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ABSTRACT

The following paper is dedicated to the relationship between television content and the viewers who watch it. In some ways, choosing a programme to watch on the television is no different to choosing a meal at a restaurant: one evaluates what he or she wants, what they need, what options they have and what they expect each one of them will provide us with. The research draws from the conceptual framework of the “uses and gratifications” theory and applies it in the context of media and television studies. The main question at hand is “How does the genre of a TV programme affect the uses sought and the gratifications obtained by viewers?”.  
Two methods were used in the research: an online questionnaire which yielded 390 responses from 44 countries, and 3 focus groups with a total of 11 participants, from 10 countries. Watching TV content included not only watching it in real time but also other popular ways of watching programmes such as on a mobile device, downloading or streaming it. 
The results confirmed the prediction that the reported uses and gratifications differ with genre, yet there was little variation: only two (entertainment and information) of the 6 uses, and also two (learning about the world and emotional release) of the 5 gratifications were the most frequent choice for a genre. Focus groups brought up the issue surrounding eating whilst watching, they also criticised TV for its content filtering process but praised it for its entertainment value. 
Concluding, the hypothesis was confirmed that uses and gratifications differ, depending on genre of programming but it was also the case that the most popular results were not very diverse. Predictions for the future of television programming include merging of genres as a successful strategy.


Keywords: television, uses and gratifications theory, genres, entertainment, information
1. Introduction

The following research can be summarised in a single quote:

‘‘Ask not what media do to people, but ask what people do with media’’ (Blumler & Katz, 1974)
 
Television has been the source of fruitful research since its inception. Both admirers and critics of this technology have had the chance to voice their opinions, and practically every angle has been inspected. The focus of this research is motivation in the context of television, and ultimately answering the question, what is it about a programme that makes us want to watch it? It looks deceptively simple but in truth, answering this question may shed light on questions about human psychology, rewards, motivation, addiction, social interaction, advertisement and business, TV production, technology and science. 

This research will be carrying on the works of Maslow (1970), Rubin (1977, 1977, 1981, 1983), McQuail (1984), Katz, Blumler and Gurevitch (1973) who have been among the most influential figures in the field of television and uses and gratifications. These informative but, having been written in the 1980’s, they are missing the last two or three decades of rapid technological evolution and cultural globalisation. More recent articles, such as those by Barton (2009) and Papacharissi and Mendelsohn (2007), have turned their head towards uses and gratifications from new media and the internet, or they only focus on one genre- reality TV. Thus there appears to be a gap for research on television in the 21st century. The rise of new television formats, including but not limited to reality TV, contest shows, Design Your Own Life programming (DYOL), give a reason to think that this gap in research is worth studying.  Changes in media are driven from two separate sources: one, just mentioned, is the technological side, and the other is the cultural side. Culture is the result of human interaction and movement, and technology has sped up the process of cultural exchange; while scholars struggle to agree on a singular definition, that is largely what globalisation is about. Diana Crane (2002) talks about globalisation as a process of negotiation of identity, where countries attempt to preserve, position, or project their cultures in global space.” (Crane, 2002, p. 4), while Appadurai (1996, p.33) introduces the concept of 5 landscapes which shape cultural exchange: ethnoscapes, technoscapes, financescapes, mediascapes and ideoscapes. Globalisation means that content can be accessed more easily from around the planet, but it also means that content itself is prone to adjustments and influences from around the globe. This is the second reason why this following research may be interesting: namely, our values, morals and interests are embedded in our choice of what to watch- some will choose sports, others reality TV, and some- news. Why we enjoy them is the study of this research and until this moment, much has been found on media uses and gratifications but where research is lacking, is research into uses and gratifications from individual genres of TV programmes. This is perhaps another gap in literature this research will humbly attempt to add to. Following an understanding of that, one can attempt an educated guess of the near future of television programming, which is the secondary research question.

Two methods were used to research the topic: an online questionnaire and focus groups. The former generated nearly 400 responses from 44 nationalities, spanning 6 continents. The latter was a somewhat more humble method in terms of quantity, there were three focus groups. However, it added disproportionately to its smaller scale, revealing many curious observations. The methods answered the main question adequately, confirming the hypothesis that there are different uses sought and gratifications obtained from each genre of television, yet these were not as diverse as expected. 

Focus groups gave some further explanation on the topic. Members admitted to enjoying TV content, some went as far as describing it as “addictive”. It became clear that television was an important part of their lives, for some it helped them fall asleep, for some it was simply a pill against boredom, but for all it was a frequent garnish to their meals. Issues were raised about health, food and television. As prominent as television was in their lives, members of the focus groups were also heavily critical of the process of filtering content. They also felt that some television programmes had political agenda or that television made viewers behave anti-socially.

Ultimately, the topic is worth researching because it can explain programming preferences in terms of psychology. Knowing what one watches and why can prove advantageous for the TV industry, reducing risks when dealing with new markets and new formats.  It can also provide viewers with better options and more options. Perhaps counter-intuitively, narrowing down the effective components of a TV programme can lead to a more varied content, rather than more narrow programming. The logic behind such a suggestion is that these successful components which help us enjoy a show can be incorporated into all sorts of programmes and shows, which can retain their originality whilst being more popular. In fact, a personal hope is that that TV channels will include more documentaries and educational programming and perhaps research in this area can help popularise them. This following research is a very small step towards a more comprehensive programming.




















2. Literature Review

2. 1. Television and popular culture
The very first issue that comes up when studying audience and the media is attention. Research has been done to show that, while sometimes viewers watch attentively and receive the media messages readily, other times that is not the case, it may simply act as a part of the background atmosphere while they perform other activities (Ruggiero, 2009, p.9). This statement is less true of newspapers and, more recently, the internet, because these are media which demand activity, it is very difficult to be browsing online if one is not paying attention and typing words into the Google search bar, for example. There are fundamental differences between the very structure of different media, where media can mean but is not confined to television, radio, print, or internet, advertising billboards, telephones or mobiles. The structural differences affect how the media message is received by the audiences, which inevitably evokes Marshall McLuhan’s trademark idea that “the medium is the message” (McLuhan, 1964). 

Webster & Wakshlag (1983), on the other hand, emphasise the importance of scheduling on the media message over the type of medium itself. Perhaps a little outdated on the side of technology, but the study compensates by bringing to light some preconceptions which are later tested. For example, we may often think that audiences are fully aware of the options they can choose from, when deciding what programme to watch. Thus, one may be likely to watch a show they know of or that is easily available, rather than go to lengths to look for a particular kind of programme. Paradoxically maybe, but at the time of publication, there was less choice yet it was also more difficult to go that extra mile and finding out about new programmes. In the new millennium, increased global access to the Internet means that content is uploaded, and then downloaded, constantly and from a global audience, yet sometimes it is as simple as typing in keywords in a search bar, and a programme  which fits the description is readily available. 

Yet another aspect of the relationship between television and audiences was discussed by Rubin (1981). His research tied audience’s involvement with a programme and how strongly they identify with the reasons for watching the programme. Involvement with programme included time one spent watching it, their affinity to the programme and how much they enjoyed it, how real they considered it to be, how important it was to watch it and how much the medium on which it is transmitted was a part of their connection to the programme (e.g. there may be different audiences for soap operas on the radio and on the television). The argument was that, the stronger the connection was between a viewer and a TV programme of their choice, the stronger they identified with the reasons why they watched it (for entertainment, or for educational purposes, or for relaxation). Put in simple terms, to a person who watches the news every day because they want to be constantly informed, knowledge of current affairs is important to their personality. According to Rubin, knowledge was more important to this person than it would be to a person whose favourite programme was an entertaining one, a game show, for example. Thus, media content was directly related to an individual’s reasons for consuming this media content in the first place. Greenberg (1974) and Rubin (1977, 1979) found a positive correlation between the time one spent watching television and how strongly they identified with their motivations for watching television. In other words, those who watch TV more often or for longer periods of time also often felt that the use they had of watching TV was important to them. For those who watch TV less, the motivations for watching play less of a role. Rubin’s (1979) hypothesises that there is a positive correlation between pass-time and companionship viewing motivations, and comic content; secondly, news and pass-time motivation are bound by a negative correlation. 

TV has been relying on targeting since its inception, where the assumption is that depending on certain demographics, audiences’ interests and media-related behaviour will differ. Rubin (1977, 1979, and 1981) cited age as one such common predictor of behaviour; another could be gender, ethnicity, financial affluence. The following famous paper made the case for the impact of education on media choices.

However, we’re moving on from media content onto the implications for audiences and society caused by the structural differences from medium to medium. A natural stop would be Robert Putnam, who famously discussed the role of television in the decline of social capital (1995). Television has been a source of endless entertainment for families as well as individuals. However, the social process around watching television hasn’t always been the same. Putnam (1995) is concerned that television is majorly responsible for the decline of social capital. In his research, he claims that the medium itself, not the content on the screen, is responsible for a shift from the group towards the individual. Audiences perform largely the same tasks on a daily basis, but the process has changed. His example is that of bowling: it’s not so much that people go bowling less often but they go alone, rather than in groups or organisations. His study is compelling even if one dismisses the central hypothesis that television is responsible for the erosion of social capital and diverts towards Putnam’s other explanations of the destructive effect of visual media, and he offers many: suburbanisation, the movement of women into the paid labour force, the higher divorce rates and changing family values, the disillusionment with politics and public life (the Vietnam war, the Watergate scandal), the rise of civil rights, and finally the impacts of the technological revolution and the wide use of television in particular. (Putnam, 1995, p. 667) Even as he accepts the complexity of American society and the particularly turbulent second half of the 20th century, the results make a strong case for the culpability of television. There is a positive correlation between group memberships and education levels, and group memberships and newspaper readership. On the other hand, there is a negative correlation between group membership and education levels, and group membership and television viewing. In other words, people with higher level of education were significantly more likely to watch less television and read more newspapers, they also were more likely to be members of a group or organisation, rather than spend their free time by themselves.

2.2. The uses and gratifications theory

The central concept of this thesis is the uses and gratifications theory, which as the name suggests, focuses on explaining what media stimuli spectators respond to, what they seek to gain and what they actually obtain from watching television. It is appealing that the uses and gratifications theory is multidisciplinary: psychology, cultural studies, statistics, mass communications studies, marketing, business and industry knowledge are all parts of the concept. 

Key names in the field are Herzog, Maslow, McQuail and Blumler. Their ideas on the uses of the different media outlets and the reasons behind it are pivotal to this topic, as they have set a firm ground for research in this area. 

Most of the cornerstone works on the theory of uses and gratifications of television and media were done in the 1970’s and 1980’s. The efforts of Katz, Blumler and Gurevitch (1973), Bantz (1982), Palmgreen and Rayburn (1979), Rubin and Perse (1987), to mention but a few, laid a strong foundation for a theory which has been very valuable in the media industry. The reason why it is considered so important is because it attempts to get to the very core: how do televised media affect us as viewers, and why? Uses and gratifications is the reason behind the programme scheduling, advertisements, even genres of television. One would have to go very far to find an aspect of television, perhaps even media in general, which does not bear a connection to uses and gratifications theory. Its wide applicability is only but one reason why this particular paper is concerned with uses and gratifications of TV programmes. 

Some of the more recent works in the field of uses and gratifications focused on reality television- a genre which has become increasingly popular and widespread since the beginning of the new millennium. In two similar studies Barton (2009) and Papacharissi & Mendelson (2007) discuss how the perceived reality of such programmes affects what viewers get out of watching shows like The Swan or Big Brother. Additionally, because of the uses and gratifications theory, advertisers have been better able to figure out how audiences behave during commercial breaks on DVR (Thomas, 2011). For example, the research looks at how often viewers fast-forward the advertisements, which adverts do they fast-forward through (and which they leave on), and whether fast-forwarding through commercials even reduces the effectiveness of the media message, as it would be expected. Another contribution of the uses and gratifications theory has brought knowledge of what type of television viewers there are, based on the frequency of viewing and devotion to a particular genre or programme (Weimann, Brosius and Wober, 1992)

The process of uses and gratifications of television happens on a time continuum which involves the time before watching the programme, during and the time after one has watched it. What this means is that audiences have a particular motivation which drives them to pick one programme over another, e.g. they want to be entertained or informed, or simply relax and detach themselves from the lived reality to an alternative, on-screen reality. Furthermore, this motivation comes from them seeking particular gratifications, which are not the same thing as motivations. A motivation, or the use, is what they want to get out of watching a particular TV show: they want to be entertained, informed, etc. The gratifications which they obtain are, ultimately, the psychological needs which the programme fulfils. The following paragraphs will focus on the specific case of uses for television viewers. Afterward will follow a section dedicated to the potential gratifications from television.

2.2.1. Uses sought in watching TV

Stanford conducted a study with students in 1984. They reported watching television for four reasons: surveillance, entertainment, voyeurism and companionship.  Nearly 30 years after students told Stanford that surveillance and voyeurism are important to them when watching television, we are able to observe the rapid paces at which reality programmes have become popular in Western culture. In this respect, it is striking that her study contained a concealed prediction of what programmes will be on the rise next. The overlap between the uses that students sought in 1984 and reality shows that television producers created, is significant for two reasons. The first reason is purely methodological: with the benefit of hindsight, one can infer that Stanford’s sample size and method were appropriate and were indeed successful in finding out what audiences are looking for. Secondly, it is the ambition of this current paper to analyse the results in light of a question yet unmentioned: bearing in mind what audiences report to be important to them when watching television, what predictions can we make about programme content in the near future?  

A different study, by Lichenstein & Rosenfeld (1983), received similar responses on the uses sought when watching a programme on TV: entertainment, information and relaxation/ escapism. Clearly, the accent of this list is different. There is no mention of the two categories which we can nowadays associate with the emergence of the popular genre of reality: “voyeurism” and “surveillance”. In fact, three of the four categories are different to Stanford’s, with “entertainment” being the only meeting point. The two proposed lists, one by Stanford (1984) and the other by Lichenstein and Rosenfeld (1983), should be combined and remodelled to comprise a new, more comprehensive list, which would include an improved list of the possible reasons why one chooses to watch a particular programme and what they may expect to get out of watching it.
It is surprising that “information” does not exist for Stanford, yet upon closer inspection, the function he described as “surveillance” may perform the same functions: a viewer wants to be informed and to do so, they keep current events under surveillance. This explanation may be useful to distinguish between surveillance and voyeurism.  
“Relaxation” and “escapism” are two motivations for watching TV programmes are presented by Lichenstein & Rosenfeld as too semantically similar to be given separate categories, so they are combined in one option. However, Rubin (1981), who is one of the names most quoted in the field of uses and gratifications, has come up with a list of 9 clusters, where “escape” figures as a separate category to “relaxation”. Additionally, there is also a cluster for “pass time/out of habit”, which was a category unmentioned by the above-mentioned two researches. With regards to the present research, it was a challenge to decide which of these terms belong together, if any, and how the time elapsed since the articles were published may have affected the meaning and importance of the terms. “Escape” and “relaxation” appear closely related, but taking a step back and returning to the rest of the options, so do “relaxation” and “entertainment”. It was decided that a battle of semantics was ultimately more subjective than empirical, thus categories were left largely as they were initially presented by the original researchers in the field. Thus, three separate categories remained, “relaxation”, “pass time/out of habit” and “entertainment”. Rubin’s nine categories (1981) carry resemblance with those used in the research of Stanford and Lichenstein & Rosenfeld, while it adds to them as well. The categories are: pass time/habit, companionship, arousal, programme content, entertainment, relaxation, escape, information, social interaction (Rubin, 1981, p. 147). It was felt that the presence of both “companionship” and “social interaction” was unnecessary as one rendered the other obsolete. Secondly, it seemed feasible that “programme content” ultimately is the reason why one chooses to watch the programme, but the issue at hand is what various programmes have to offer, thus the content itself is hardly a use for watching a programme, it is a tool instead: each programme offers a cocktail of content which speaks to the audience, and the ingredients of this cocktail are equal to the uses for watching a programme. 
Arousal was not mentioned by the previous two studies as a reason for watching television programmes. For purposes of clarity, the term was substituted with thrill-seeking, as the subsequent rise of the erotic genre in the years after the papers were published may present an ambiguous understanding, and the erotic and pornographic programming has been disregarded in the present study. More on the list of genres which will be studied by this research can be found in Chapter 2.3. 
All three articles agree on the importance of “entertainment”, it is in fact the single item they all list. Two of the articles (Lichenstein & Rosenfeld, 1983; Rubin, 1981) also side on information, relaxation and escapism. Thrill-seeking (originally, “arousal”) and “pass time/habit” may only be discussed by one of the three articles, but these are two categories which seem to apply to modern day television and will be part of the list of options for respondents to choose from. 
The value of “companionship” is appreciated by two of the three articles, and it will also be an option for uses of watching television. As explained above, social interaction was considered to perform largely the same function and will not be considered a separate category. Thus, the final list of options for the uses of watching television stands: 
relaxation 
information
entertainment
pass time/habit
companionship
thrill seeking
2.2.2. Gratifications obtained by watching TV

Herta Herzog (1944) who was one of the pioneers of the uses and gratifications theory, saw three gratifications for radio listeners: advice, emotional release and wishful thinking. Herzog’s theory was written specifically about radio listeners, and unsurprisingly so, given that TV was not a common household item until the 1950’s. However, it is not impossible that these gratifications apply when talking about television audiences, and they will also be added to the methodology of this work. A combination between the gratifications she lists and those outlined by Maslow will be used in an online survey testing respondents’ attitudes and behaviours regarding television.

Abraham Maslow famously explained motivation by sub-categorising human needs into a theoretical pyramid. On the bottom, the most important for human survival he puts physiological needs like food and sleep (1970, p. 15). Safety needs (1970, p.18), like shelter, take the second level and are already tangibly more complex as they involve non-material items and presuppose an understanding of concepts like protection, security, fear, freedom, law. Moving up the ladder, we find a confirmation that humans are social creatures as much as any other animal in Belongingness and love needs (1970, p. 20). Esteem needs (1970, p. 21) and Self-actualisation need (p. 22), however, is where humans distinguish themselves from other animals. The reason is that no other animal, as far as science has proven so far, is aware of its own existence, and in order to fulfil these two needs, even as their names suggest, self-awareness is crucial. Cognitively speaking, there are also Aesthetic needs (1970, p. 25) and Need to know and understand (1970, p. 23). Maslow's breakdown of the human condition is a human reductionist because it assumes that in a particular situation, all people will react in the same manner, and the simplicity and conviction with which he expresses his opinion are contagious to the extent that this categorisation will be used when structuring the methodology for this thesis. 
It was felt that neither Herzog nor Maslow’s categorisations alone would be enough when creating a survey about uses and gratifications from television. Firstly, as it was already explained, Herzog (1944) spoke about uses and gratifications that listeners get from the radio, and it cannot be assumed that they would be identical to what television viewers feel. To a certain extent, however, it was possible that there were similarities, because both radio and television are interactive media where audiences can communicate their reactions to the producers of the media content. In fact, many programmes on television and majority if not all on radio are based on the premise of audiences calling the studio and contributing to the programme. For the purposes of this research, this is a major similarity between radio and television and perhaps some of the gratifications obtained are indeed transferable from medium to medium. Specifically, the three gratifications which Herzog names for radio listeners, “advice”, “wishful thinking” and “emotional release” actually applied to radio soap operas in particular, not radio in general. Having contextualised these gratifications, it is even easier to see how they apply to television programmes, and in particular programmes where the content is similar to soap operas, e.g. dramas, films and sitcoms played by TV channels.
Maslow’s understanding of gratifications was grounded more in psychology rather than specifically written about television, and while this may have obvious shortcomings in that it is not topical, it has the advantage of not being confined by preconceptions or expectations strictly about media. Safety needs and physiological needs are too basic for the purposes of the current research because, while they apply to every human, they do not have any direct link to television consumption. This isn’t the case with the needs which are higher up in the hierarchy. The need to be recognised as a member of a community is perhaps most obviously met when one watches a football game of their local or national team, identifying with one geographically based community and distancing ourselves from another. Finally, the need for self-actualisation and self-esteem need meet their audience in talent shows, both on screen and in the living room of the spectators: talent shows are as successful as they are because many people feel they would like to be singers (for example) and they can realise their potential by taking a chance on these shows. On the other side of the screen are spectators who sometimes are fulfilling their voyeuristic desire to see ordinary people fail at singing on national television, which in turn would address their self-esteem need, as they compare themselves to the contestant on TV and taking pride in the fact that, ultimately, it isn’t them who is failing in front of an audience. In other cases, spectators are home are living out their own fantasy of becoming a famous singer, via proxy, by imagining they are in the place of the contestant. 
The reason why Herzog and Maslow were discussed in such length in the above paragraphs is because their understanding of the potential gratifications that viewers obtain from watching television (and listening to radio) will be the stepping stone for this research’s methodology. The main method of empirical testing will be a survey, which will ask respondents for their opinions and experiences with television programmes (see 3. Methodology). Some questions will ask for the uses sought when watching television and the list of finalised categories was discussed in the previous section. A second set of questions will ask how watching television makes the respondents feel, in other words what gratifications they obtain. They will be provided with options and the reasoning for the options will be laid out in the following sentences. 
It was considered best to create a mixture of both researches. Thus, two of the original three gratifications of listening to radio soap operas (Herzog, 1944) will be featured. Emotional release and advice seeking are original gratifications, unmentioned by Maslow, and thus had to be included in the list. Wishful thinking appeared similar to Maslow’s self-actualisation and esteem needs, and these two separate terms were chosen instead of the single term for their clearer wording and their slightly different function. Finally, the fifth item was the need for belonging, which was not mentioned by Herzog. Thus, the list of options for gratifications from watching television reads: 
emotional release
seeking advice
self-actualisation
improving self-esteem
need for belonging
How these were further customised for the purposes of the survey can be found in chapter 3. Methodology. 

2.3. Defining terminology: what genres of TV are there? 

Television has been popular since its inception: practically, at this moment, every household in most areas of the world owns at least one TV set, the internet is occupied with many websites dedicated to providing a platform for streaming TV shows and movies, academics have been researching the field from every possible perspective. However, amongst all the accumulated knowledge about television, there is no universally agreed on list of television genres. 

This paper relies heavily on own research. The main method was an online survey, asking about audience’s opinions and behaviours with regards to television. Secondly, focus groups were conducted to discuss in a polemic manner the results of the online survey.TV genres were essential for both of these methods, which is why this chapter focuses on designing such a list. 
Academic articles which research the topic of television come up with similar yet not unanimous lists of genres of television. Rubin (1981, p. 154) listed the following ten categories: children’s TV, comedy, adventure/drama, games, movies, news, daytime serials, sports, talk/interview, music/variety. A similar, yet shorter list, with only 6 genres, is “comedy/variety, mystery, news/information, sports, movies, drama/soaps” (Stanford, 1984, p.527) Yet a different classification by Weimann, Brosius and Wober (1992, p. 496) included “drama, cinema films, light entertainment, music and arts, news and current affairs, hobbies, leisure, documentaries and features, religious programmes, sports and children’s programmes.” Websites which offer platforms for streaming TV content were even more elaborate in distinguishing between genres, often providing tens of genres which online users can choose a programme from. 

What quickly became apparent was that, when constructing the list of genres which would be used in the present research, one must begin with those genres which were agreed on by the other lists. The rest of the list would be an adaptation of a negotiated combination of the lists. 

Commonly present were 4 genres: news, sports, movies/films, drama. These were mentioned in each of the articles, by the same name. While the news offer information on a variety of topics, they appear to be heavily focused on politics, current affairs and business (including stock exchange information and economics). This is why the category “news” will be combined with “business and politics”. “Soap operas”, much like “drama”  have a heavy focus on emotions and dramatisation of reality, which is why they will feature in the same category, as proposed by Stanford (1984). “Comedy” was a term generally agreed on, though it was called “entertainment” in Weimann, Brosius and Wober (1992). In any case, “comedy” will be included in the list, though will be replaced by the term “sitcom”, the common abbreviation for “situation comedy”. 

It became more complicated, when attempting to proceed with the list. Two of the three articles mention “children’s TV”, and after certain consideration, it was decided that this genre will be included because the topic of research allowed for a very wide sample, including children. The only limitation was that respondents must watch TV content (regardless of how they watched it), and the one thing that researchers in the field of children and the media agree on is that, in the past decade, children’s use of media has been growing exponentially: they use more types of media, more often, for longer periods of time, as shown by the works of Livingstone & Helsper (2008), Nikken & Jansz (2006) and Rideout, Foehr & Roberts (2010). “Documentary” was only mentioned by one of the three articles, perhaps because it is a genre which has become more popular in the years after the publication of the sources, the most recent one having been written 20 years ago. This is, in fact, a limitation of the available sources, which will be discussed later in this chapter. “Music” is mentioned by both Weimann et al (1992) and Rubin (1981) but it will not figure in the list of genres discussed further, as its content is primarily auditory and not visual, and television is largely a visual medium. In fact, many of the classifications of Weimann et al .(1992) are somewhat vague, namely “leisure”, “hobbies”, “light entertainment”, and will be excluded altogether. They do, however, bring up a valid suggestion, which could have been easily omitted, i.e. “religious television”, which will be included in the list. Here is the time to acknowledge that the list is not only aimed to include mainstream choices of TV genres, what is important is that the list be comprehensive and offer respondents all possible choices of TV genres. Thus, while religious television and children’s programmes may not get many ticks in the online survey, they are a part of the list because there may  be respondents who watch these programmes. 

Reality TV has been a phenomenon of the 2000’s and, while none of the above three articles were written at a time when such genre was relevant, more recent studies (Barton, 2009) (Papacharissi & Mendelson, 2007) have focused entirely on uses and gratifications of the reality format. What such programmes include is contest shows such as American Idol, Survivor, Big Brother, The Apprentice, as well as makeover shows like The Swan, What not to wear, Supersize vs. Superskinny. Finally, talk shows, mentioned by Rubin (1981), will be included on the list. Panel shows have similar humorous, entertaining content, often including celebrity guests too, which is why the two categories will exists as one. Popular examples are Oprah, The Ellen DeGeneres show, Have I got news for you, The Late Show with David Letterman, Nevermind the Buzzcocks. 

The list purposefully does not include any form of adult television or erotica. The first reason is because these genres were never discussed in any previous literature encountered so far, on the topic of uses and gratifications or elsewhere. Secondly, it is considered that, while these genres are certainly a part of television worth researching, uses and gratifications of erotica are not the question of this research.

Thus, the finalised list includes ten (10) television genres. This list will be used widely throughout the research process, most critically in the online questionnaire. The list is:
News/business and politics
Drama/Soap operas
Sitcoms
Movies/films
Sports
Documentaries
Reality TV
Talk shows/Panel shows
Children’s TV
Religious TV

2.4. Research Question

This research is concerned with the relationship between viewers and television content in terms of choice: what do viewers seek to watch and what do they get in return? Understanding this means that there will be an understanding of an important part of what drives people on a daily basis. It does not feel like too strong a statement because how we decide to spend our leisure time can be a powerful statement about the individual, but as the individual cannot exist outside a cultural environment, it can be an indication of trends in a group or society too. 

The research will focus on examining what viewers expect to get from each genre and what they enjoy about it. 

RQ 1: How does the genre of a television programme affect the uses sought and gratifications obtained by viewers?

The research question is the result from an understanding that “certain shows provide viewers [w]hat is not provided through other types of programming” (Barton , 2009, p. 462)

It is hypothesised that, depending on the genre, different uses and gratifications will be more prominent than others. This research question builds up on the work of Stanford (1984), who examines the relationship specifically of the viewer’s favourite genre on uses and gratifications. The present study differs from Stanford’s in two key aspects. Firstly, here the attempt is to obtain reports on viewers’ uses and gratifications for a range of genres, rather than only their favourite one. Secondly, it comes nearly 30 years later, when television has changed drastically regarding both content and technology. 


















3. Methodology

This paper uses two methods in answering the research questions. These are an online questionnaire and focus groups. Each will be discussed in a separate subchapter.

3.1. Questionnaire

3.1.1. Questionnaire Content

It was decided that the core method for researching the topic would be an online survey. The reasons for the decision were two-fold. Firstly, internet has been reaching increasingly more corners of the world, and more diverse ones too- it is no longer a prerogative of those living in the developed countries. Its wide reach as well as its instantaneity was expected to contribute to the successful distribution of the survey. 
Secondly, a quantitative approach was preferred to a qualitative one because it is systematic and it would allow for trends to emerge in a large sample size, data would be comparable and generalisable. 
The questionnaire was constructed on and hosted by the online website www.qualtrics.com. It had a total of 42 questions, including 6 demographic questions. Out of the remaining 36 core questions, 10 were open-ended and they were optional, all the rest were mandatory and had multiple-choice options. 

The questionnaire was divided into five sections, each on a separate page.
The first section inquired about the respondent’s general experience of and attitude towards television viewing, it consisted of four questions and the intention was to acquire an overview of viewers’ behaviour. It was specified that viewing television programmes was not confined to watching them via a television set in real time, but in fact watching a TV programme included: 

“real-time television, digital video recorder (TiVo, Sky), online streaming, watching on a mobile device, downloading content, etc. and it includes any programmes/shows which have been broadcast on any TV channel, globally, at any point in time. Please DO NOT include any content which was not created for television, e.g. user-created content on YouTube.”

In section one, two questions referred to the frequency of watching TV programmes: firstly, an estimate of the average number of hours per day one spends watching, and then follow-up question asked about the average number of days in a week one watched TV programmes. Then respondents were asked to select all genres of TV they had ever watched and to pick one as their preferred genre. An open-ended option was given at the end of questions 3 and 4, where respondents could indicate an additional genre of television, if there was any not already included in the questionnaire, which they had watched or was their favourite genre. 
Uses of watching television were discussed in Section 2. There were six possible answers and respondents were asked to pick their primary reason for watching each genre. The six options were, as explained in Chapter 2.2.1, as follows: relaxation, entertainment, information, pass-time/out of habit, companionship and thrill-seeking. The question was asked about each genre, (see Chapter 2.3), thus there were 11 questions in section two: 10 for the genres already indicated and the additional optional one.

Section three also contained 11 questions, one about each genre, and one for the additional optional genre, but inquired about the respondent’s gratifications from watching TV programmes. Again, these were single- answer questions. (Options discussed in 2.2.2). 

While the questionnaire had 42 questions, a respondent would not necessarily be presented with all of them. The number of questions they would be asked to answer depended on their answer to question 3: “Which of the following genres of television programmes have you ever watched?”. The software allowed for questions to be selectively displayed, and only if the respondent had indicated that they had seen the genre before, would they be presented with questions about their uses and gratifications from watching the genre in sections 2 and 3. 

Section four consisted of 10 open-ended, optional questions. They asked for any additional opinions and experiences that respondents may have about each genre. There was a question for each genre, not including the additional, optional, genre that respondents were allowed to discuss in the previous sections. It was considered that having these open-ended questions optional would be preferable because it would be unlikely that all respondents have additional comments. Secondly, it was estimated that allowing them to skip these more difficult questions would help response rates. Unlike the previous sections, the additional option was excluded from section 4. The reason was that only the original ten genres were the topic of discussion. However, the selective display of questions was disabled, so all ten appeared in front of each respondent, even if they had never watched the genre. This was a conscious choice based on the desire to allow for comments and opinions from all respondents, yet without obligation on their part to do so.

The last section involved demographic questions. There was six questions within the section. These standard questions are often encountered in surveys and it was estimated that results could then be cross-referenced with the age, gender, nationality, ethnic background, education level and current employment status. All six questions were mandatory but there was a “I would rather not say” option in terms of ethnicity. When asking for a person’s gender, there was an option “transgender”. All questions allowed for a single answer. 


3.1.2. Questionnaire execution

Various channels were used to distribute the questionnaire. As discussed, the questionnaire was only available online for reasons of convenience and popularity, and the following paragraphs will illustrate why this was an appropriate choice. It is important to note that while a number of channels were used in order to get more respondents, it is not known how many responses each method has contributed. 

Social networks

The primary channel through which the survey was distributed, were popular online networks. The two that were chosen were Facebook and Twitter. Their popularity and ease of use during the time of research were among the most important reasons for their selection; just as importantly, these social networks were popular internationally. 
The questionnaire was posted on the researcher’s Facebook wall, thus visible to everyone in their friends’ list. It was re-posted once a week, with the intention that the frequent, yet not daily exposure to the survey would attract the attention and in time, it would be noticed by the majority, or even all, members of the friends list. The message accompanying the post invited volunteers to answer it in their own time, informing that it would not take over 10 minutes. It also asked that the questionnaire was re-posted by those willing, on their own walls, thus increasing the visibility to a wider range of contacts. This method is likely to have brought the highest number of respondents because of the high number of comments and messages by people on the networking site confirming that they had filled out the survey or that they had forwarded it to others.
This method raises issues about anonymity. Anonymity is promised to respondents in the welcoming message they read upon opening the link to the survey, yet it appeared to be the case that a large section of the respondents are people personally known to the researcher. Yet, even so, it was the case that there is no way to know which response is given by whom, thus anonymity is preserved. This and other issues on the topic of sampling will be discussed in Chapter 5.
The questionnaire was also posted on another one of the top social networking websites- Twitter. A brief message containing the link for the survey and an explanation of the context was posted. Followers on the website were asked to Re-Tweet it (RT). The method which had lower chances of success but high returns was asking tweeters with many followers, such as celebrities, actors, presenters, etc. to Re-Tweet the link for the survey. It proved difficult to get these hubs, or celebrities, to pay the message forward, but the message was re-tweeted by two people. The response rate from it appeared to be much lower but consistency proved fruitful. Using Twitter, just like using Facebook, for distributing the link has one primary limitation: it relies upon the contacts of a simple person and are thus a filtered sample of the population, one highly-unlikely to be representative of education, gender or employment proportions in society. The shortcomings of this method will be discussed further in Chapter 5. 

Online forums

Registrations were created for three online forums which focused on discussing television content. The platforms were chosen by typing in the keywords “TV forum” into the search engine Google; the first three returns which provided forums in English were chosen. These were www.tvforum.co.uk, www.tv.com and www.digitalspy.co.uk. 
After the registration, the link was posted in discussion threads in each forum. A methodical approach was used: the link, along with a brief description of the topic of research, was posted in a thread about a TV show/programme representative of each of the 10 genres. Whenever that was not possible, which was the case for programmes with religious content, the genre was omitted. It is unknown how many responses this method returned as users of the forum did not indicate whether they had filled out the survey or not. However, statistics by the website revealed that on www.digitalspy.co.uk there were 453, 870 registered users, 1325 on www.tvforum.com, all of them being potential respondents. While statistics regarding the number of registered users appeared unavailable from the third website, there were over 6, 000, 000 posts by registered users. In Chapter 5 there will be a discussion of the discrepancy between the high potential number of respondents and the low response rate acquired. 

Universities

A number of universities were asked to co-operate with distributing the survey. 
Firstly, the University of Birmingham (www.birmingham.ac.uk ), the University of St. Andrews (www.st-andrews.ac.uk ) and Sussex University (www.sussex.ac.uk ) , all in the UK,  were targeted. What made them a convenient target was the researcher’s previous connections to these universities or their employees, where the previously built rapport was expected to give higher response rates. 
Secondly, all departments of Erasmus University Rotterdam (www.eur.nl ) were contacted with a request that the survey be forwarded to students and/or staff at the departments with a request to be filled out. The faculties whose departments were contacted were Erasmus School of Economics, Erasmus School of Law, Faculty of Social Sciences, Erasmus MC, Faculty of Philosophy, Erasmus School of History, Culture and Communication and the faculty for which the university is most famous- Rotterdam School of Management, Erasmus University.
The dean of school for the Institute for Media and Communication Research (IMCR) at Bournemouth University was contacted, Mr. Stephen Jukes, with a request for cooperation. He confirmed his desire to aid the research, indicating he would forward the link to member of his school. 
David Hesmondhalgh, Head of the Institute of Communications Studies at the University of Leeds in the UK was contacted. No response was received as to whether he was willing to aid the research. Members of the Media and Communication department at the University of Canterbury in New Zealand were contacted with request they distribute the survey to members of the department. Stanford University in the USA was contacted, asking to distribute the questionnaire. A response was never given as to whether they had or had not decided to co-operate.

Skype
The link for the survey was posted in the status bar on the Skype account of the researcher, with an accompanying message which was similar to the one posted in Facebook and Twitter networking websites. 
 
3.2. Focus groups

The second method which was used to answer the research question was conducting focus groups. They were chosen as an appropriate method with the intention that they would be a qualitative method which would dig deeper and give a more substantial understanding of the results of the online survey. The focus groups sought to explain these results; it was also interesting to hear the reasoning behind participants’ opinions, as well as their habits and expectations when watching TV content. 

3.2.1. Focus groups content

Focus groups were conducted using a semi-structured method: a general outline was created where each group was asked the same core questions but additional probing was just as important. 

Initially, there were 7 core questions, which created the structure for each focus group. Firstly, to set the tone of the discussion, respondents were asked to share their initial associations upon hearing the words “television” and “television programmes”. The question was purposefully vague so as to allow various viewpoints and interpretations. The answers that respondents would give, were expected to set the tone for the conversation, allowing them to steer it in any direction they found comfortable. 
Slowly, the topic of discussion would be narrowed down. 
The second question asked participants about a favourite TV programme or one which they currently enjoy the most; the third question, conversely, asked about programmes they would actively avoid watching. Probing was used, inquiring into why they felt this was the case, what they liked or disliked about the programmes and how these programmes made them feel. Questions 2 and 3 and the probing around them was with an intention to dig deeper and understand the uses and gratifications, albeit not using the same terms, that participants had for television. 
Question 4 asked about any viewing patterns participants may have observed- when they tend to watch television content, in what environment, with whom, whilst doing other things or as a sole activity, even what mood they are in when they watch. 
Question 5 discussed genres of TV content specifically, asking the opinion of participants on whether some genres were better than others, according to them. The question was specific to ask about genres rather than particular programmes because it could be argued that within any genre there can be exceptions, good or bad, but a genre is a large enough classification for an average viewer to make distinctions about. 
Finally, the last two questions asked participants to discuss, respectively, the positive and negative sides of the medium of television.

While probing during the first focus group, another question arose which, it was estimated, would be worth asking in the subsequent focus groups, even though it was not initially amongst the questions on the list. The question asked participants if ever, in their own personal experience, there were arguments which had arisen because of television. The question was kept vague intentionally, as such arguments may have been caused by various factors- either a dispute what programme should be watched, who has control over the TV remote, or even a discussion of the viewed content itself. 

Probing during an interview or a focus group is not an empirical method, thus an outline of how it was done during the focus groups for this research would be obsolete. However, additional questions were asked either to clarify what participants meant, to confirm that their contribution was understood correctly, or, and that was the case most often, to ask for further details about their opinion or experience. 

Sensitive issues, such as sexuality/religion/ethnicity were never brought up by the researcher, during the original core questions, nor the additional probing.

3.2.2. Focus groups execution

Three focus groups were conducted. Availability of respondents was an issue, a total of 11 people responded to the announcement for participants needed. Two groups had 4 participants, and the remaining three comprised the last focus group. In order to compensate participants for their efforts and time, all participants were entered in a prize draw. There were two prizes of 15 euros. Also, light refreshments were offered during the focus groups. 

They were explained the topic of the research and were allowed to ask questions. They were asked to sign consent forms, indicating that they agreed to participate in the experiment yet they could withdraw from the study without the need to give an explanation. 
Each of the three focus groups lasted around 30 minutes. Participants were informed that their contribution would be recorded digitally, so as to aid the researcher with subsequent analysis. Furthermore, notes were taken. 

All but one participants were students at the Erasmus University Rotterdam. 
The participants divided unevenly as far as gender: 3 men and 8 women took part. 

The youngest participant was 23 years old, the oldest was 28 years old. 

Participants came from 11 different countries: Cyprus, Romania, Bulgaria,  Poland, Serbia, Austria, Germany, the Netherlands, Ireland, Brazil and Peru. The focus groups were conducted in English, which they all spoke fluently but for all but one participant, English was a second language. 

As far as education, the groups were uniform- all but one student were working toward a Master’s degree, at the same university, the Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam. The one exception was a participant who was doing an internship in the Netherlands but they had already completed a Master’s degree in their home country.

Executing the focus groups demanded a delicate balance between asking the pre-formulated questions, probing in order to get either a clarification or more detailed answer, staying on topic and managing group dynamics by keeping every member active in the conversation. The last element was more difficult with the third focus group, as there were three participants, and often there was a discernible difference between the dominant member of the group and the other two. At other times, interference was necessary in order to keep the respondents from talking over each other, particularly in focus group 1. This was dealt with by politely reminding them to wait before they speak. Going off-topic was not an issue, only once was there the need to interrupt the flow of the conversation, a change of topic was introduced by asking the next question.


4. Results

4.1. Questionnaire

The content of the online survey was discussed in the previous chapter, and the final version of the questionnaire, in the form in which was distributed, can be found in Appendix 1. 
There were 393 respondents to the online survey. 36% were men, 63% women and 1% transgender. 
356 (91%) of respondents were white/Caucasian, 4 (1%) were Asian, 9 (2%) were mixed race. There was less than 1% (2) for both Hispanic and Native American, only 1 respondent was Afro-Caribbean. 
The oldest participant was born in 1938, and the youngest- in 2000. The majority of respondents were born in the decade between 1982-1992 (incl.), adding up to 70% of all respondents. 1988 was the year with the singular highest number of birth dates, with 15% (59).

Though the sample included a wide range of levels of education, it appeared that the education level of the sample was higher than average. 2% (8) had not finished high-school, which is explained by the 8 respondents who indicated they were born after 1994. 15%(58) had completed their secondary education, 13% (52) had some college education. For almost half, or 158(40%), a undergraduate degree was the highest level of education they had completed, this was also the median category. 24% (96) had obtained a Master’s degree, 4% (17) had graduated with a Doctoral, and 1% had a professional degree (MD, JD). Thus, 70% of all respondents had at least some university qualification. 

Respondents from 44 nationalities, spanning 6 continents, filled out the questionnaire. The distribution amongst the nationalities was not equal: 40% (159) were from Bulgaria, 29% (115) from the UK, nearly 4% (14) were German, 3% (12) from the USA, another 3%- from the Netherlands. The remaining 20% came from 39 other countries. (fig. 1)



Figure 1. Nationality of respondents. 
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Discussing the current employment status of the respondents, the two most prominent categories which they fell into were student and working full-time, with 44% (173) and 41% (161), respectively. 9% (34) worked part-time, 4% were on benefits due to unemployment. 1% (4) were retired and 0.5% (2) were on benefits due to a disability. 

Section 1

The first four questions of the survey asked the respondent about their average television consumption. The questions were purposefully general, as they sought to get an overview. The first two questions (represented in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3) asked the respondent how often in an average week they watched television (M=4.8 days a week, SD=2.2) and for how many hours (M=2,3 hours a day, SD=5.1). 
Questions 3 and 4 asked about their experience with genres of television content: which ones they had seen and which one was their favourite. 

Fig. 2. Number of days per week watching television programmes. 
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Fig. 3. Number of hours per day watching television programmes. 
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Question 3 in section one asked respondents to tick all genres they had ever watched. The reason for the question was mostly instrumental: depending on their answer, they would be redirected at a later stage of the questionnaire only to questions about genres they had indicated to have seen, and thus omit questions about programmes they had not seen. 
It was interesting that there was no genre that 100% of respondents had seen. The most popular one was movies with 89% (347 respondents), closely followed by 84% (327) for news broadcasts and political journalism. 80% (319) had seen documentaries and 75% (291) had seen sitcoms, 63% (245) had seen soap operas/dramas. Nearly 55% (218) had at some point seen talk shows/panel shows, 54% (216) had seen reality television, and only a percent less (211) had seen sports broadcasts, such as football, basketball, snooker. Just under half the respondents, 48% (189) had watched children’s programmes at some moment of their life, and only 4% (16) had seen religious television. There was an option “other”, where respondents were allowed to fill out any type of programme they felt was not covered by the above options. The most prominent answers for “other” were sci-fi, fantasy, music programming, adult movies, cooking shows. 
The last question from the first section which looked to understand the general habits of television viewing of the respondents asked about their favourite TV genre. Fig. 4 shows a pie chart of the answers of the 393 respondents. Sitcoms were the most popular answer, 26% picked it as a favourite genre of TV. The second place was taken by documentaries (20%) but closely followed by movies, which had 19% share. Drama and soap operas had 12%, news-8%. 

Fig. 4. Favourite genre of television programming. 
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Cross tabulations: favourite genre x time spent watching

Two cross tabulations were made (Appendix 2), favourite genre x number of hours per day spent watching, and favourite genre x number of days per week spent watching. For the former, the group with the highest frequency (30) watched 2 hours of TV in an average day, and their favourite genre was sitcoms. This result was particularly noteworthy because it was representative of both the mean hours per day spent watching, which were 2.3, and the most popular favourite genre. 
The second cross tabulation was favourite genre x number of days a week spent watching. The interaction with the highest number of respondents that belonged to it was not representative in the same way. Instead, the most number of people (43) watched television content 7 days in an average week. Their favourite genre was also sitcoms, which concurred with the most popular choice overall. (displayed in Figure 4). For further details, please refer to Appendix 2.

Section 2

The second part of the questionnaire asked respondents to indicate what their primary reasons are for watching  a TV programme, in other words the uses for watching. The results can be found in Fig. 5-14. Results show that there were two most popular uses of watching television: for entertainment (figures coloured red)  and for information (coloured blue). There were other two reasons for watching, that were also popular choices: for relaxation and for pass time/out of habit. Rarely did participants watch in order to find thrilling experience of for companionship. It is important to remember that the number of respondents for each of the genres differs, as it depends on how many of the respondents have previously encountered the genre. 

Fig. 5. Uses sought for news broadcasts and political journalism.
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Fig. 6. Uses for movies. 
[image: Image_18]

Fig. 7. Uses sought for sitcoms.
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Fig. 8. Uses sought for drama / soap operas. 
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Fig. 9. Uses sought for documentaries. 
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Fig. 10. Uses sought for sports.
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Fig 11. Uses sought for reality TV.
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Fig 12. Uses sought for talk shows/ panel shows.
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Fig. 13. Uses sought for children’s TV/animation.
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Fig. 14. Uses sought for religious TV. 
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Cross tabulations: gender x uses sought

Cross-tabulations were made between gender and uses sought for each genre (Appendix 3). There were 10 genres. For 9 of them, the most popular use sought was the same for men and for women, where the exception was religious programming. For religious programming, the use that women picked most often was “information” (4 out of 8 respondents). For men, there was a tie: 7 men responded, 2 watched to “pass time/out of habit”, and 2 watched for “entertainment”. The data on uses has been illustrated above, the most popular uses for each gender concurred with the most popular uses overall. As far as the second most popular use sought, there was agreement between men and women for 8 of the 10 genres. The two genres which had different second choice of use sought while watching were sports (companionship for women, a tie between “pass time/out of habit” and “thrill-seeking” for men) and religious programming (“pass time/out of habit” for women and “thrill-seeking” in men).



Section 3

Section three in the online questionnaire was the counterpart to section two. While the previous part asked respondents about their uses for watching a television programme, this section asked them what they get out of watching it, in other words the gratifications they obtain. Figures 15-24 represent the data visually.
As before, the number of respondents varies for each genre, but the respondents for each genre in this section are the same as those in section 2 of the questionnaire. For example, 330 people reported having watched documentaries, and the data in both Fig. 9 (Uses of watching documentaries) and Fig. 19 (Gratifications obtained from documentaries) comes from the same 330 people. 
Similarly to Section 2, there were two main gratifications viewers obtained from television: the programme gave them emotional release (visuals coloured in green) or it helped them learn about the world around them (visuals coloured in blue).

Fig. 15. Gratifications obtained from news broadcasts & political journalism. 
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Fig. 16. Gratifications obtained from movies. 
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Fig 17. Gratifications obtained from sitcoms.
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Fig. 18. Gratifications obtained from drama/ soap opera.
[image: Image_11]

Fig. 19. Gratifications obtained from documentaries. 
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Fig. 20. Gratifications obtained from sports. 
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Fig. 21. Gratifications obtained from reality TV. 
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Fig. 22. Gratifications obtained from talk shows/panel shows.
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Fig. 23. Gratifications obtained from watching children’s TV/ animation
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Fig. 24. Gratifications obtained from watching religious TV. 
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Cross tabulations: gender x gratifications obtained

In order to see interactions between gender and gratifications obtained, cross tabulations were generated. 
There were 10 genres, and for 9 of them there were the same gratifications obtained by men and women. Religious programming was the exception. For men, watching religious TV evoked a “sense of belonging”, while women felt they were “learning about the world” around them. The above figures have illustrated which gratification was the most popular choice for each genre, which was the same as the most popular gratification obtained by genders individually. 
The second most popular gratification was looked at as well. The choices were the same for both males and females for 4 genres. The 6 genres where genders differed were news and political journalism, sitcoms, documentaries, sports, programming for children and religious television. For news, the second most popular gratification for women was “sense of belonging/acceptance”(10), whereas males had a tie between “sense of belonging/acceptance” and “can help me when I need advice” (with 3 picks each). The second most popular gratification obtained was “acceptance” for women; for men it was a tie between three categories- “self-esteem”, “acceptance” and “learning about the world around me”(8 responses each). Documentary was another genre where male respondents had a tie for the second most popular gratification obtained, they received “emotional release” and better “self-esteem”; the latter was the second most popular choice in women too. The second most popular gratification from watching sports in men was receiving “a sense of belonging/acceptance” (21 respondents), for women it was “learning about the world around me” (33 respondents). The second most popular gratification from children’s programming and animation for men was “sense of belonging/acceptance”, for women it was “learning about the world”. Finally, religious programming was a different experience for men and women altogether. The primary gratification for men was “sense of belonging/acceptance”, the second most popular was “learning about the world”. For women, the most popular gratification was “learning about the world”, and the second most popular- “self-esteem”. 

Section 4

Section 4 was the only part of the survey which contained open-ended questions. It was surprising what a large number of respondents had volunteered to put in the effort and comment on their experiences with the 10 genres. 
The results from sections 2 and 3 were very similar to the overall results from these open-ended questions. However, there were also answers which were less expected. 

News (224 responses)

Most commonly, respondents watched news or political journalism because they “wanted to be informed” (70 people)and  “be up to date”(15), or a similar alternative. One respondent said that news helped them to “understand what people are talking about if it came up later in conversation”, for others it was “a daily habit”(7). Looking at the results from Sections 2 and 3 from the questionnaire, (shown in Figure 5 and Figure 15) the results concur with the explanations in Section 4. The two most common uses for news and political journalism were “information” and “out of habit”, and the two most common gratifications obtained from the genre were “learning about the world”  and “sense of belonging”. 

Movies (212 responses)

Watching movies for the respondents was often caused by either a desire to “relax” (42 people), for “entertainment” (36) or because the person was “bored”(4), according to their answers. “Movies are pure escapism”, on person explained. Many were interested in the particular story that was told, one person said they watched movies “to look at a life I can’t have”, 2 people reported that for them it was a way to deal with emotional problems they had recently faced. Seven cases reported that recommendations from friends were a factor, for them watching was a social activity they did with friends or family. These results concur with what respondents had previously said, as the two most popular uses for movies were “entertainment” and “relaxation”, the most popular gratifications obtained from movies were “emotional release” and “learning about the world”.

Sitcoms (211 responses)

Sitcoms stand for situation comedy and it is the comedy aspect which prompted many of the respondents to watch the genre: 39 respondents reported they liked to laugh, 23 said they watched because such programmes were “fun(y)”. Relaxation was the motivation for 38, 19 cited “entertainment”, for 4 sitcoms were a companion to their meals. A number of people reported that they either did not watch sitcoms attentively, and did so while performing other tasks, or simply watched because there was “nothing else on”. The most popular uses for sitcoms, from Section 2, were “entertainment” and “relaxation”, and the most popular gratifications were “for emotional release” and “sense of belonging”. “Sense of belonging” or equivalent answer was not reported in the open ended questions, but the other three concurred with what respondents explained in Section 4. Six people said they never watched sitcoms, some explaining that they were “silly”.


Drama/ Soap operas (202 responses)

A few responses stood out as reasons for enjoying drama and soap operas. One said “I wanted to forget my own problems”, which was an escapist attitude; another respondent was very critical of the genre, they reported they were “made to”  watch these programmes, and felt “at least I’m not like these scumbags”, indicating they received a self-esteem boost. More popular responses included “entertainment” (26) and “relaxation” (22). Three people reported they never watched such programmes, one felt that “soap operas”  and “drama” were two separate genres for them. The results are illustrated well by Figures 8 and 18, most popular use was “entertainment”, followed by “relaxation”, most popular gratification was “emotional release”. 

Documentaries (221)

In section 2, the most popular use sought when watching a documentary was “information”, and this was the case for those who shared opinions in the open-ended questions in section 4, where 33 respondents cited the same reason. For another 33 respondents, it was a specific topic that was of particular interest to them, rather than a general desire for learning. An answer which attracted attention was  “I needed to remind myself I am considered a somewhat intelligent and worldly person”, indicating the respondent’s awareness of how other perceived them as a motivating factor. Also curious was another respondent’s view that documentaries “allow me to be critically engaged and acquire knowledge even when I am too lazy to study.”, thus implying that they felt a certain interchangeability between the information they would gain from studying and that from documentaries. 

Sports (199 responses)

Most commonly, sports were used for “entertainment” and “pass time/out of habit”. The reasons that were given by those who answered the open ended question regarding their experience with sports broadcasts indicated a more diverse attitude. A common reason was a negotiation between the respondent and a member of their social group: 18 watched because their friends watched, or to bond with their partner (12). This behaviour is explained by the previous answers to the multiple questions in Section 3, where respondents indicated “sense of belonging” and “emotional release” as the two major gratifications from watching sports. For 8 respondents, the importance of the event was the deciding factor, they watched “big events” such as the Olympics, a national game or a European championship but would not watch otherwise. One person emphasised physical appearance as a motivation to watch: “There were hot guys in various stages of undress.” 

Reality TV (191 responses)

Most popular uses sought for the reality TV programmes were “entertainment” and “pass time/out of habit”, which concurred to a large extent with the responses to the open question about the same genre. A common response was “because it was on” (11). One respondent pointed out that watching reality television can be an uncomfortable experience when it occurs in a group because “it tends to provoke judgement”. Respondents had earlier indicated they obtained “emotional release” and “learned about the world” around them when watching reality television but self esteem seems to be a factor too because 8 people indicated ‘laughing at other people to feel good about myself” a benefit from watching reality TV.

Talk shows/ panel shows (183 responses)

Various reasons, aside from those already given in Section 2 and Section 3, were given as motivation to watch talk shows and panel shows. Some were expected: “the guest was interesting” or a variation of this was the reason of 21 people, “the host” (9), or “the topic”(18). These results were expected because one of the two gratifications respondents picked most often was “learning about the world”, and if the respondents had a particular interest in a topic, they may feel they could learn more about it from a talk show that discusses it. Other responses were less expected: “I fancy the pants off Simon Amstell”. 19 respondents indicated that they were entertaining, which concurred with the responses in Section 2, where “entertainment” was the top choice for uses sought. 

Children’s TV and animation (182 responses)

Nostalgia while watching animation or other children’s programming was a frequent experience for respondents (24). Although it was not among the two most popular gratifications in Section 3, responses to the question in section 4 indicated that often watching such programmes led to an “emotional release”. Nostalgia itself if an example but other responses also pointed in that direction: one person said they watched when they felt “sad”, others indicated that such programmes made them feel happy, or relieved their stress. 26 respondents said they watched because of someone else- their own children, their younger relatives or they were babysitting. One respondent pointed out that they found comfort in the simplicity of such programmes, mainly the “dichotomies of good vs. evil”, which may be related to the fact that among the most popular gratifications obtained from children’s TV was getting “advice”.

Religious TV (42 responses)

As in previous sections of the survey, the question about religious programming received the fewest number of responses. 42 people shared their experiences, despite only 16 ticking religious TV as programming they had watched before. Examining the answers explained the discrepancy: 13 people indicated they had stumbled upon the genre by mistake or we in the company of family members who were watching. It was considered “funny”, “entertaining” or a source of “a laugh” by 9 respondents, while other 14 expressed interest and curiosity to see what religious or theological programmes may show. These results concur with and explain the results from previous sections: the most common use was “information”, the most popular gratification obtained is “learning about the world”, both of which are explained by the results from Section 4. 


4.2. Focus groups

The content of the focus groups was discussed in the previous chapter, where the core questions were outlined. From this chapter, the reader can expect to find what important points the focus groups made. The outline will be done in a chronological order, beginning with the first of the core questions, and ending with the last one. The reader is reminded that a set of questions, the core questions, were discussed by each focus group; yet, despite having a standardised structure because of the repeated questions, all three focus groups brought up different valuable points. 

The discussion started off by asking members for their overall attitude towards the television medium. Responses emphasised one aspect of television time and time again: its most important function is to entertain, according to the perceptions of the participants. Here are the first words that came to mind for the members of the focus groups, when given the cue word “television”: “I love it. I do.” (Focus Group 1, member #2), other two members simultaneously agreeing on “Entertainment” (FG1, #1,  #3), “pass time, something you can do to unwind, you don’t need to think, you can just watch” (FG2, #3), “background noise, I don’t pay attention to it most of the time” (FG2, #4), “both entertainment and information” (FG3, #1), “information for the masses” (FG3, #2). 

One member (FG1,#4) went in a notably different direction, his response causing a heated debate: “Outdated.” , “in Holland especially, it’s more outdated, lots of commercials and there’s never anything that I want, I can choose what I want online.” A similar point was made by #2 (FG2): “In here I don’t really have my own TV”, they explained, “but back home I do, but actually to be honest I don’t use it that much, to be honest, more often, I just use my laptop to watch stuff that I’d normally watch on TV”. 

The discussion moved on to a rationalisation the advantages of watching television came from its qualities as a medium rather than from the content: “if you don’t want to think about what you’re going to watch, then you just turn it on and then some random crap is on. But you’d never actually search for that... “(FG1, # 2) An interesting debate followed between two members of the group as to how they each watch television. #2 insisted that television could be “a background noise”, but was opposed by #4 for whom it was never “random background noise. I still say it makes a difference if it’s men or women. Cos I read somewhere, in class actually, in my Bachelor’s that to women television is more a social...social occasion and to men it’s an activity.” This explanation was unique in basing the differences between viewers’ behaviour on their gender. Perhaps surprisingly, the discussion did not cause a heated debate about the differences between the sexes, even though the comment was made by the only male in a group of four members. A discussion of the social situations created by television then led to a conclusion that watching television is a social occurrence for both men and women: “I have a friend of mine (...) he always has the best gadgets (...) we watch movies, he always downloads the latest movies and we chill on his big couch, we sit at his place and we watch series” (FG1, #4). This was his example of watching television as an “activity”. In a different focus group a similar example was given: “For me [watching television] is a social thing too, ‘cause I’ve been watching with my roommate. (...) you can have debates about a certain thing and...you can also laugh at the same things, at jokes”(FG3, #2). In fact, being able to share the experience of viewing a program, regardless of whether it was on the TV set or on a laptop, was very important to participants. What did make the difference was the content. Occasionally, a participant said, she’d watch programs such as reality shows but “that’s a show I don’t like watching on my own, you have to watch it with other people and talk about it, otherwise it’s not really fun.” 
The same participant (FG1, #2), explained the other situations in which she usually watched TV programs: “I mostly watch(...) to have something on when I eat. Because I eat at different times to my roommate and I just don’t want to sit in the kitchen alone.” An observation of her motivations leads to an inference that watching television is not a static, defined activity. Instead, it can be various activities, and they are predetermined by various factors, but namely three: the social situation in which one finds themselves, the type of content and the purpose for watching in the first place.

Her description of watching television whilst eating was controversial to the theory of the differences between the sexes, to some extent, because it described a solitary activity, the opposite to the “social occasion”. However, this may have been amongst the most revealing moments of the focus group as it led to a unanimous agreement from all four members, and it was later the case with the other two focus groups as well, that they watch television while they eat, and specifically sitcoms, for their easy-going content and appropriate length. 
This awareness of the agreement of members in the first group that they often watch television programs while eating prompted asking the question in the second group. However, it was unnecessary to ask as a participant brought up the topic themselves. “If I’m eating a sandwich or something, often times I just find myself sitting down and turning on to whatever... just so I can unwind.” (FG2, #3) A concerned member (FG2, #2) said they did it too but they had heard it was unhealthy, yet kept doing it because they found the behaviour difficult to abandon. A similar health-related observation was made by a member in the first focus group, (#2) noting a Pavlov-like conditioning when it came to the relationship they had with food and TV content:  “The mean thing is when that backfires, you watch TV and you need to eat something, because you watch TV!” This pairing of eating and watching TV programs raises some questions. Primarily, perhaps, the issue at hand would be physical health, but it does not stop there. A participant reported that “I cannot eat if I don’t watch TV”, another that they “struggled” (FG2, #2) with not eating while watching but found it very difficult, even though they were also interested in sport and healthy lifestyle. Psychological dependence may be a problem. Further discussion of the issues surrounding food consumption and television content can be found in Chapter 5.2.1.

Participants reported other patterns of viewing content, too.  When asked when they watch television, members of all three groups agreed that viewing television programmes was something they mostly did in the evenings. A member of the second focus group put it bluntly: “During the day I do real things.” For this person, television content was their way to calm down after a long day, they reported watching just before going to sleep. One member, who was otherwise not a very dominant participant, observed that “It [television] accompanies our human function. I need the noise.” (FG2, #1) and was immediately seconded “We cannot being silent anymore.” (FG2, #3)

Discussing the favourite programs of participants contributed much to the understanding of the topic. Asking for the names of programmes was an instrumental question, as names add little value to the research, but where they became important was what these shows stood for, the genre they were considered to belong to, the attitudes of popular culture towards them, including stereotyping, criticisms and praise. Perhaps the most acclaimed program, according to the members of the focus groups, one that came up at various times, was The Sopranos. Other popular choices were How I Met Your Mother, Game of Thrones, The Big Bang Theory, The Walking Dead, Castle, The L Word, Extras, 30 Rock, Modern Family. Participants were asked to think about a programme they like and elaborate on what they think makes it a good programme, what they enjoy about it. “I like shows that are character-based”(FG2, #1), a person explained.  Another member agreed on the importance of interesting characters to her and elaborated that she felt she was “getting attached to some programs, it’s interesting, for three seasons, you get attached to the characters. That’s why I am still watching it.” (FG2, #4) Personal life was also a factor for a participant, who explained that his enjoyment of talk shows, and in particular Jimmy Kimmel Live, was based on learning more about the motivations and personal experience of his favourite celebrity figures: “Even if he’s talking to Al Pacino or some of those(...), he’s asking, like, how they made it, what was their first job when they got into Hollywood, it’s completely different, you see Al Pacino as a bus driver.(...) Most of the time there’s just this complete insight into people.” (FG2, #2). 

After a discussion of the members’ favourite genres, the conversation progressed towards the genres and programmes they disliked. They were specifically asked about a genre they avoided watching, rather than a particular programme, the reason being that even within a genre they usually dislike, there may be a programme which is not representative of the genre but is still considered to belong to it, that viewers may enjoy. Conversely, a genre is a category which has typical markers that make it recognisable and it was these markers that could be likeable or dislikeable on a larger scale. This question brought up a large range of responses, and though there were trends, results were diverse indeed. 
Reality programming came up often as a disliked genre. Within all group, there was a heated discussion about the shows members liked least but reality programming was mentioned within each group. Focus group 1 had mentioned “sport”(#2), “crime shows” (#1), yet member #4, who had originally said “drama” corrected themselves “No, what I really hate the most is reality TV.” His reasoning was succinct: “Because it makes me feel really dumb.” Member #2, who had previously mentioned being a fan of some contest shows, opposed the statement, perhaps even seeking for provocation. The debate that followed gave a rare glimpse into human motivation. “It’s supposed to be different, the, the other way around, you’re supposed to watch and think “Oh, my god, they’re so stupid, I’m so smart”. (FG1, #2), revealing that her motivation for watching reality television was self-esteem. #4 opposed the argument: “No, I keep thinking “This is the human race”. Perhaps the most provoking question, both in terms of the conversation between the members of the focus group, as well as the research itself, was participant #4: “So, who’s dumber? The dumb people on television or the dumb people addicted to watching dumb people on television?.” The question was asked genuinely, albeit rhetorically, and was not meant as an attack at #2, who did not take it as one either, but explained instead that “i’m going to go with the dumb people on television, because I watch it too!”  This brief excerpt has been reported in this much detail because it was considered a pivotal point of the focus group. It is possible that the slight provocations that two of the participants gave each other led to the revealing statements about the psychological mechanisms behind their motivations. These statements were highly valuable to the research. 
The discussion, in focus group 1, of the programmes participants avoided watching was fruitful for another reason. Another member of the group voiced her dislike for “America’s next top model or, I don’t know, things that are on MTV” (FG1, #3). Participant #2, who had been in the centre of the previous discussion, sided with her: “Project Runway and America’s Next Top Model, they are just skinny girls arguing.” The fact that she agreed with a criticism towards contest shows based on appearance, while admitting to enjoying other contest shows, such as So you think you can dance suggests that the participant felt there was a clear distinction between these two programmes, even though they are both considered to belong to the same genre, reality TV, and even to the same sub-genre, contest shows. The implications of this will be further addressed in Chapter 5.2.1. 

Reality programming was brought up in focus groups 2 and 3, as well. A participant expressed her strong feelings about The Jeremy Kyle show: “He is an asshole. It is a car crash of a show. It makes me feel violated” (FG2, #1). One of the participants could not hide her disregard for such shows, when answering a question on which programmes she avoids watching: “For me, it’s reality shows, like, Britain’s got talent, “Dance with me”, “Dance for me”. Her frustration coming through evoked laughter from the other two members of the group, who sided with her answer. She then elaborated that she felt they were “shallow and crap, I don’t see the purpose of them”. Her reasoning was not dissimilar to the reason participant # 4 (FG2) gave for disliking another popular reality TV show. “Big Brother or Survivor, because they are becoming famous for no reason, they are sitting there, and drinking ice tea, and watching, and, like, talking, and it’s ludicrous, they’re getting all this money for just sitting.” She was immediately seconded by member #3: “And there is no talent involved whatsoever.”
 
Other types of programming that were often mentioned were violent programmes, participants gave the example of Dirty Sanchez. It was a member of FG2 (#2) who brought up the example, explaining that it was a programme “like Jackass but more hardcore”, it was “too hard to watch” because it is “taking it too far”. Other members of the group immediately agreed that they did not enjoy watching programmes which involved such extreme violence. Another person mentioned “A Dutch show called the Pain Game”: “why would you even watch that, or be in that show as a contestant?!(...)I think there’s a prize for the winner but for all the others, it’s just pain” (FG2, #3) After a discussion, a suggestion was made by the participant who had initially mentioned the topic of violent programmes. Whilst explaining the concept behind a different programme, Takeshi’s Castle, he rationalised the behaviour of contestants from his point of view that “I think people just think, I don’t know, “OK, this is going to be this crazy thing I do once in my life because my wife tells me that I am the most boring asshole ever” and then just go on the show, and for us it’s kind of hard to get the motive” (FG2, #2). Violence was brought up as a type of programming which participants preferred to avoid, in focus group 3 as well. “I think [watching violent content] would keep my mind busy with that content, afterwards, which I don’t want to”, a participant elaborated (FG3, #3) When talking about violent programmes, the implication was that of physical violence, until a participant specified that to him, it was mostly political debates with aggressive language that were unpleasant. Thus, the discussion briefly shifted towards verbal violence. Specifically, he felt that the different political ideologies of the guests meant that “they argue and exchange ideas in a very intense manner, judge each other, and exchange....arguments in a very aggressive manner, so I don’t like this. I would like to watch a debate in a more civilised way”. (FG3, #1)

The programmes that participants reported a dislike towards ranged from the popular choice of “reality TV”(FG1, #3, #4; FG2, #1, #3, #4; FG3, #2)to “violent programmes”(FG2, #2; FG3, #1, #3) to a few less popular categories, such as “drama” (FG1, #4), “crime shows” (FG1, #1) and ‘sport” (FG1, #2). The suggested dichotomy between the sexes in the context of television was picked up again by the same member, who had earlier expressed his understanding that television performs separate functions for men and women. Upon asked the question which programmes he avoids, he initially responded with “drama” but was quickly corrected by another member that Game of Thrones, a show he had reported liking earlier, was classified as drama. He then corrected himself: “OK, like, a chick drama show. Like, I don’t know, Grey’s Anatomy, Desperate Housewives.” 

 One member had a strong dislike for sports programmes (FG1, #2). Another participant reported avoiding crime shows because “I hate how they try to figure out what has happened to someone and you find a bone somewhere”. When asked to elaborate what she found displeasing about them, she added “the mystery is interesting but it’s just, I think today they all look exactly the same.(...) They have the same kind of storylines, same characters, they’re just the same.” Despite its apparent simplicity, this comment was remarkable as it gave birth to an idea, crucial to the research question. It is possible that, assuming there is indeed a saturation of programmes in a particular genre, producers and creator of television programmes will use merging of genres as a strategy for innovation. 

The group shared their observations that within popular culture, there tend to be trends for a successful film or a book to set a tone for a few years, during which the genre would be in high demand. Popular examples were Lord of the Rings, which “was a success, then came Harry Potter, Twilight, Game of Thrones. So fantasy took off. (...) How many games are there all of a sudden? Everyone loves and watches and reads Hunger Games and I reckon that if a few years ago somebody had told me they love Hunger Games, I’d have gone “Nerd!” (FG1, #4) The point the participant was making was that there is a temporary saturation with a genre. 

All three focus groups were concluded with a brief evaluation from each participant about the positive and negative sides of television. The most common plus side was that television was entertaining (FG1, #4). “Television offers a shared experience for people” (FG1, #2). Member #3 agreed, mentioning the case of a friend, who often moved countries, so for her “really global books and shows and movies, it’s like, her common point with anyone, everyone”. The participant continued by explaining that in their personal experience, learning what programmes an individual prefers was a way to connect to new acquaintances. A similar point was reached by focus group 2 (#2): “co-viewing, [...] that’s a good part because it triggers some discussions, makes people talk about some stuff, which is always good”
“The good thing (about television) is that it’s informational so you can learn about the news, foreign affairs, how do bugs mate” (FG2, #3)
A respondent joking said that, as far as they were concerned, “everything began with television and I think it will end with it”. (FG1, #1) They elaborated, “Our experience and knowledge is shaped by what we watch on television, it’s the first source we go to”. This respondent’s experience resonates with what was said in a different group. “You have a lot of young girls and you can see their patterns of behaviour and it’s, I would say it’s shaped by media: how they talk, how they act, what they say, what they wear. And I’m sitting there, and I’m like, “OK, guys, we’re not on a TV show, why would you behave like that?!” So I think it has an amazing impact” (FG3, #3)

Some respondents looked at television from a different perspective, that of technology.
A point was made of the affordability of television (FG2, #1). “It is non-discriminatory because everyone can afford it” (FG3, #2), although “the switchover from analogue television to digital television under the direction of the EU in some countries is controversial because some people cannot afford to buy a digital box.” (FG3, #1) From a different perspective, attention was paid to the immediacy of television (FG3, #1). “Right now with television you can see everything in front of your eyes, happening, you don’t need to use your imagination anymore (comparing it to radio), it’s right in front of your eyes (...) I think it’s a good thing, in a way it simplifies things. “(FG3, #2) This immediacy also meant that the medium was “efficient” (FG3, #1) as it delivered an instant message to a large audience, without an extra cost. “It is the easiest, understandable, media that you can get, for masses” (FG3, #3)

However, television was criticised on various levels too: as far as the physical medium, i.e. a TV set and the implications of having one, but the heavier criticism was directed at the content of television. Despite the fact that many of the participants had reported watching television content in a social environment- with friends, with family, watching content both via a TV set or online- 2 people claimed that a setback of the medium was that it alienates. They said that it was “antisocial” because people tend to withdraw and watch programs by themselves on their laptop. Very interestingly, a shift in the manner of viewing was discussed, which was attributed to the advancements in technology. While television used to bring people together, some participants admitted, families no longer sit around the TV to watch the news or a film at the end of the day. Instead, each member of a family is likely to have their own device which can perform the same technological (but not social, as the sceptical participants were reiterating) function, be it a smart phone, a tablet device, a laptop, or, indeed, a television set. This criticism suggests that the physical limitations of technology can have direct impact on a social level. For further discussion of this possible relationship in the context of technological determinism, please see Chapter 5.2.1.

The present research concerns itself primarily with television content, regardless of its distribution. The changes that the advances in technology bring have a meaning for society and, as they are fascinating, they are discussed further in the next chapter. Here, however, we abandon the technological aspect and we redirect our attention towards the criticisms of television content. 

The greatest concern that members of the focus groups had about programming was on the complex topic of honesty, ethics and morality. Focus group 3 discussed it at length, even though it was a concern brought up by all. Stemming from the conversation in focus group 3 about the immediacy of television, a participant criticised the medium for one of its embedded weaknesses: the fact that it is a visual medium means that inevitably, there is a selection process to decide on the content and images to be broadcast. “It only gives you one point of view. (...)Television, it’s straightforward, it’s there, it’s under your eyes and you only get one point of view, from the internet for instance you can get many points of view” (FG3, #2) “It’s filtered. At the same time it’s an advantage but it is also a disadvantage.”(FG3, #3) This participant made a point of “the power relations that are behind the whole thing when it comes to production, broadcasting, limitations, everything, and it can be easily misused, without us noticing”. “Even with the news, you have let’s say 10 news a day, but you only use 5 to broadcast...why those news, why not others? What kind of credentials do those people have in order to choose what’s right for us?”(FG3, #2)

In focus group one, the discussion of the shortcomings of television tilted in the same direction, when a member explained that reality sometimes falls short of representing reality, but certainly they felt that television was “always selective”. “People totally depend on television as their reference point and I think that is very bad because television can never represent reality to its fullest” (FG1, #4) They reiterated that they were not only referring to news broadcasts, “fiction, as good as Lord of the Rings was, I only read one book, the first book, but the book was a hundred times better than the movie. (...) Fiction, in my mind, is always better in a book because your own imagination is stronger than the images you see on the TV ” (FG1, #4) 
Focus group 2 stated that “the bad thing (about television) is that it is mind-numbing if you stick to those Jackass, sitcoms...of course it’s good to unwind but if you unwind too much, then you’re not thinking anymore”(FG2, #3) The participant was suggesting that there was such a thing as a good amount of relaxation and relaxation that is too much and is counter-productive. 
Member #2 in the same group observed that television and entertaining programming in particular, such as sitcoms and Jackass, shows which had been discussed by the previous participant, can be “too addictive for some people” (FG2, #2). 

This discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of television, in its role as a medium and in terms of the content it generates, was where the conversation ended for all groups.










5. Discussion

This chapter will evaluate the results from the online questionnaire and the focus groups. The applicability and limitations of the present paper will be addressed and implications will be suggested for future works on this topic or other, related, topics.

As it has been done so far, firstly, the contribution of the survey will be evaluated. The secondary method, the focus groups, will be discussed afterwards.

5. 1. Questionnaire 

The online survey was intended as the core method for researching the topic. It contributed much to the understanding about what drives viewers to watch a programme and what  they expect to get out of watching it. It also informed about genre as predictor of behaviour. 

5.1.1. Results from the online questionnaire

Firstly, the most popular uses are “information” and “entertainment”. They were divided as such: out of the 10 categories, 3 categories (news broadcasts, documentaries and religious TV) were watched with a primary reason for information, 7 were watched for entertainment. Companionship, thrill-seeking and relaxation were not the most popular use for any genre. The two other pop\ular choices were “for relaxation” and “pass time/out of habit”, which suggests, much like “entertainment” does, that television as a medium serves mostly purposes for distraction. 
 
In fact, Western society must have been aware of the fact that entertainment and information are the two main reasons why people watch television, as the term “infotainment” (Demers, 2005, p.143), a portmanteau coming from the two words, has already been around for a while in popular culture and academic articles alike. 
Neil Postman (2005) addressed the issue of entertainment media. His book talked about the western modern day habit of “amusing ourselves to death”, stating that “there’s nothing wrong with entertainment. As some psychiatrist once put it, we all build castles in the air. The problems come when we try to live in them.” (2005, p.77)

Television has been criticised about being focused too much on entertainment. Famously, Theodor Adorno (2001) in his book The Culture Industry presents an argument about the corrosive action of the media industries over critical thinking, an argument which is both comprehensively written, yet in its simplicity it is rational and detached from unnecessary emotion or pathos. Scepticism towards mainstream media is only as widespread today because of his contribution, and it is this desire to “go against the grain” which was the leading factor in developing a theory about programme content.

Section 3 from the questionnaire asked respondents about the gratifications they feel they obtain from a given genre. Much like the results from section two, for the 10 genres there there were only two categories that took the top place: viewers got emotional release from a programme, or they used it as a tool to learn about the world around them. Out of the 10 genres, 6 provided emotional release and 4 provided the viewer with a better understanding about their environment. The uses and gratifications can be sometimes paired. For example, one watches the news with the intention to get  “information” (the use) and when they have watched it, they have obtained a gratification of having learned more about the world they live in. It is easy to pair these two, but more complex when dealing with “emotional release” as a gratification because that can be paired with various uses. “Relaxation” (use) and “thrill-seeking” (use) could both apply to “emotional release” (gratification), “companionship” (use) matches to an extent with both “receiving advice” and “getting a sense of belonging/acceptance”. However, “entertainment” and “pass time/out of habit” are two uses which stand alone, as they do not appear to match any of the gratifications. The gratification of improved “self-esteem” also did not match any of the uses. 
These are not exact matches, except for the first example of “information”, they are a simple observation of the close semantic and social meanings between the proposed uses and gratifications. 

Uses sought and gratifications obtained are two sides of the same coin, and it may be expected that they are related. However, Greenberg (1974) and Lometti, Reeves and Bybee (1977) suggested that that was not always the case, what a viewer looks for and what they gain in reality are two separate entities. In the case of the present research, viewers most often were looking for information and entertainment, and obtained a better understanding of the world and received an emotional release. To an extent, indeed there was an overlap between uses sought and gratifications obtained. This was the case most clearly for three of the genres: when watching news, documentaries and religious programming, viewers most often sought for information and they most often received an increased understanding of the world around them. Thus expectations matched the outcome. 
In the case of the other 7 genres, a conclusion is less clear. The most popular use sought for all the remaining 7 genres (sitcoms, drama/soap operas, movies, sports, reality TV, talk shows/panel shows and children’s TV) was “entertainment”, followed by a desire for “relaxation” or to “pass time”. What viewers obtained from these genres most often was “emotional release”. The debate is to what extent entertainment or relaxation correspond to emotional release. The present research suggested that it is the case for 6 of these 7 genres, where the exception are talk shows and panel shows, where viewers look for entertainment yet the most common gratification was “learning about the world around them”. This result implied that “entertainment” and “information” are not only the most popular uses for watching programmes, there is no reason to believe that a viewer is looking for either one or the other. 

One of the most curious results from the questionnaire was the popularity of documentaries. The genre favourite to the largest number of people was comedy, with 24%, and a close second choice was documentaries with 20%, surpassing movies (19%) and drama (12%). What is surprising about the near victory of documentaries is that it is the only genre which was popular yet used primarily for information (by 64% of respondents), and the gratifications from it are that the viewer learns about the world around them (as 85% of those who had seen documentaries reported). There were two other genres which respondents used for purposes of information, those were “news” and “religious TV” (remembering that the latter was also used for pass time/out of habit by the same number of people as those who watched it for “information”). Yet these two genres were not among the popular choices for a favourite genre, they received 8% and less than 1%, respectively. 
Various explanations exist of the success of documentaries. One explanation rests within the survey design itself: next to all genres, there were examples of popular programmes that are associated with the genre, and the examples of documentaries were shows like Mythbusters, Air Crash Investigation, Fahrenheit 9/11. One is heavily promoted by the Discovery Channel, another airs on National Geographic, and both are leading channels in their niche. The third is a politically-themed film produced by Michael Moore and became more famous than many documentaries, though reception was controversial. It is possible that the examples may have influenced the choice, as they are particularly popular members of the genre. However, this explanation could hardly be exhaustive, as, regardless of the example given, respondents would not have picked it as a favourite genre if they were not inclined to in the first place. 

Another possible explanation is what is understood as “documentary”. As Rose  (2009) explained, documentary is what stands in the very core of reality programming, which means that it is possible the influence goes in both directions. If that is the case, then the wider, every-day applicability which is amongst the reasons for the appeal of the reality genre, may have rubbed off on documentaries, which are otherwise known for their niche targeting. Mythbusters would be a good example of such a merge: it has the elements of documentary and science but it also concerns itself with popular culture, namely the myths that popular culture generates, which makes it appealing to a more mass market. 


5.1.2. Limitations of the online questionnaire

The survey was the core method for researching the topic and thus carried more weight. However, this also means that, as it was a more complex process, one has to be particularly careful when attempting to draw conclusions from it. Following is a discussion of what future researchers should bear in mind, should they have an interest on building up on this study. 

Firstly, there are some cosmetic changes which would make the survey more accurate. The fifth section of the questionnaire contained demographic questions such as age, gender, race, etc. As results started coming in, it became clear that the question asking participants to state their race should have had an option “mixed race”. As it was, the question did have an option “other” which allowed respondents to fill out an empty text box. A category “mixed race” would perhaps have been a more sensitive choice.

Similarly, selecting multiple nationalities should have been an option, as respondents with dual nationalities may struggle picking one.

There was a question which asked about the current employment status of respondents. While the question had attempted to cover all possibilities, it had omitted the category of “maternity leave”, which would have made it difficult to respond to the question accurately, because “unemployed, on benefits” would have been an inaccurate reply and so would have any of the other options. 

The demographic section of the survey could also have benefitted from asking the field of employment of the respondents. Such information could have had an impact of, firstly, what the demographic of the respondents was, in other words, members of which professions are most likely to respond in this particular case. Secondly, such information could have given an insight into what possible correlations there could be between favourite genre and field of work: for example, which profession(s) like sports the most?

It would have been helpful to ask where the respondents had found the link for the survey. Lacking these questions means that it is practically impossible to know how many of the respondents found it on Twitter, or an online forum, thus not knowing how effective each method of distribution was. One of the forums where the link to the survey was posted imposed a temporary 7 day ban on the account from which it was distributed with a warning that only links which were directly related to the discussion were allowed, thus the survey was marked as spam. In the few hours between the link being posted on the forum and before the ban was put, there was an influx of 40 responses, it is likely that they came from forum members. These accounted for over 10% of the total number of responses.  

Whilst compiling the survey, each question was approached as a separate entity and there was good reasoning behind the formulation of each of them. However, without a doubt, the two questions which took up the most time to compile, were the two core questions, one asking about respondent’s uses for watching television, and the other- about the gratifications they felt they were getting from it. In the survey, the terms uses and gratifications were not used because it was important to keep the questions accessible to various age and education groups, and it would have been presumptuous to expect 10 year olds to know the meaning of the concept “uses and gratifications”. Secondly, by using everyday vernacular for the survey, the implication was that respondents would feel comfortable, because it would be a closer simulation to a conversation they would have with an acquaintance or a friend. 

The above-mentioned two questions about the uses and gratifications were heavily based on the available literature on the subject, as discussed in Chapter 2.  While deciding on which options should be given as answers to the question, a combination of previous results was created. Thus arose the existing options for why respondents usually watch a particular genre of programming: for “entertainment”, “information”, “relaxation”, “thrill-seeking”, “pass time/out of habit” and “companionship”. A possible response was excluded, the option of having TV just as “background noise”, which studies had (Ruggiero, 2009, p.9) shown was the case with some people. It was a conscious choice and the reason for it was that the research was looking for why people choose a programme and why they watch us, thus rendering the option “as background noise” as obsolete, as it performed no function and was based on little to no conscious decision. However, with the benefit of hindsight, it becomes clear that, even though this study intended to focus on conscious choices of programmes, all options should have been present, as to cover all needs, regardless of whether these needs coincided with the intentions of the research. 

Various issues emerged on the topic of sampling. 

Firstly, one of the main ways of distributing the survey was via the social networks Facebook and Twitter. This means that a large part of the responses would be confined to the connections of the researcher, which would be an unrepresentative sample of the general population. 
Most significantly, with the benefit of hindsight, it would have been more appropriate to have distributed the survey only via channels which were not personally related to the researcher. Had all efforts been focused in promotion of the questionnaire in this manner, results would have lacked this bias. 

The total number of respondents, 393 , is a number which can be considered as a valid sample size, should it be used to explain a specific population, rather than attempt generalisable results. From the results that were obtained, it became clear that the sample could bear some significance specifically about television enthusiasts who are active in the online domain and use the internet frequently, especially popular way of communication such as Facebook, Twitter and online forums. From the obtained results, it became clear that these television enthusiasts were likely to be from the generation of those born in the decade between 1982-1992 (where a bell curve occurred and it covered over 70% of all respondents). They were likely to have completed high-school education or higher and to be White/Caucasian ( 90% of respondents). Respondents came mostly from two countries- Bulgaria, taking 40% of the share, and UK, with 30%. This means that the sample is more representative of educated Bulgarian and UK online users of the Facebook social networking site, who are interested in television. 

5. 2. Focus groups

The following two chapters are dedicated to what was intended as a secondary method, the focus groups. However, as research progressed, it became apparent that their contribution had become more significant than expected. This part, just like the one preceding it, is divided into two sub-sections: a discussion of the results from the focus group and a discussion of the limitations of the focus groups. 

5.2.1. Results from the focus groups

Three focus groups were conducted, two had four members and one had three members. Initially, it was the intention that focus groups have 5 members, as it was estimated that five members would mean that all participants would have enough freedom to express their opinions because the number of companions in the group would neither be too little or too much. However, this proved impossible as the number of volunteers was lower- 11. This created some issues, mostly regarding  a lack of communication between the members because one person dominated the conversation, while others appeared intimidated or unwilling to speak up. This was the case with one of the focus groups, and the limitations and implications of the case are discussed further in Chapter 5.2.2. However, all focus groups provided relevant insight into the topic of uses and gratifications from watching television content. 

In the first focus group, a member (#4) expressed an observation that men and women watch television for different reasons: to men it was “an activity” and to women- “social occasion” (FG1, #4).  However, results from the questionnaire disproved the observation. Cross-tabulations showed (Appendices 3 and 4) that the primary use for 9 out of the 10 genres was the same for both and women. The primary gratification for 9 out of the 10 genres was also the same. The exception was religious television. In majority of cases, the remaining uses and gratifications were also in the same order for men and women, although there was higher level of agreement for uses than there was for gratifications. The issue of how one watches television is an important one, whether it is a social act or an individual experience of content would be very telling about the function of television in a given society.  In the case of this research, it appears that gender is not a predictor of behaviour, in terms of the uses and gratifications from television, and perhaps what the focus group member observed was based more on stereotypes rather than observation. 

Secondly, and this may perhaps be the most important finding from the focus groups, was the unanimous experience, shared by every participant in each of the three focus groups, that they watched television programmes while eating. The fact that this behaviour was agreed on by all participants has multiple implications. Firstly, it may be the case that “watching TV programmes while eating” has become a new use for watching television, which can now be quoted alongside the reasons already given as options in the online questionnaire: “relaxation”, “entertainment”, “information”, “pass time/out of habit”, “thrill-seeking” and “companionship”. Certainly, it appears that there is a semantic similarity between watching TV programmes as “pass time/ out of habit” and doing so whilst eating, as eating is a habitual occurrence.  
The concept is not new, researchers have put much effort and time into figuring out the exact implications of sedentary behaviour and eating, in particular in relation to health. For example, in their study on the topic, Dietz & Gortmaker (1985) found out that for each additional hour spent in front of the television, obesity rates went up by 2% for adolescents between 12-17 years of age. 
Indeed, a much more recent study from 2009 by Higgs and Woodward reaches similar conclusions about the harm of eating and watching television simultaneously. The authors explain that, due to distraction from the television content, one tends to consume more food, while watching. Their research suggests also that the effects of watching television during eating last after the event and are not limited to healthcare. Television content interferes with the encoding mechanisms of the brain, thus reducing the vividness of the memory of the food one eats (Higgs & Woodward, 2009), but it is also likely that the opposite is true: the experience of eating partly distracts the brain from following the programme on the television. 
Going back to the original concerns about the impact of television on health, Stroebele and de Castro have done extensive research on the topic. Their studies indicate that not only does television consumption tend to increase food intake (Stroebele & de Castro, 2004) but a similar effect is caused by listening to music while eating (2006). These are just a few examples of a sea of research which focuses on the harm of television on health. 
While obesity and television were not central to this research, the unanimity of the experience regarding food and television that were experienced from the focus group would suggest that this sidebar be included to address these results. 

Participants in the focus groups also discussed various shows they liked and disliked. What became apparent was that genres are not static categories. For example, for a member in focus group 1 (#4), Game of Thrones was a show they enjoyed very much, but at a later point said they quoted “drama” as a genre they strongly dislike. They were quickly corrected by members of the group that the show they had mentioned enjoying also classified as drama. A member of the same group found themselves in a similar situation: they reported one of their favourite programmes being So you think you can dance, which classifies as a contest reality show but expressed dislike for other programmes within the same genre of contest reality TV. 

In his article TV Genres re-viewed (2003) Brian Rose takes a critical look at the journey television genres have made. In his opinion, what constitutes a particular genre has changed, as some genres have merged with others; there is also the opposite example where what used to be a singular category of television programming has split into two separate genres. Unsurprisingly, he chooses the most prominent example for his argument: reality television. It is unsurprising because it is the fastest developing genre in the last 2 decades but he goes back in history, tracing the beginning all the way back to 1948, when Candid camera was born. Over 50 years later, its progeny Survivor was a combination of “quiz show, adventure program, and soap opera elements” (2003) Similarly, Big Brother, a worldwide phenomenon originating from the Netherlands, combines drama, competition and documentary. However, Rose reminds,  in the USA it failed to reach the popularity that it gained in most other countries, most likely due to the “absence of the open eroticism unabashedly displayed by its European cousins” (2003) The Osbournes, a programme following the life of Ozzy Osbourne’s family, was melted sitcom and documentary into one, American Idol mixed talent and variety shows. (2003) Examples go on and on, but the fact is that reality TV is anything but the single-layered programming that sarcastic journalists often portray it to be. Instead, it seems “reality television” is a space where TV producers can experiment and create, it varies from Big Brother and Survivor, to The Kardashians, to So you think you can dance, Hell’s Kitchen and even Derren Brown’s Hero at 30 000 feet. Theorists have called this a DYOL programming, which stands for Design Your Own Life. 

What came through from the focus groups was a strong agreement between members from all groups that television was ultimately entertaining, distracting and biased. Adorno’s scepticism towards television has already been brought up, traces of it can be seen both in the questionnaire (discussed Chapter 5.1.1) and the focus groups. It is further emulated by Chiricos, Eschholz and Gertz (1997) , who researched the fear that audiences ingest by watching news: it is no news that news broadcasts are negatively biased. This was an issue that Focus Group 3 (#2) mentioned, they criticised the process of selecting which news go on air, and they asked the rhetorical question: “What kind of credentials do those people have in order to choose what’s right for us?”
Popular culture is criticised for dumbing down audiences. Neil Postman is no stranger to the debilitating effects of television on the audiences. These debilitating effects are rooted behind stage, where television newscasters “spend more time with their hair dryers than with their scripts”, because “those without camera appeal are excluded from addressing the public about what is called “news of the day”. (Postman, 2005, p.4) Marshall McLuhan comes to mind once again, because, before the medium can become a message, the medium has become the problem. Being too preoccupied with its appearance, television hasn’t got the lime left to do its real job: disseminate a message, this is true even of politics, he says. To those who question his argument, he gives the striking example of “multi-chinned, three-hundred-pound William Howard Taft” (2005, p.7), the twenty-seventh president of America. According to Postman, he would never be shown on television because, while “the shape of a man’s body is largely irrelevant to the shape of his ideas when […] in writing or on the radio, […] it is quite relevant in television“ (2005, p. 7) His opinion, and it resonates with the theory which I have laid out,  is that news broadcasts create an illusion of information, which makes it more dangerous to the illusions created by other programmes, as news are presented as factual, unlike sitcoms or films. In his view, news are merely a new form of entertainment, the multiple captivating images on screen and the theme music, the sometimes used big captions are no different to tabloid newspapers, where paparazzi sell their photos of naked celebrities . Continuing on the topic of celebrities, in recent years, celebrity life has become an increasingly stronger point of interest for reporters. The genre that emerged from this is referred to as “infotainment” (Demers, 2005, p.143).

During the focus group it was brought up that television was “anti-social”  (FG2, #4). This opinion is not recent: Robert Putnam (1995) discussed his understanding that since television became a popular household item, society has been spending more time in front of the screen and less time socialising. His book was named after the example he gave of bowling as an activity which has suffered from the popularity of television: the problem is not that fewer people go bowling but that they go alone, and they then consume less beverages and food while playing. This explanation at first may appear far-fetched, that small businesses in the USA are noticeably affected because people watch television. As television has become more popular (Rideout, Foehr and Roberts, 2010), it can be expected that the effects of television on social capital would be exacerbated. Indeed, some members of the focus groups shared that they often watched television alone, as a companion during meals or otherwise. However, in some cases, television was used as a social tool, where a group of friends or a family would watch together and that was considered an activity. The point was made that some programmes, such as reality television, members could only watch with others, in order to discuss it. In this light, television can both be seen as acting for and against social interactions. It has to be mentioned, however, that while there was a discussion in the focus groups about how members watch television in terms of social context, there was no discussion about how watching television may have affected other social activities, which was the main point made by Putnam (1995). For this reason, the results from the research do not correspond directly to the observations of Putnam but it was noteworthy that focus groups raised the point of the “anti-social” television, both whilst sharing their individual experience and, later, when they were asked to evaluate television as a medium. With the benefit of hindsight, further inquiry into the relationship between the members’ social life and television would have been helpful. 

5.2.2. Limitations of the focus groups

The study was conducted with much care and preparation. However, there are various criticisms that have to be addressed. The following will be a discussion of the limitations, some of which were known at the start and others, which have become apparent throughout the process. 

Ideally, focus groups would have consisted of 5 members each, and there would have been four focus groups. However, this proved impossible as the low number of volunteers meant that there were three focus groups, two with 4 members and one with 3 members. The first two focus groups were easy to conduct, despite the lower number of participants. However, focus group 3 was problematic because there was little interaction between the members of the group. The pre-written set of questions was a double-edged sword: while it made it easier to carry a conversation, the conversation was more rigid, at times appearing to be closer to an interview between the researcher and the most dominant member of the group, rather than an interaction between various participants. Experience with focus groups thus far has proven that there are always members who are more dominant, and those who are quieter, participation is almost inevitably unequal. However, the natural disparity between different levels of comfort in social situations is exacerbated in artificial environments such as a focus group. The assumption was that a focus group with fewer members would mean more equal contribution by all members, whereas in big groups the diffusion of responsibility would mean that most members would not want to stand out and would be quieter. However, in this particular case, the smallest group was also the one with the biggest discrepancy between those who spoke the most and those who spoke the least. While this problem could not have been fixed by adding more people to the group, due to limited volunteers, perhaps a redistribution of the members of each group would have been of help. In further research, attention must be paid not only to the number of people in a focus group but to creating the best possible mixture of members within each group. Certainly, some effort was made in this direction in the present study, but it is an area that could be improved on. Whenever possible, having a focus group of three must be avoided. 















6. Conclusion

This research explores our human relationship with television. During the process of investigation on the topic, it emerged that television, much like many other items in our lives, can be addictive, it can have higher importance than most other objects, it can affect our mood, it can even affect our health. 

In the epicentre of the research was the desire to unveil this relationship between the viewer and the content. Of course technology is important, but the past 5 chapters have been dedicated to television as a source of content and programming; how one watches this content was considered largely irrelevant. When talking about content, inevitably we get to the realisation that content is not all one and the same. There are genres of television programming, in this research 10 were identified: news and political journalism, movies, situation comedy (sitcom), drama and soap opera, documentary, sports broadcasts, reality television, talk shows and panel shows, children’s television and animation, and finally, religious television. The core research question was whether viewers have different experiences of the 10 genres, and how these experiences vary depending on the type of programme. 

What different experiences meant exactly was outlined by the theory of uses and gratifications: the concept that, going back to the psychological mechanisms, there are reasons why we choose to watch a programme on the TV (uses) and our experience watching the programme gives us something back (gratifications).  After a careful consideration of the literature available on the topic, 6 uses and 5 gratifications were outlined. The uses were: information, entertainment, relaxation, pass time or out of habit, companionship and thrill-seeking. The 5 gratifications from watching a programme were: boosted self-esteem, getting a sense of belonging or acceptance, obtaining emotional release, advice and learning about the world around us. 
There were two methods of research, an online survey and focus groups. The survey was posted online for reasons of convenience and with expectation of higher response levels than would be obtained, should the survey be distributed on paper. It was intended as the primary method of research which would carry considerably more weight but in the process of research, the two methods became practically equal contributors. The second method was conducting focus groups. They were the qualitative counterpart to a quantitative questionnaire, providing relevant insight into the behaviour and attitudes towards television that questionnaire would not likely provide, and often also giving explanations to the results of the questionnaire. The two methods complemented each other well: it was a rewarding choice to have a combination of approaches, they were appropriate for the research question, and the responses they yielded were useful. 
Results from the online questionnaire confirmed the hypothesis that, indeed, uses and gratifications differ from genre to genre. However, the responses were hardly diverse. Out of the 6 possible uses, only two were popular choices. For the 10 genres, the top use was always either information(3 genres) or entertainment (7 genres). This was also the case for gratifications obtained from watching television. Out of the 10 genres, 4 provided the viewer with a better understanding of their surroundings, and 6 gave them an emotional release. Other answers were picked too but were not the primary reason. There was no difference between the way men and women watched television, their choices were nearly identical in terms of the responses that occurred most often to the uses sought and the gratifications obtained from each genre. These results meant that viewers are likely to pick a different genre depending on what uses they seek to fulfil but that these uses are not very varied. 
Answers were more diverse in terms of favourite television genre: sitcoms came first (24%), a surprising second were documentaries with 20%, movies got 19%, drama received 12%, news- 8%, sports- 6%, 3% for both reality TV and talk shows, 1% each for animation and religious TV, and 3% chose other (most popular choices being music programmes and adult content). 

Three focus groups were carried out. They told a somewhat similar story: the role of television as an entertainer was reinforced but also criticised. Television was also criticised for filtering programmes, a criticism of both the technological identity of the medium and the content it provides. A point was made of its addictiveness and its destruction of community, as members claimed watching television was “anti-social”, a point earlier made by Robert Putnam (1995) The focus groups also brought up a new use of TV programming: watching whilst eating. It is a point which scholars have discussed before but was never encountered in texts as a use for watching. Perhaps future research should attempt to explain why it is so common for viewers to eat and watch at the same time, especially as it does not seem to be a cultural specificity- members came from 10 countries (on 2 continents) and all reported the same habits. Of course, these were only 11 people, so results are hardly significant. In any case, it would be worth for researchers in the future to investigate what processes are at work, and this could be a multi-disciplinary project, involving cultural theorists, psychologists and biologists. 

A secondary aim of the research kept an eye on the future of programming. Knowing why people watch television and what they obtain from it, what predictions can we make about what genres or programmes would be popular in the next 5 or 10 years? Focus groups suggested that genres will merge and mix with each other, creating new programmes. Broadcasting had changed briefly into narrow-casting, but it appears to be taking a turn back to broadcasting, with popular programmes such as Game of Thrones containing drama, adventure, fantasy, comedy and action at the same time. This was hardly a surprising suggestion to make after the realisation that what one may have considered a simple genre- reality TV- was in some cases a combination of documentary, sitcom and contest show. Reality has been a popular genre, and one of the reasons for that success is likely to be that it contains various uses and gratifications. It would not be surprising if multiple genres are where television is headed towards in the next years. 

The research has been challenging at times but certainly rewarding for it is concerned with questions which are applicable to most of us, it is not detached from the day-to-day lives and experiences of societies. Its beauty is that television is so global, it is not confined by geography, ethnicity or gender, and cultural differences regarding its content or use make the research all the richer and more valuable. The research transcends the “entertaining” nature we often associate with television because it delves into the depths of human psychology, motivation, rewards, addiction, social interaction and companionship, business and advertising, technology and by extension, science. It is important on so many levels, for so many industries, yet it is so embedded in our culture and our homes that we can access these alternate digital dimensions in the time it takes to click the red button of the remote control. 
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8. Appendices. 

Appendix 1. Online questionnaire. 

Why do we watch TV?
 
Introduction: Hello and thank you for taking the time to do this survey!  This questionnaire is a part of my Master Thesis in Media & Journalism, it will only take 10 mins. I am very grateful for your contribution.  The collected data is anonymous, the questionnaire does not ask for your name, phone, address or other sensitive information.  The questionnaire will ask you (mostly) multiple answer questions about your TV viewing habits and preferences. I kindly ask you to answer truthfully, and please be assured that any information you provide will not be shared with a third party, it will be treated with caution and will remain confidential.  If you have any questions, please contact me at 364095ap@student.eur.nl  Thank you, enjoy the survey and feel free to share it with your friends!  Andrea Pountcheva
 
Would you like to continue?
x  YES!
x  NO,  would like to opt out.
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 SECTION 1: 
 
Q1 In an average day, how many hours a day do you watch TV programmes?  

(Watching TV programmes INCLUDES real-time television, digital video recorder (TiVo, Sky), online streaming, watching on a mobile device, downloading content, etc. and it includes any programmes/shows which have been broadcast on any TV channel, globally, at any point in time. Please DO NOT include any content which was not created for television, e.g. user-created content on Youtube)

* 1
* 2
* 3
* 4
* 5
* 6
* 7
* 8
* 9
* 10
* 11
* 12
* 13
* 14
* 15
* 16
* 17
* 18
 
Q2 How many days in an average week do you watch TV programmes?

* 1
* 2
* 3
* 4
* 5
* 6
* 7
 
Q3 Which of the following genres of television programmes have you ever watched?
* news broadcasts/ business & political journalism (e.g. BBC news, Quest means business)
* movies
* sitcoms (e.g. Friends, Seinfeld, Family Guy)
* drama / soap operas (e.g. House M.D., Eastenders, Dallas)
* documentary (e.g. Fahrenheit 9/11, Mythbusters, Air Crash Investigation)
* sports (football, volleyball, basketball, rugby, snooker, chess, baseball, etc.)
* reality TV (What not to wear, The Apprentice, American Idol, Survivor)
* talk shows & panel shows (Oprah, Have I got news for you, Nevermind the buzzcocks, etc.)
* children's TV (Tom & Jerry, Dexter's lab, Hannah Montana)
* religious TV (GOD TV, Islam Channel, Christian Television Network)
* other ____________________
 
Q4 Which is your preferred TV genre?
* news broadcasts/ business & political journalism (e.g. BBC news, Quest means business)
* movies
* sitcoms (e.g. Friends, Seinfeld, Family Guy)
* drama/ soap operas (e.g. House M.D., Eastenders, Dallas)
* documentary (e.g. Fahrenheit 9/11, Mythbusters, Air Crash Investigation)
* sports (football, volleyball, basketball, rugby, snooker, chess, baseball, etc.)
* reality TV (What not to wear, The Apprentice, American Idol, Survivor, etc.)
* talk shows & panel shows (Oprah, Have I got news for you, Nevermind the buzzcocks, etc.)
* children's TV (Tom & Jerry, Dexter's lab, Hannah Montana)
* religious TV (GOD TV, Islam Channel, Christian Television Network)
* Other ____________________
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SECTION 2
 
This section will ask you about why you usually watch a particular TV program. Please keep in mind that it applies to all methods of watching TV programmes, including but not limited to real-time television, recorded television (for example, TiVo, Sky), on a mobile device, streaming or downloading on a laptop, as long as the programme has been created for television and has been broadcast at any point in time. It DOES NOT include user-created content such as podcasts on YouTube. 
 
Q5 I usually use NEWS/ BUSINESS and POLITICAL JOURNALISM for:
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time/ out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
Q6 I usually use DRAMAS/ SOAP OPERAS for:
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time / out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
Q7 I usually use SITCOMS for: 
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time / out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
Q8 I usually use SPORTS programmes for: 
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time / out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
Q9 I usually use DOCUMENTARIES for:
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time / out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
Q10 I usually use REALITY TV for:
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time / out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
Q11 I usually use TALK SHOWS / PANEL SHOWS for:
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time / out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
Q12 I usually use MOVIES for:
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time / out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
Q13 I usually use CHILDREN'S TV for:
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time / out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
Q14 I usually use RELIGIOUS TV for:
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time / out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
Q15 In an earlier question, you said you also watch other genre of TV program. Please keep in mind this genre when answering this question. I usually watch OTHER programmes for:
* relaxation
* entertainment
* information
* pass time / out of habit
* companionship
* thrill-seeking
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SECTION 3
 
Please pick the statement which you agree with the most.
 
Q16 Watching NEWS / BUSINESS and POLITICAL JOURNALISM:
* helps my self- esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/ acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
Q17 Watching DRAMAS /SOAP OPERAS:
* helps my self- esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/ acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
Q18 Watching SITCOMS:
* helps my self- esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/ acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
Q19 Watching SPORTS:
* helps my self- esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/ acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
Q20 Watching DOCUMENTARIES:
* helps my self- esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/ acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
Q21 Watching REALITY TV:
* helps my self- esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/ acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
Q22 Watching TALK SHOWS / PANEL SHOWS:
* helps my self- esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/ acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
Q23 Watching MOVIES:
* helps my self- esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/ acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
Q24 Watching CHILDREN'S TV:
* helps my self- esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/ acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
Q25 Watching RELIGIOUS TV:
* helps my self- esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/ acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
Q26 In an earlier question, you said you also watch other genre of TV program. Please keep in mind this genre when answering this question. Watching OTHER program:
* helps my self-esteem
* gives me a sense of belonging/acceptance
* gives me emotional release
* can help me when I need advice
* helps me to learn about the world around me and/or understand it
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SECTION 4
 
The questions on this page are optional. There are no right or wrong answers,  any answer you could provide would be useful. 
Q27 In the instances when I watched the NEWS/ BUSINESS/ POLITICS, it was because:
 
Q28 In the instances when I watched SITCOMS, it was because:
 
Q29 In the instances when I watched DRAMA/SOAP OPERAS, it was because: 
 
Q30 In the instances when I watched DOCUMENTARIES, it was because:
 
Q31 In the instances when I watched SPORTS, it was because:
 
Q32 In the instances when I watched REALITY TV, it was because:
 
Q33 In the instances when I watched TALK SHOWS, it was because: 
 
Q34 In the instances when I watched MOVIES, it was because: 
 
Q35 In the instances when I watched CHILDREN'S TV, it was because:
 
Q36 In the instances when I watched RELIGIOUS TV, it was because: 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SECTION 5
 
Q37 What year were you born?
 
Q38 What is your gender?
* Male
* Female
* Transgender
 
Q39 Where are you from?
 
Q40 What is your race?
* White/Caucasian
* Afro-Caribbean
* Hispanic
* Asian
* Native American
* Pacific Islander
* Other ____________________
* I would rather not say
 
Q41 What is the highest level of education you have completed?
* Less than High School
* High School / GED
* Some College
* Bachelor's Degree
* Masters Degree
* Doctoral Degree
* Professional Degree (JD, MD)
 
Q42 Are you currently:
* A student
* Working part-time
* Working full-time
* On benefits (unemployment)
* On benefits (disabled)
* Retired
 
 
Thank you for taking the time to complete the survey! Please feel free to forward it to your friends. 
 







Appendix 2. Cross tabulation: favourite genre x time spent watching TV content
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Appendix 3. Cross tabulation: gender x uses sought (part 1)
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Appendix 3. Cross tabulation: gender x uses sought (continued)
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Appendix 4. Cross tabulation: gender x gratifications obtained (Part 1)
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Appendix 4. Cross tabulation: gender x gratifications obtained (continued)
[image: Image_4]

image25.png
100
50
50
70
50
s0

self-esteem senseof ‘emotional advice learningabout
belonging release theworld





image1.jpeg
>
5
>
<F
w
o





image26.png
e S e | Y[ o) | oy Tt | ks | g | ot

b il o R e THET B S (oo o

ey oo moves | [0 ke h0 S et ey, oo goneus oryos | D 0o oner| 1ol

Sheeis oo EE oniow RO EER. GEERE MER D

phty o E S SR S 8B B2
s s s 's : : : z R
® woaw 2 s s s . ;2 [wm
s v ow w » s s : 0 o s [m
: W e s . . o : . o o=
. s s s . . : : . o 1=
: c s s . . . . 0 o iz
. P s . . 0 0 0 o olm
0 o o o 0 0 0 0 0 o 2z
0 e . 0 0 0 0 0 N
0 o 0 . 0 0 0 0 o oz
. o . 0 0 0 0 0 S
0 o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 o oo
o o o o o o o o RERE
w [ =] =« | = 2 3 w [ s | s Jelm
s R o m 2 o o 2 T o=
. s s s s . . : : o o=
: R . p 0 0 B B S
: s s . . : . . 0 =
s s e s . : 0 : 0 A
. PR . s : . 0 o 1=
: s ow s s s . : 0 o 2w
. P » . . s : o s |m
W [#[ =] = " 2 “ W s T el





image27.png
What s your gender?

T || 2 [
e[ w | 2 |m
|| 1 |





image28.png
What s your gender?

————
|| o [
|| o [
e[| 1 [
T [T s 1 |





image29.png
What s your gender?
Male | Female | Transgender | Total

helps my selr esteem 2 3 0 s

gives me a sense of beonging! acceptance ERS 0 3

Watching NEWS / BUSNESS and POLTICAL JOURNALISH: | gives me ematinal rekease IR 0 1
can help me when I nesd advice ER 0 4

helps me to lean about the worid around me andior understand €[ 110 17 ) a7

Total R 0 )

hels my self esteem s 3 0 B

gives me a sense of beonging! acceptance P 1 "

Watching DRAMAS /SOAP OPERAS: gives me emotonal ekease s oz 1 186
can help me when I nesd advice 2 s 0 7

helps me to learn about the world around me andlor understand | 12 20 0 2

Total 79 | 165 EED

hels my self esteem s 7 0 15

gives me a sense of beonging! acceptance & s 1 2

Watching SITCOMS: gives me emotonal ekease 7 s 1 20
can help me when I nesd advice ER 0 4

helps me to learn about the word around me andlor understand | & 12 ) E)

Total o | 11 2 [=

hels my self esteem 2 s 0 B

gives me a sense of beonging! acceptance 2w 0 w2

Watchng SPORTS: gives me emotonal ekease s 1 102

can help me when I nesd advice o 0 2

helps me to learn about the world around me andlor understand | 15 33 ) @

Total B 1 B

hels my self esteem T s 0 15

gives me a sense of beonging! acceptance 2 s 0 B

Watching DOCUMENTARES: gives me emotonal ekease [ 1 15
can help me when I nesd advice 5 3 0 B

helps me to lean about the worid around me andior understand €| 90 174 1 25

Total 12| 18 2 a1z





image30.png
What s your gender?

Male | Female | Transgender | Total
helps my seir esteem 19 0 2

gives me a sense of beonging! acceptance T 0 19

Watching REALITY TV: gives me emotonal ekease 2 7 0 2
can help me when I nesd advice 0 B

helps me to learn about the world around me andlor understand | 17 3 ) B

Total s | =2 0 27

hels my self esteem s n 0 19

gives me a sense of beonging! acceptance s s 0 3

Watching TALK SHOWS | PANEL SHOWS: gives me emotonal ekease 0 7
can help me when I nesd advice s 0 =

helps me to learn about th world around me andlor understand t | 30 ) B

Total 7| e 0 219

hels my self esteem 7 0 2

gives me a sense of beonging! acceptance 0w os 0 16

Watching HOVES: gives me emotonal ekease ER 1 n
can help me when I nesd advice 2 7 0 B

helps me to lean about the worid around me andior understand | 1 ) «

Total | 21 1 a9

hels my self esteem 7 0 3

gives me a sense of beonging! acceptance w1 1 21

Watching CHLOREN'S TV: gives me emotonal ekease 0 21
can help me when I nesd advice R 0 7

helps me to lean about th world around me andlor understand | 7 18 ) B

Total 61 | 120 1 191

hels my self esteem 1 0 B

gives me a sense of beonging! acceptance ) 0 B

Watching RELISIOUS TV: gives me emotonal ekease o 1 B
can help me when I nesd advice 0o 1 0 1

helps me to lean about the worid around me andior understand ¢ . 0 s

Total e 1 16





image2.png
Bulgaria
™
Germany
Netheriands
usa

Poland
Romsnia
Ukrsine
cvprus

ity

Braal
France
Greece
Ireland
Portugal
Sweden
Australis
Austria
Belgium
Finland
Hungary

£ Lthusnia
£ Montenegro
8 Spain
Afghanistan
BaH
Canads
China
Crostia
Denmark
Estonia
Georgia
Guatemals
Latvia
Lebanon
Mexico
Peru

Russia
Serbis
singapore
Somslia
Suitzerland
Turkey
Venezuels

Nationality of respondents

40

Number of respondents
s 80 100 120

140

160





image3.png
Number of days a week watching TV programmes

0 1 2 3 4 s 5 7

Number of days a week





image4.png
30

25

20

15

10

Number of hours a day watching TV programmes

o 1 2 3 a4 s s 7 8

Number of hours a day

10





image5.png
30

25

20

15

10

Favourite genre of TV programme





image6.png
Uses sought for news & poll

100

50

50

70

50

s0

30

20

10

Relaxation

Entertainment

Information  Pass time/habit Companionship Thrillseeking





image7.png
Uses sought for movies
100

30
20
10
o — —

Relaxation  Entertainment  Information ~ Pass time/habit Companionship Thrillseeking

583388





image8.png
100

Uses sought for sitcoms

528388

Relaxation

30
-l
10
o [

Entertainment  Information Pass time/habit Companions!





image9.png
100

588388

30
20
10

Uses for drama/soap operas

Entertainment  Information  Pass time/habit Companionship Thrill-seeking





image10.png
100

Uses sought for documentaries

50

50

70

Relaxation

m
:
w

:

:

e

o | I —

Entertainment  Information  Pass time/habit Companionship Thril-seeking





image11.png
100

528388

30
20
10

Uses sought for sports

Relaxation

Entertainment  Information  Pass time/habit Companionship Thrillseeking





image12.png
Uses sought for reality TV

100

583388

Relaxation

30
E .
10
o | I S —

Entertainment  Information  Pass time/habit Companionship Thrill-seeking





image13.png
100

5883388

30
20
10

Uses for talk shows/panel shows

Entertainment  Information  Pass time/habit Companionship Thrill-seeking





image14.png
100

Uses for children's TV

583388

30

Relaxation

»
. :-
N —

Entertainment  Information  Pass time/habit Companionship Thril-seeking





image15.png
Uses for religious TV

100
%0
80
70
0
50

°
2

o - il
o —

Relaxation  Entertainment  Information ~ Pass time/habit Companionship Thrillseeking





image16.png
100
50
50
70
50
s0

30
20
10

Gratifications obtained from news & political journalism

self-esteem

—
senseof ‘emotional advice learningabout
belonging release theworld





image17.png
100

30
20
10

Grati

self-esteem

senseof ‘emotional learningabout
belonging release theworld





image18.png
100

528388

30
20
10

Gratifications obtained from sitcoms

selfesteem  senseof
belonging

‘emotional
release

Gratifications

learningabout
theworld





image19.png
100

583388

30
20
10

Gratifications obtained from drama/soap operas

self-esteem senseof ‘emotional learningabout

belonging release
Gratifications

theworld





image20.png
100
50
50
70
50
s0

30
20
10

Gratifications obtained from documentaries

self-esteem senseof  emotionalrelease  advice
belonging

cati

learningabout
theworld





image21.png
100

5883388

30
20
10

Gratifications obtained from sports

self-esteem senseof  emotionalrelease  advice learningabout
belonging the world

Gratifications





image22.png
100

Gratifications obtained from reality TV

| —
selfesteem  senseof  emotional  advice leamingabout
belonging  release he world

Gratifications





image23.png
100
50
50
70
50
s0

30
20
10

Gratifications obtained from talk shows/panel shows

self-esteem senseof  emotionalrelease  advice learningabout
belonging the world

Gratifications





image24.png
100

588388

30
20
10

Gratifications obtained from children's TV

selfesteem  senseof ‘emotional learningabout
belonging release theworld

Gratifications





