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Television co-viewing is a frequent behavior with important social and eco-

nomic implications. This study proposes a measure of co-viewing on people

meter panel data, tests it on a data set in Mexico, and uses it to explore

co-viewing. Individual differences in psychographics, program genres and

co-viewing of the lead-in programs were discovered as antecedents to co-

viewing. Results indicate as well that co-viewing leads to increased watching

time and reduced channel browsing, and this effect interacts with group

composition. These findings provide further support for the social uses of

television theoretical framework, and shed light on the inheritance effects in

continuous programs.

Co-viewing of television programs continues to attract attention from media agen-

cies and TV broadcasters around the world, who refer to this behavior as group

viewing. Proprietary research by Starcom in the United Kingdom shows an increase

in co-viewing among adults in that country despite the growth in single-person

households and, more importantly, that groups have higher levels of viewer attention

and engagement than solo viewers (Foote, 2004). Such improved viewer attention

and engagement was attributed to the interpersonal communications during co-

viewing, an argument later supported by ethnographic research (Thinkbox, 2009)

showing that co-viewing elicits conversations related to the brands and advertise-

ments.

On the other hand, studies of co-viewing in the communication literature tend

to be dated, situated primarily in the United States and use relatively obtrusive
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measures or qualitative research. For example, Robertson (1979) used Nielsen diary

panel data which potentially creates recall biases. While observational research

such as Lull (1982) and Schmitt, Woolf, and Anderson (2003) provide important

insights into co-viewing, their qualitative findings would benefit greatly if validated

by quantitative studies with representative samples. The first objective of this paper is

to propose a new measure of co-viewing based on people-meter data used to report

overnight TV ratings to advertising agencies, networks, and cable companies around

the world. The researchers find strong support for the validity and reliability of the

proposed measure in a study of antecedents to co-viewing in Mexico, an under-

researched geography. The second objective is to use the proposed measure to study

the consequences of co-viewing. Findings provide further support for the theoretical

framework of the social uses of television (Lull 1980a, 1980b). Specifically, they

show that co-viewing depends on the similarity of viewers’ psychographic profiles,

and on the genre of program. Co-viewing also increases individual consumption of

television, and decreases the number of channels watched. Like individual viewing,

the inheritance effects of sequential programs (Cooper, 1996; Webster, 2006) also

apply to co-viewing.

Co-Viewing

As reported by Lee and Lee, ‘‘despite the availability of multiple sets, watching

television still occurs most often in a social context’’ (1995, p. 9). This tendency

seems to transcend time and technological platforms as Haridakis and Hanson

(2009) found that co-viewing predicted exposure to online videos.

Research on social uses of television reveals that TV viewing in a family context is

a means to social ends (Lull, 1980a, 1980b), and a setting where interpersonal and

mediated communication potentially interact (Rubin & Rubin, 1985). Lull’s frame-

work extends the uses and gratifications paradigm in the communication literature

(e.g., Blumler & Katz, 1974). It posits that individuals use television to achieve social

goals. Some of these uses can only occur under co-viewing (e.g., conversational

entrance, agenda for talk) as they involve interpersonal exchanges. Furthermore,

family viewing provides opportunities to manage conflict and to promote family

solidarity while enhancing the viewing experience through emotional gratifications:

‘‘Television viewing is a convenient family behavior which is accomplished to-

gether’’ (Lull, 1980a, p. 203). (emphasis in the original). The emotional gratifications

aspect of Lull’s theory is echoed by Csikszentmihalyi and Kubey who report that

‘‘television watching was a significantly more challenging, cheerful and sociable

experience with the family than alone’’ (1981, p. 324).

Social uses of television (Lull, 1980a) essentially are the factors pulling viewers

together. However, some factors likely drive viewers apart. The researchers argue

that the amount of co-viewing should depend on the similarity of the viewers’ psy-

chographic profiles. As individual psychological characteristics affect preferences,

divergent psychographic profiles of couples imply divergent TV program tastes and
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hence less co-viewing. The difference in psychological traits of husband and wife

was found to be an important predictor of the quality of marital life (e.g., Gattis,

Berns, Simpson, & Christensen, 2004; Gonzaga, Campos, & Bradbury, 2007; Markey

& Markey, 2007). Divergent traits lead to more family conflicts requiring resolution.

One of the uses of television in Lull’s (1980a) theory is conflict management, and

the present study expects a couple with large differences in psychographic profiles

to be more likely to use TV in this way. In summary, it is argued there is a nonlinear

effect of a couple’s psychographic similarity on co-viewing.

H1: Increasing differences in a couple’s psychographic profiles would first de-

crease and then increase the amount of co-viewing.

A second prohibiting factor of co-viewing is individual differences in TV program

genre preferences. Certain TV programs provide more emotional gratification when

being watched together. For instance, telenovelas, melodramatic series similar to

soap-operas but limited in number of episodes, was shown to promote co-viewing

in some families (e.g., Barrios, 1988). Research by Vosgerau, Wertenbroch, and

Carmon (2006) shows that the prospect of watching television in company of

others results in higher anticipated enjoyment for some programs genres while

not for others. On the other hand, programs on subscription channels or pay TV

are designed to attract only a small niche, which has a taste different from the

mainstream. As co-viewing requires individuals to reach a consensus on program

choices, pay TV would be least likely chosen as a co-viewing program.

H2: Co-viewing will vary across program genres.

Additionally, the theory of social uses of television helps predict how observed

co-viewing would be related to individual viewers’ TV consumption amount and

the number of channels they watched. First, the previously discussed opposing

forces driving viewers together or apart should also operate to maintain or disrupt

the viewing group. As the gratification associated with co-viewing a TV program

becomes stronger relative to conflicting program preferences within the group, one

should observe both increased co-viewing and more television consumption. This

is consistent with the finding by Yang, Zhao, Erdem, and Zhao (2010) that the

presence of any family member is a positive influence on total consumption of

television programs by any other family member.

H3: Co-viewing increases individual viewers’ consumption of television over solo

viewing.

The co-viewing effect on individual TV consumption is moderated as well by the

composition of the viewing group in families with children. As shown by Buijzen

and Valkenburg (2005), Robertson (1979), and Warren, Gerke, and Kelly (2002),

among others, co-viewing is actively sought by parents and becomes a goal in itself.
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The presence of the couple thus indicates it is likely the TV viewing incidence is

used as a ‘‘family moment’’ so that groups with parents present are more likely to

watch TV longer.

H4: Family co-viewing which includes the wife and husband increases individual

viewers’ TV consumption.

Another key implication of Lull’s contributions (1980a, 1980b, 1982) is that

television co-viewing program choices are largely mediated by group processes.

Consider that an individual browsing channels only has to satisfy her/his own

preferences. In a group context, however, agreement on frequent channel switching

is likely more difficult to achieve than choosing a single channel and staying with

it. In fact, if one person controls the remote the switching can be disruptive to

the viewing continuity of other members of the group and reduce the emotional

rewards of co-viewing. In viewing groups involving parents and children, parents

may enforce choices on children, especially in socio-oriented families (Chaffee,

McLeod, & Atkin, 1971; McLeod, Atkin, & Chafee, 1972).

H5: Co-viewing decreases the number of channels watched.

Rubin and Rubin’s (1985) integrative framework of interpersonal and mass com-

munication is relevant to the present study as well. Not limited to TV viewing, Rubin

and Rubin extended the uses and gratifications paradigm in the communication

literature and posit that individuals use both mediated and interpersonal commu-

nication, interchangeably, to fulfill their needs and achieve their goals. However,

they conclude that the relationships among the two types of communication were

still not well understood, and present a research agenda to pave the way towards

the proposed theoretical integration. More than a decade later, O’Sullivan (1999)

found this integration to be still incipient. In fact, most studies in this literature stream

consider only individual-level variables (e.g., Kim & Rubin, 1997; Perse, 1990), and

this may inhibit progress on integrating interpersonal and mass communication. The

authors thus believe a measure of co-viewing derived from easily available people

meter data could advance this research.

With exceptions in the parental mediation literature (e.g., Buijzen & Valkenburg,

2005; Robertson, 1979; Warren, Gerke, & Kelly, 2002) most empirical research on

television viewing tends to overlook co-viewing. One particular area that would

benefit from a convenient co-viewing measure is rating prediction models. Statis-

tical models of ratings, which have achieved good prediction accuracy using state

dependence (present choices’ dependence on past choices) as well as individual

and program characteristics as predictors (e.g., Rust & Alpert, 1984; Shachar &

Emerson, 2000; Webster, 2006) still generally ignore co-viewing. However, co-

viewing may help explain a phenomenon primarily observed at the individual

level—the ‘‘inordinately high levels of audience duplication in programs scheduled

back to back’’ (Webster, 2006, p. 323) or inheritance effects (Goodhart, Ehrenberg,
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& Collins, 1975; cited by Webster & Wakshlag, 1983). As argued earlier, viewing

in groups is driven by the social uses of TV (Lull, 1980a, 1980b) which give the

emotional reward of companionship a higher priority than the entertainment and

information value of specific programs. As ‘‘family moments’’ or ‘‘couple nights’’

typically extend beyond one specific program of a night and the inertia of staying

with the same channel would simplify the group choice process, inheritance effects

are likely to be found at the viewing group level.

H6: Co-viewing exhibits inheritance effects.

A Measure of Co-Viewing on People Meter Data

A new measure of co-viewing based on people meter data is proposed. Co-

viewing is defined here as the time period in which more than one individual is

watching the same program.

People meter data typically report the number of minutes each individual in a

household watches a program within a specified reporting interval, such as 15 min-

utes. Consider two individuals in a household, A and B, who watch a television

program during a specified reporting time interval. Denote the reported minutes

that each watch the program as tA and tB respectively. Without loss of generality,

suppose A watches longer than B, i.e., tA > tB. If it is assumed that the shorter

viewing time of B is fully within the viewing time of A, the proportion of shared

viewing time is tB/tA. Generalizing, for any dyad of viewers i and j living in a

household, the index of shared viewing (ISV) of a specific program during the

reporting interval (typically 15 minutes) is defined as:

ISVi,j D

8

ˆ

<

ˆ

:

min(ti, tj)

max(ti, tj)
if ti > 0 and tj > 0

0 otherwise.

(1)

Note that, if either viewing time is zero, the shared viewing is defined as zero. Note

as well that the assumption that the shorter viewing session is within the longer

session will always be met if the longer session covers the measurement interval.

With short reporting intervals of 15 minutes this is the overwhelming majority of

cases. In the 15-minute interval data available for this study it was found that either

the longer viewing interval was equal to 15 minutes or both viewing times were

zero, in 96.7% of cases.

The dyadic expression in Eq. (1) is the fundamental unit of ISV, measuring how

much co-viewing a certain dyad in a household has with respect to a certain TV

program in a 15-minute (or other reporting length) interval. This fundamental unit

can be aggregated in a wide variety of ways, which provides great flexibility in

various applications of the proposed measure. For example, following Lull (1980a)

and Yang and associates (2010), the researchers were interested in measuring co-

viewing in dyads defined by their family roles, such as the wife-husband dyad or
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Figure 1

Dyadic Relationships Within a Nuclear Family of Five Members

Note: Subscripts indicate type of dyad, d: d D wh indicates dyad wife-husband; wc, wife-
children; hc, husband-children; and cc, children-children.

the dyads between the mother (wife) and the children as shown on Figure 1, with

respect to a specific TV program. The fundamental unit of ISV was thus averaged

by a specific dyad in a household, say the husband and wife dyad, over all 15-

minute intervals broadcasting a specific program, say Bob Esponja (Sponge Bob)

in the sampling period. The resultant average, denoted as ISVhw is a program-level

measure of co-viewing by a husband-wife dyad in a specific household for Bob

Esponja. One can also average over different dyads according to one’s interest in

different family roles. For example, if the research interest is in mother-children co-

viewing, and there are three children in the family, ISV of the three possible dyads

of the mother with each child is calculated first, and then averaged across these

three ISV’s.

ISV is a flexible measure of co-viewing based on the widely available people

meter data. ISV has several important advantages over measures of co-viewing on

diary panels (Robertson, 1979): first, it eliminates the recall biases germane to the

diary panels; second, the proposed measure can be easily calculated on overnight

rating reports widely used by the industry; and, third, as a consequence of the latter,

the ISV may provide valid country-level estimates of co-viewing and possibly for

smaller populations of interest depending on the panel sample design.

Empirical Studies

Two studies were conducted, first, to demonstrate the validity and reliability of

ISV; and, second, to test the hypotheses derived from the review of literature. Study 1

examines the antecedents to co-viewing, which are well documented or logically

derived from the literature, to assess the validity and reliability of ISV. Study 2
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assesses the proposed impact of co-viewing on total television consumption and

number of channels watched.

Data

The data set used was part of the daily compilation of TV ratings for Mexico,

and thus the sample was carefully designed and monitored to be representative

of the whole viewing population in Mexico. The electronic people-meter panel

in Mexico, operated by Ibope-AGB, consisted of more than 2,400 households

and more than 8,500 individuals (the actual number fluctuates each day due to

panel rotation and variations in data capture). The data were reported in 15-minute

intervals at the individual level. People meter data may be reported at the set level;

however, often, as is the case with the study’s data, the specific set watched is

not reported. In this case, the data required a slight relaxation of the notion of

co-viewing. The study simply treated two individuals watching the same program

at the same time in the same household as co-viewing. In 2007, only 39.5% of

Mexican households had more than one TV set (INEGI, 2007; the data corresponds

to 2006) so that in at least 60% of the cases co-viewing must occur on the same TV

set. For the remaining population, the literature on frequency of co-viewing and the

psychological incentives to watch together discussed earlier suggest that it is rare

that, for instance, wife and husband view the same program at the same time on

different TV sets.

Besides standard individual demographics, the study’s data set contains categori-

cal variables for the household’s geography (Mexico City, Monterrey, Guadalajara,

and 25 smaller cities collectively labelled as ‘‘Provinces’’), and the psychographic

group of each adult panellist (described in detail in Appendix A). Combined with

the questionnaires, this allows developing a measure of the degree of difference

between the husband’s and wife’s profiles, and tests the effect of the difference on

co-viewing (H1).

Covering the prime-time period of Monday to Friday, from 7 p.m. to 11 p.m.

during the months of January to April of 2006—a total of 17 weeks, the data set

reports individual consumption, in minutes, for 101 channels by 15-minute intervals.

To study the program type effect, the national free TV channels were classified into

11 genres. Local television channels were reported as a single option. The data also

included video games and video players, which were also combined as one option.

Study 1: Assessment of the Proposed Measure

One objective of this study was to assess the validity and reliability of the ISV

as a measure of a dyad’s tendency to co-view television programs, using known

antecedents of this behavior, and to test the earlier discussed antecedents to co-

viewing, namely psychographic distance (H1), program type (H2) and past co-

viewing (H6).
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Validity and Reliability.

The original conceptualization of validity (e.g., Borsboom, Mellenbergh, & van

Heerden, 2004; Kelley, 1927) defines a measure as valid if it measures what it

purports to measure. To assess whether the ISV is measuring the co-viewing of a

dyad, the authors evaluate how well the ISV can be predicted by several antecedents

which have been shown in the literature to predict co-viewing or else constitute

logical antecedents of this behavior, and present them as three expectations:

1. Higher socioeconomic status decreases co-viewing (based on Lull, 1980a;

McLeod et al., 1972).

2. Increasing age of the couple decreases co-viewing (based on Yang, Narayan

& Assael, 2006).

3. New TV programs would have less co-viewing, since formation of groups

requires either reaching an agreement or else conforming to the new norm,

and both processes take time.

Cronbach and Shavelson (2004) define reliability as a synonym for accuracy.

Although ISV is not a psychological measure, the authors refer to Lord & Novick

(1968, cited by Laenen, Alonso, Molenbeghs, & Vangeneugden, 2007) who define

reliability in a psychological measurement context as ‘‘the ratio of the true score

variance to the observed score variance’’ (2007, p. 238). One common way to

demonstrate reliability is to examine the stability of a measure over time: a more

reliable instrument will lead to smaller differences between repeated measures of

the same phenomenon as compared to a less reliable instrument. As such, if ISV is

a reliable measure of co-viewing, then ISV from two sampling periods should be

highly correlated. To evaluate such correlation, the researchers examined whether

ISV of a dyad in an earlier sampling period would have a large and positive effect

on the ISV of the same dyad for the same program in the later sampling period.

Samples.

The 17-week data set is divided into two samples: 1) a model estimation sample,

which comprises the 11 weeks between February 13 and April 30, 2006 inclusive;

and, 2) a model initialization sample, which comprises the 6 weeks between Jan-

uary 2 and February 10, 2006 inclusive. As the panel had some slight changes across

the two sampling periods, only the households and individuals appearing in both

periods were used, and then calculated ISV between different family roles, as defined

in Figure 1 for both periods. Also note that, to account for the potential difference

between childless couples and nuclear families, the estimation and initialization

samples are further split into childless couples and nuclear families (couples with

children and no other adults living in the household), to create a total of four

subsamples. Tables 1, 2, and 3 summarize the two family types in the estimation

sample.
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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

Model Specification.

To examine the antecedents to co-viewing, four models were estimated, each of

which used an ISV of the dyad specified in Figure 1 as the dependent variable in the

estimation sample. Specifically, the four dependent variables are (1) ISV between

the wife-husband couple, ISVwh; (2) ISV between the husband and child(ren), ISVhc;

(3) ISV between the wife and child(ren), ISVwc; and, (4) ISV between two children,

ISVcc. Each model then has the same set of independent variables:

(1) 4 indicator variables for socio-economic status (to demonstrate validity of ISV

as in expectation 1);

(2) sum of the ages of wife and husband (expectation 2);

(3) an indicator variable for new programs, which did not start broadcasting until

the estimation sample period (expectation 3);

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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Table 3

Spearman Correlations Among Variables

a) Childless couples

ISVwh Age of Couple SES

ISVwh 1.0000 �0.1019 �0.0259

<0.0001 0.0107

Age of couple 1.0000 0.0187

0.0659

SES 1.0000

b) Nuclear families

ISVwh ISVhc ISVwc ISVcc

Age of

Couple

Number

of

Children SES

ISVwh 1.0000 0.7339 0.6633 0.4641 �0.0658 0.0442 �0.0661

<0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001

ISVhc 1.0000 0.7079 0.5566 �0.0468 0.0326 �0.0700

<0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001

ISVwc 1.0000 0.6162 �0.0644 0.0294 �0.0764

<0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001

ISVcc 1.0000 �0.0301 0.1143 �0.0832

<0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001

Age of 1.0000 �0.2978 0.1972

couple <0.0001 <0.0001

Number of 1.0000 �0.0740

children <0.0001

SES 1.0000

(4) ISVpropensity, the average ISV of the same dyad for the same program in the

initiation sample (to demonstrate the reliability of ISV);

(5) PSY, the Euclidean distance between the psychographic groups of the husband

and wife (please see refer to Appendix A for details) and its quadratic term,

PSY2 (to test the nonlinear effect of psychographic difference described in

H1);

(6) 14 indicator variables for program types (to test the program type effect on

co-viewing, as described in H2);

(7) ISVlast-15min, the average ISV of the same dyad in the 15-minute interval

preceding the focal program in the same channel (to test the inheritance

effect, as in H6);

(8) Three indicators for different geographical areas (to control for any potential

confounding effects with geographical areas).
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Estimation and Results.

As ISVs, the dependent variables that the study is interested in, are bound between

0 and 1, each dependent variable is related to the independent variable in a gener-

alized linear model, which is estimated with quasi-likelihood method (see Papke &

Wooldridge, 1996, for a useful discussion and example; Wedderburn, 1974). A logit

link is used in this model, which produces coefficient estimates identical to a logistic

regression, but with smaller sampling errors due to the more appropriate specifica-

tion. Tables 4 and 5 present the estimation results in the samples of childless couples

and nuclear families. McFadden’s r2 and the ratio deviance to degrees of freedom,

D/DF, show that all models exhibit good fit (e.g., McCullagh & Nelder, 1989).

As shown in Tables 4 and 5, the three variables included to demonstrate validity

all show significant effects with the expected signs: the higher the socioeconomic

status, the less co-viewing observed (expectation 1); the greater the sum of ages

of the couple the less co-viewing (expectation 2); and new programs have less

co-viewing (expectation 3). Moreover, ISVpropensity has a strong significant positive

effect, providing evidence for good reliability of ISV.

The results also show support for the three hypotheses related to antecedents of

co-viewing (H1, H2, & H6). While both the linear and quadratic terms of psycho-

graphic distance between the couple have insignificant effect on the co-viewing be-

tween the couple of nuclear families, they are significant and show the nonlinear ef-

fects on co-viewing of the other three dyads. To better understand such nonlinear ef-

fects, the model coefficients were used to simulate and graph the relations (Figure 2).

Consistent with H2, the psychographic distances between the father and mother in a

nuclear family would first decrease co-viewing but eventually increase co-viewing.

The study also found strong support for H2, indicated by the significant positive

effects of telenovelas and other program genres from the base case, pay TV. Pay TV

would lead to the least amount of co-viewing while Mexican sitcoms, newscasts

and telenovelas would be most conducive to co-viewing of all four dyad types of

both childless couples and nuclear families. Last but not the least, the strong positive

effects of ISVlast-15min on co-viewing of all four dyad types in both childless couples

and nuclear families samples confirm H6, the inheritance effect.

Study 2: Consequences of Co-Viewing

The goal in Study 2 was to test the co-viewing effect on viewers’ individual

consumption and number of channels watched (H3, H4, and H5). As such, unlike

Study 1, the fundamental unit of ISV was used, namely the ISV for one 15-minute

interval, to detect the group size of a viewing occasion.

Method and Sample.

A sample of 15-minute intervals in 20 randomly selected days was taken from

the 17-week raw data set. This sample had 476,640 cases, with each case rep-
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Table 4

Summary of Results When Regressing ISVwh on State Dependence, Couple,

Household and Program Characteristics, by Type of Family

Predictor Variables

Childless

Couples

ˇ

Nuclear

Families

ˇ

State dependence ISVlast-15min 8.23*** 9.91***

ISVpropensity 1.95*** 2.20***

Couple Sum couple ages 0.00*** �0.01***

PSY �0.12* �0.18

PSY2 0.04

Children Number of children �0.02

Socio-economic status Upper C Upp � Mid. �0.20* �0.22***

(vs. Lower) Middle �0.22* �0.24***

Lower middle 0.14* �0.13***

Geography Mexico City �0.25** 0.24***

(vs. Monterrey) Provinces 0.16 0.34***

Guadalajara �0.47*** 0.26***

Type of National Magazines 0.65*** 0.74***

Content free TV Telenovelas 0.55*** 0.68***

(vs. Pay TV) genres Contests 0.06 0.21

Cartoons �0.09 0.21**

Reality �0.31 �0.15

US comedy series �0.05 0.19

US drama series 0.51** 0.38***

Mexican sitcom 0.79*** 0.98***

Mexican series 0.18 0.65***

Newscasts 1.34*** 1.03***

Movies 0.77*** 0.75***

New program �0.12 �0.18***

Other Local channels 0.16 0.77***

systems Games-VCR 0.70** 0.68***

Note: Childless couples: Sample size D 9,733; deviance/DF D .067; McFadden’s r2
D .678.

Nuclear Families: Sample size D 39,745; deviance/DF D .047; McFadden’s r2
D .586

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

resenting one 15-minute interval for a household. The analysis was restricted to

actual viewing occasions, eliminating any intervals where no one watches TV. This

resulted in a total of 51,561 15-minute viewing occasions. An ISV-based group

detection algorithm classified each 15-minute viewing occasion as a one-person-

viewing occasion or as a group viewing occasion, with a specific group size,
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Table 5

Summary of Results when Regressing ISV on State Dependence, Couple,

Household, and Program Characteristics in Nuclear Families, by Type of Dyad

Predictor Variables

Husb-

Child ˇ

Wife-

Child ˇ

Child-

Child ˇ

State dependence ISVlast-15min 9.71*** 10.41*** 10.62***

ISVpropensity 2.06*** 2.26*** 2.07***

Couple Sum couple ages �0.01*** 0.00*** �0.01***

PSY �0.44*** �0.28* �0.26*

PSY2 0.11*** 0.06* 0.06*

Children Number of children 0.03* 0.03* 0.30***

Socio-economic status Upper C Upp. Mid. �0.35*** �0.37*** �0.28***

(vs. Lower) Middle �0.22*** �0.36*** �0.24***

Lower middle �0.11** �0.17*** �0.03

Geography Mexico City 0.13** 0.24*** 0.13**

(vs. Monterrey) Provinces 0.10 0.25*** 0.12**

Guadalajara 0.02 0.28*** �0.05

Type of National Magazines 0.81*** 0.80*** 0.81***

Content free TV Telenovelas 0.86*** 0.72*** 0.84***

(vs. Pay TV) genres Contests 0.26* 0.15 0.30**

Cartoons 0.66*** 0.41*** 0.87***

Reality �0.13 �0.08 �0.31*

US comedy series 0.57*** 0.39*** 0.90***

US drama series 0.45*** 0.39*** 0.58***

Mexican sitcom 1.06*** 1.02*** 1.04***

Mexican series 0.80*** 0.61*** 0.63***

Newscasts 1.09*** 1.01*** 1.01***

Movies 0.75*** 0.76*** 0.79***

New program �0.16*** �0.22*** �0.22***

Other Local channels 0.81*** 0.80*** 0.73***

systems Games-VCR 0.77*** 0.77*** 0.87***

Note: Sample size D 39,745. Dyads husband-child, deviance/DF D .049; McFadden’s r2
D

.586. Dyads wife-child, deviance/DF D .042; McFadden’s r2
D .577.

Dyads child-child, deviance/DF D .040; McFadden’s r2
D .596.

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

ranging from 2 to 8 (please see Appendix B for details on the group detection

algorithm).

To test H3, H4, and H5, for each viewing occasion, VIEW, the average proportion

of a 15-minute interval watched by each individual viewer (whether alone or in a

group) and CHAN, the number of channels watched during the viewing occasion,
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Figure 2

Contribution of Psychographic Distance between the Couple (PSY ) to

Co-viewing (ISVd,h,� )

Note: All other predictors set to zero. 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.
Subscripts h and � are omitted in DVs.

were calculated. The average values of VIEW and CHAN by different viewing

occasion types, namely 1-person viewing occasions, 2-person viewing occasions,

3-person viewing occasions, etc., were calculated. For further analysis of group

composition, groups were broken down by the roles individual viewers play in

their households, resulting in average VIEW and CHAN for five group compositions,

namely (1) wife-husband group, (2) wife-husband-child(ren) group, (3) husband-

child(ren) group, (4) wife-child(ren) group, and (5) children group. For comparison

purpose, the one-person-viewing occasions were classified into (a) husband alone,

(b) wife alone, and (c) child alone.

Results.

The first result to note was that co-viewing was found to be less frequent than the

70% of occasions reported in a previous quantitative co-viewing study (Robertson,

1979). In the 2006 data available for this study, viewer groups with two or more

people form 26.6% of the prime-time audience in Mexico but contribute 48.6%

of the minutes watched by the total audience. The differences may stem from:
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a) the self-report nature of the previous estimate, as opposed to the quasi-passive

observation that takes place in a people meter panel; b) the fact that one that the

previous study refers specifically to joint viewing of parents and children; c) the

growth of subscription channels in the last decades; and d) differences in study

locations.

The means of VIEW and CHAN were compared across different viewing occa-

sions, e.g., single-person viewing vs. viewing group of 2 vs. viewing group of 3,

etc. No differences were found across different viewing group sizes but significant

differences were found between individual viewing and co-viewing (of any group

size). Specifically, individuals tend to watch 9.6% less TV and visit 3% more

channels than groups of any size (p < .0001). These results were consistent with

H3 and H5. To test if the presence of both the husband and wife in a viewing group

would lead to higher TV consumption (H4), the means of VIEW were compared

across the five group compositions. Figure 3 plots the means of the five group

compositions and the three single viewing occasions on both VIEW and CHAN.

Figure 3

CHAN and VIEW by Group Size and Composition

Note: Black points correspond to lone viewers and grey points correspond to groups. Dotted
lines and resulting regions 1 to 9 identify groups that are not statistically different from each
other within the regions, but are different between regions (see text).
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To facilitate the analysis of results, the means plot of Figure 3 was divided

into 9 regions using dotted lines. These lines are merely illustrative (they are not

confidence intervals): they separate points or groups of points which are significantly

different (p < .001) on either dimension from other points or groups of points.

Figure 3 revealed that groups with or without children where both the husband and

wife are present (region 6) watch longer than any other type of groups, confirm-

ing H4.

Although not related to co-viewing, one interesting finding from Figure 3 was

that the viewing occasions of ‘‘child alone,’’ ‘‘wife alone,’’ and ‘‘husband only,’’

exhibited some interesting differences in VIEW and CHAN. ‘‘Child alone’’ watched

considerably shorter than any other individual or type of group while visiting sig-

nificantly fewer channels. Such combination of shorter time and fewer channels

may reflect a search pattern where a single channel was checked in short on/off

raids looking for specific programs—for example to check if Bob Esponja (Sponge

Bob) is on, or else turn the set off. This behavior was consistent with instrumental

or intentional use of television programs (Rubin, 1984). Lone adults follow a dif-

ferent protocol: longer viewing of more channels. This could result from unspecific

search patterns and lower levels of engagement, consistent with a more ritualized

or habitual use of television. Rust, Kamakura, and Alpert (1992) found that 33% of

the audience in a people meter sample in the United States turned on the set to

watch specific programs while the remaining 66% turned on the TV just to watch

television. In this study’s data, the first group would likely have more children and

the second more parents.

Conclusions and Future Research

To facilitate future empirical studies on co-viewing of TV in particular and integra-

tion of interpersonal and mass communications in general, the researchers propose

ISV, a new measure of co-viewing, which can be conveniently computed from

commonly collected people meter data. By examining some known antecedents

to co-viewing in Study 1, the researchers provide strong support for the validity

and reliability of ISV. When assessing reliability, ISV constructed from two time

periods for the same dyad with respect to the same program had strong correlation,

demonstrating the stability of this measure over time. Interestingly, such stability

of ISV over time is consistent with the findings that present choices and amount

of consumption depend on past choices and past amount of consumption, or state

dependence (Moshkin & Shachar, 2002; Rust & Alpert, 1984; Shachar & Emer-

son, 2000).

The study found that ISV is a better measure of co-viewing compared to others

reported in the literature as it does away with recall biases and eliminates lags

between behavior and measurement. ISV may as well be incorporated in overnight

rating reports, making it very convenient for researchers and practitioners. Finally,

ISV allows for estimates by demographic group depending on panel sample design.
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Study 1 also found support for H1, H2, and H6. First, although it failed to find a

significant effect of a couple’s psychographic distance on their co-viewing, it found

in nuclear families that the parents’ psychographic distance would first decrease

but eventually increase co-viewing of dyads involving children, as described in H1.

This suggests the presence of children may be necessary to activate the conflict

management use of television. These results are consistent as well with the pro-

posed interplay of personal and mediated communication (Rubin & Rubin, 1985)

in the specific context of family life. The findings provide potential hypotheses to

guide future studies on two research questions proposed by Rubin and Rubin in

their research agenda (p. 41): a) when does mediated communication becomes

a substitute for interpersonal communication? The results suggest that possibly at

larger psychographic distances and in the presence of children; and, b) when do

other activities become substitutes for mediated communication? The results suggest

that possibly at larger psychographic distances and in the absence of children.

Second, Study 1 found that some program types would be more conducive to

co-viewing than the others, as in H2. Possibly due to their mass appeal, newscasts,

Mexican sitcoms, and telenovelas are most likely to be viewed in groups while

programs on pay TV channels tend to attract a small niche and thus lead to the

least co-viewing.

The third antecedent tested in Study 1 was inheritance effects. The research found

a large and positive effect of the ISV of 15-minute interval immediately preceding the

focal TV program, indicating that the audience duplication found at the individual

level (Cooper, 1996; Webster, 2006) also occurs at the viewing group level. One

interesting future research direction would be to test how the inheritance effects at

the individual and at the viewing group levels would interact with one another.

Study 2 found that individuals in a viewing group would watch on average close

to 10% longer and 3% more channels than individuals watching TV by themselves,

providing support for H3 and H5. Further breaking down the co-viewing occasions

by group composition, it was found that the presence of parents in a viewing group

would lead to higher individual TV consumption, supporting H4. The effects of co-

viewing on consumption amount and channel numbers have not been addressed

before in spite of their interest for advertisers, media agencies, and media managers.

It is hoped that this research encourages more studies in group effects on media

consumption beyond TV. For instance, as Haridakis and Hanson (2009) showed

that co-viewing predicts exposure to videos broadcast over YouTube, it would be

an interesting question for future research to ask whether the co-viewing effects on

YouTube would be moderated by the group composition as well.

Prime-time television programs are profit drivers and sizeable investments. This

study showed that co-viewing during prime time is a key aspect which television

firms should further investigate. For instance, broadcasters may want to know if

co-viewing patterns can shed light on whether a new series with modest ratings

has good prospects for the future. For advertisers, a continuous measure of co-

viewing will allow further exploration of the extent to which co-viewing is related

to viewer engagement and advertisement recall as research has suggested (e.g.,

Lloyd & Clancy, 1991; Tavassoli, Shultz & Fitzsimons, 1995).
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Appendices

Appendix A: Psychographic Distance

Psychographic types are provided by IBOPE-AGB Mexico as part of the data. Each

adult panel member responds to a 44 item questionnaire on their values and lifestyle

measured on a 5-point Likert scale. Cluster analysis on the 44 items places the panel

members into 5 psychographic types for men and 5 for women. The Euclidean

distance between the mean of each male-female pair of types is calculated over the

44 scale items, and each couple is assigned this psychographic distance according

to their types.

Euclidean Distances over 44 Questionnaire Items

Traditionalists–Jetsetters 4.02 Materialists–Pragmatists 1.89

Traditionalists–Self-Centered 3.30 Dreamers–Reflexives 1.79

Traditionalists–Reflexives 3.20 Traditionalists–Passives 1.59

Materialists–Jetsetters 3.08 Materialists–Passives 1.50

Traditionalists–Pragmatists 2.91 Dreamers–Self-Centered 1.48

Materialists–Reflexives 2.80 Sophisticates–Reflexives 1.46

Dreamers–Passives 2.76 Dreamers–Pragmatists 1.34

Sophisticates–Passives 2.65 Sophisticates–Jetsetters 1.26

Mommies–Self-Centered 2.32 Mommies–Pragmatists 1.21

Dreamers–Jetsetters 2.00 Sophisticates–Pragmatists 1.19

Sophisticates–Self-Centered 2.00 Mommies–Reflexives 1.16

Mommies–Jetsetters 1.97 Materialists–Self-Centered 1.02

Mommies–Passives 1.89

As an aid in visualizing the structure and the separation, below is a dimensionally

reduced plot (using Multidimensional Scaling) of the ten types based on 29 of the

items explaining 75% of the variance. The two resulting dimensions provide a rough

overview of the attitudinal profiles of individual psychotypes.

Dimension 1 Dimension 2

13 items related to environmentalism,

spirituality, egalitarianism in family

roles, sensation-seeking and

image-consciousness

16 items related to materialism,

consumerism, individualism, pessimism

and impulsiveness (all reverse-coded

except for pessimism)
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Note: Feminine psychotypes, grey circles. Masculine psychotypes, black circles.

Appendix B: Group Detection in Study 2

Sample Matrix Mh,r,k

Note: ISVi,j,r,k values in the off-diagonal. Values on the diagonal are ‘‘1’’ if the individual
was watching any number of minutes and ‘‘0’’ otherwise.
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On the sample of 51,561 intervals-households-days, as many matrices were built

containing ISV values for the 1 to 28 dyads possibly formed by the 2 to 8 viewers in

each of the intervals-household-day were built. These matrices were called Mh,r,k

(subscripts i, household; r, interval; k, dyad). The pattern of ones and zeroes in

Mh,r,k is illustrated in the figure on the previous page. In this hypothetical example

it is easy to see that individuals 1, 2 and 4 form a group of 3; individuals 5

and 7 form a dyad; and, individual 3 is watching alone. Such intuitive process of

group detection was formalized as a computational algorithm. Finally, the average

individual viewership and total number of channels by group for each interval-

household-day was calculated.
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