each other's 

television exposure: Dominance or symmetry? Communications: The European 

Journal of Communication Research, 33(4), 371-384.  

Kolessar, R.S. (1998). The Arbritron multimedia personal people-meter. Proceedings of 

the ESOMAR/ARF Worldwide Electronic and Broadcast Audience Research 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

148 
 

Symposium: Electronic media and measurement trends –On a collision course? 

Vienna.  

Kolessar, R.S. & Patchen, R.H. (2000). Portable people meters: A report on the large 

scale field test of portable people meters in Manchester, England. Proceedings of the 

ESOMAR/ARF Worldwide Electronic and Broadcast Audience Research 

Conference, Bal Harbour.  

Krugman, D. M., Cameron, G. T., & McKearney White, C. (1995). Visual attention to 

programming and commercials: The use of in-home observations. Journal of 

Advertising, 24(1), 1-12.  

Kubey, R. W., & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Television as escape: Subjective 

experience before an evening of heavy viewing. Communication Reports, 3(2), 92-

100.  

Lee, B., & Lee, R. S. (1995). How and why people watch TV: Implications for the future 

of interactive television. Journal of Advertising Research, 35(6), 9-18.  

Lehmann, D. R. (1971). Television show preference: Application of a choice model. 

Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 8(1), 47-55.  

Liu, Y. (2006). Word of mouth for movies: Its dynamics and impact on box office 

revenue. Journal of Marketing, 70(3), 74-89.  



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

149 
 

Lloyd, D. W., & Clancy, K. J. (1991). Television program involvement and advertising 

response: Some unsettling implications for copy research. Journal of Consumer 

Marketing, 8(4), 61.  

Lull, J.T. (1978). Choosing television programs by family vote. Communication 

Quarterly, 26(4), 53-57.  

Lull, J. T. (1980a). The social uses of television. Human Communication Research, 6, 

197-209.  

Lull, J.T. (1980b). Family communication patterns and the social uses of television. 

Communication Research, 7(3), 319.  

Lull, J. T. (1982). How families select television programs: A mass-observational study. 

Journal of Broadcasting, 26, 801-811.  

Lull, J.T. (Ed.). (1988). World families watch television. Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage 

Publications.  

McGuire, W.J. (1974). Psychological motives and communication gratification. In: 

Blumler, J.G. & Katz, E. (eds.). The Uses of mass communications: Current 

perspectives on gratifications research. Beverly Hills : Sage Publications. 

McLeod, J. (2009) Chief Executive Officer, Nielsen Media Research Canada, personal 

communication. 

McLeod, J.M.  & Becker, L.B (1974). Testing the validity of gratification measures 

through political effects analysis. . In: Blumler, J.G. & Katz, E. (eds.). The Uses of 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

150 
 

mass communications: Current perspectives on gratifications research. Beverly Hills 

: Sage Publications. 

McLeod, J. M., C. K. Atkin, & S. H. Chaffee (1972) "Adolescents, parents and television 

use: self-report and other-report measures from the Wisconsin sample," in G. A. 

Comstock and E. A. Rubinstein (eds.) Television and Social Behavior. Washington, 

DC: Government Printing Office. 

McQuail, D. (1997). Audience analysis. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

McQuail, D. (1987). Mass communication theory: An introduction . London : Sage. 

McQuail,  D. & Windahl, S. (1993). Communication models for the study of mass 

communications. London; New York : Longman. 

McQuail, D. (1994). Mass communication theory: An introduction. London ; Thousand 

Oaks : Sage Publications, 1994. 

Meyers-Levy, J., & Malaviya, P. (1999). Consumers' processing of persuasive 

advertisements: An integrative framework of persuasion theories. Journal of 

Marketing, 63(4), 45-60.  

Miller, J.G.  (1978). Living systems. New York : McGraw-Hill. 

Mittal, V., Kumar, P., & Tsiros, M. (1999). Attribute-level performance, satisfaction, and 

behavioral intentions over time :A consumption-system approach. Journal of 

Marketing, 63(2), 88-101.  



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

151 
 

Mora, J.D. , Ho, J. & Krider, R.E. (2010a). Measuring group viewing in television 

audiences. Unpublished manuscript. 

Mora, J.D. , Krider, R.E. & Ho, J. (2010b). Group viewing and spousal preferences as 

predictors of individual preferences of Mexican television viewers. Unpublished 

manuscript. 

Mosco, V. & Kaye, L. (2000). Questioning the concept of the audience. In: Hagen, I. & 

Wasko, J. (eds.) Consuming audiences? : Production and reception in media 

research. Cresskill, N.J. : Hampton Press. 

Nathanson, A. I. (2001). Parent and child perspectives on the presence and meaning of 

parental television mediation. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 45(2), 

201.  

Nathanson, A. I., & Botta, R. A. (2003). Shaping the effects of television on adolescents' 

body image disturbance: The role of parental mediation. Communication Research, 

30(3), 304-331.  

NationMaster (2010). Media statistics: Households with television - % (most recent) by 

country. www.nationmaster.com . 

Palmgreen, K.E. , Wenner, L.A. & Rosengren, K.E. (1985). Uses and gratifications 

research: The past ten years. In: Rosengren, K.E. , Wenner, L.A. & Palmgreen, 

K.E.  Media gratifications research : Current perspectives. Beverly Hills, CA: 

Sage Publications. 

http://www.nationmaster.com/


 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

152 
 

Patchen, R.H. & Webb, B. (2005). New insights on first time electronic data on out-of-

home and time-shifted television viewing. Proceedings of the ESOMAR/ARF 

Worldwide Audience Measurement Conference. Montreal. 

Pornpitakpan, C. (2004). The persuasiveness of source credibility: A critical review of 

five decades' evidence. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 34(2), 243-281.  

Pringle, P.K. , Starr, M.F. & McCavitt, W.E.  (1995).  Electronic media management. 

Boston; London: Focal Press. 

Puntoni, S., & Tavassoli, N. T. (2007). Social context and advertising memory. Journal 

of Marketing Research, 44(2), 284-296. 

Reidenbach, R., & Oliva, T. A. (1981). General living systems theory and marketing: A 

framework for analysis. Journal of Marketing, 45(4), 30-37. 

Robertson, T. S. (1979). Parental mediation of television advertising effects. Journal of 

Communication, 29(1), 12-25.  

Romaniuk, J. (2007). Word of mouth and the viewing of television programs. Journal of 

Advertising Research, 47(4), 462-471.  

Rosengren, K.E.,  Wenner, L.A. & Palmgreen, P. (eds.) (1985). Media gratifications 

research : Current perspectives. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications. 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

153 
 

Russell, C. A., Norman, A. T., & Heckler, S. E. (2004). The consumption of television 

programming: Development and validation of the connectedness scale. Journal of 

Consumer Research, 31(1), 150-161.  

Russell, C. A., & Puto, C. P. (1999). Rethinking television audience measures: An 

exploration into the construct of audience connectedness. Marketing Letters, 10(4), 

393-407.  

Rust, R., Kamakura, W. A., & Alpert, M. I. (1992). Viewer preference segmentation and 

viewing choice models for network television. Journal of Advertising, 21, 1-18.  

Rust, R. T., & Eechambadi, N. V. (1989). Scheduling network television programs: A 

heuristic audience flow approach to maximizing audience share. Journal of 

Advertising, 18(2), 11-18.  

Rust, R., & Alpert, M. (1984). An audience flow model of television viewing choice. 

Marketing Sci., 3(1), 113-127.  

Schau, H. J., & Russell, C. A. (2004). Consuming television: Connectedness and 

community in broadcast media Association for Consumer Research.  

Scherman, B.L. (2007). Telecomunications management : Broadcasting, cable and the 

new technoligies. 2
nd

 edition. McGraw-Hill Inc. 

Schmitt, K. L., Woolf, K. D., & Anderson, D. R. (2003). Viewing the viewers: Viewing 

behaviors by children and adults during television programs and commercials. 

Journal of Communication, 53(2), 265-281.  



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

154 
 

Schramm, W.L. (1965). The process and effects of mass communication. Urbana : 

University of Illinois Press, 1965. 

Shachar, R., & Emerson, J. W. (2000). Cast demographics, unobserved segments, and 

heterogeneous switching costs in a television viewing choice model. Journal of 

Marketing Research (JMR), 37(2), 173-186.  

Shim, J. W., & Paul, B. (2007). Effects of personality types on the use of television 

genre. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 51(2), 287-304.  

Tavakoli, M., & Cave, M. (1996). Modelling television viewing patterns. Journal of 

Advertising, 25(4), 71.  

Tavassoli, N. T., Schultz II, C. J., & Fitzsimons, G. J. (1995). Program involvement: Are 

moderate levels best for ad memory and attitude toward the ad? Journal of 

Advertising Research, 35(5), 61-72. 

Vega-Redondo, F. (2007). Complex social networks. Cambridge; New York : Cambridge 

University Press. 

Vogel, H.L. (1998). Entertainment industry economics: A guide for financial analysis. 4
th

 

edition, Cambridge; New York : Cambridge University Press. 

Vorderer, P. & Knobloch, S. (2000). Conflict and suspense in drama. In: Zillmann, D. & 

Vorderer, P. (eds.). Media entertainment: the psychology of its appeal. Mahwah, NJ 

: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers. 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

155 
 

Vosgerau, J., Wertenbroch, K., & Carmon, Z. (2006). Indeterminacy and live television. 

Journal of Consumer Research, 32(4), 487-495  

Wang, S., Holloway, B. B., Beatty, S. E., & Hill, W. W. (2007). Adolescent influence in 

family purchase decisions: An update and cross-national extension. Journal of 

Business Research, 60(11), 1117-1124.  

Ward, J. C., & Reingen, P. H. (1990). Sociocognitive analysis of group decision making 

among consumers. Journal of Consumer Research, 17(3), 245-262.  

Warren, R. (2001). In words and deeds: Parental involvement and mediation of children's 

television viewing. Journal of Family Communication, 1(4), 211-231.  

Warren, R. (2003). Parental mediation of preschool children's television viewing. Journal 

of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 47(3), 394-417.  

Webster, J. G. (2005). Beneath the veneer of fragmentation: Television audience 

polarization in a multichannel world, Journal of Communication, 55,366-382. 

Webster, J. G. (1998). The audience. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 42(2), 

190.  

Webster, J.G.; Newton, G.D. (1988). Structural determinants of the television news 

audience. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 32(4),381-389. 

Webster, J.G. , Phale, P.F. & Lichty, L.W. (2006) Ratings analysis : the theory and 

practice of audience research. Mahwah, N.J. : L. Erlbaum Associates 



 Understanding the social structure of television audiences 

156 
 

Wilbur, K. C. (2008). A two-sided, empirical model of television advertising and viewing 

markets. Marketing Science, 27(3), 356-378.  

Wonneberger, A., Schoenbach, K., & van Meurs, L. (2009). Dynamics of individual 

television viewing behavior: Models, empirical evidence, and a research program. 

Communication Studies, 60(3), 235-252.  

World Federation of Advertisers (2005).  Blueprint for consumer-centric holistic 

measurement. Electronic document, downloaded from www.wfanet.com.  

Yang, S., & Allenby, G. M. (2003). Modeling interdependent consumer preferences. 

Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 40(3), 282-294.  

Yang, S., Narayan, V., & Assael, H. (2006). Estimating the interdependence of television 

program viewership between spouses: A Bayesian simultaneous equation model. 

Marketing Science, 25(4), 336-349.  

Yang, S., Zhao, Y., Erdem, T., & Zhao, Y. (2010). Modeling the intrahousehold 

behavioral interaction. Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 47(3), 470-484.  

Zadeh, L.A. (1965). Fuzzy sets. Information and Control, 8, 338-353. 

Zillmann, D. & Vorderer, P. (eds.) (2000). Media entertainment: The psychology of its 

appeal. Mahwah, NJ : Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers. 

Zimmermann, H.J. (2001). Fuzzy sets theory and its applications, 4
th

 edition. Norwell, 

MA : Kluwer Academic Publishers.  

 

http://www.wfanet.com/

	_Ethics insert_Spr 2010.pdf
	STATEMENT OF ETHICS APPROVAL




