
 

  

 

 

 

 

SOCIAL TV IS THE NEW DIGITAL WATERCOOLER: 

PERSONALITY TRAITS, BEHAVIORS, AND TRENDS 

IN SECOND-SCREEN MEDIA ACTIVITY 

 

 

by 

LAUREN ANDERSON AUVERSET  

ANDREW C. BILLINGS, COMMITTEE CHAIR 

KENON A. BROWN 

YONGHWAN KIM 

JAMES LEEPER 

ELLIOT PANEK 

 

A DISSERTATION 

 

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 

for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

in the Department of Graduate Studies 

in the College of Communication and Information Sciences of 

The University of Alabama 

 

TUSCALOOSA, ALABAMA 

 

2017 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright Lauren Anderson Auverset 2017 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 

 



ii 

  

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

The increase in use of social media and portable touchscreen devices (e.g. smart phones, 

tablets, etc.) have given television program viewers the ability to interact in real-time, even if 

they do not share a proximal physical space. The result has been that an increasing number of 

people are turning to their “second-screen” devices to share their reactions to television shows 

instantly through Social TV. The purpose of this study was to examine why participants are 

motivated to use Social TV, and to understand what personality traits may be associated with 

Social TV use. Survey methodology was used, and respondents were recruited using a snowball 

sampling procedure. Results indicated that Social TV was often negatively predicted by 

conscientiousness and positively predicted by neuroticism. However, all elements of the Big Five 

personality traits yielded some significant relationships with Social TV usage and the likelihood 

of sharing information regarding favorite TV programs. This research extended previous work on 

the Big Five, Facebook, and Social TV by examining the relationship between belonging and 

self-presentation that was proposed by Nadkarni and Hofmann (2012) and extended by Seidman 

(2013). This theoretical framework shows great promise in helping to understand how the Big 

Five personality traits are connected to Social TV use.  
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a  Cronbach’s index of internal consistency 

β Beta: the slope as calculated in a regression 
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p  Probability associated with the occurrence under the null hypothesis of a value as extreme  

  as or more extreme than the observed value 

 

r  Pearson product-moment correlation 

 

SD Standard deviation: the value of variation from a mean within a set of data 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The act of watching television has always, in part, been a social experience that is often 

enhanced by synchronous viewing (Katz and Lazarsfeld, 1955). However, past decades 

facilitated this experience largely via co-viewing the same program in the same room at the same 

time. More recently, the addition of social media and portable touchscreen devices (e.g. smart 

phones, tablets, etc.) have given television program viewers the ability to interact in real-time, 

even if they do not share a proximal physical space (Nielsen Social, 2014a). This communicative 

technological phenomenon, which has recently risen in popularity, is the use of a “second-

screen” during television viewing (Nielsen Insights, 2013). The result has been less co-viewing, 

along with increased tendencies to watch live megaevents (e.g., Super Bowl, Academy Awards, 

Emmys, etc.) in real-time to enable second-screen and Social TV experiences.  

 Consequently, an increasing number of people are turning to their second screen devices 

to share their reactions instantly through Social TV (Nielsen Social, 2014b). The 2014 Nielsen 

Digital Consumer Report (Nielsen Company, 2014a) states that 84 percent of U.S. smartphone 

and tablet owners use a second screen while watching television. The TV conversation used to 

take place the day after air, around the water cooler at work, or with friends, but the rise in use of 

Social TV has begun to change this experience (Nielsen Social, 2014a). As the myriad of real-

time Social TV conversation between friends, fans, content creators, and actors, continues to 

grow (Nielsen Social, 2014c), there are an increasing number of studies (e.g. Han and Lee, 2014; 
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Ji and Raney, 2014; Giglietto and Selva, 2014; Ainasoja et al., 2014; Johns, 2012; Bredl et al., 

2013; Nielsen Social, 2013; Smith and Boyles, 2012) examining the second-screen experience in 

an effort to better understand motivations for using Social TV. While a handful of research 

studies have examined the effects that the second screen experience has on viewers (e.g. Johns, 

2012; Bredl et al., 2013; Nielsen Social, 2013; Smith and Boyles, 2012; Giglietto and Selva, 

2014), further research is needed to expand upon this knowledge base in order to better 

understand the Social TV phenomenon.   

 An analysis of 273 broadcast and cable program episodes, performed by Nielsen Social 

(2014d), revealed three important findings about Social TV users. First, the age and gender 

distribution in Social TV use is broad across programming (Nielsen Social, 2014d). Second, 

Nielsen Social (2014d) compared age and gender of Social TV users across programming types 

and found significant differences in both demographic categories to different programming 

genres. Lastly, Nielsen Social’s (2014d) report clearly shows that Social TV allows television 

networks to reach viewers beyond their core audience demographic. However, while these 

studies provide initial support for the general behavior of Social TV users, an important aspect 

that currently remains largely unexplored is why certain television programs seem to compel 

some viewers to share their thoughts and opinions with others via Social TV, while other 

television programs and audience demographics do not (Nielsen Insights, 2015). 

Social TV 

Social TV is a type of second-screen experience where television viewers use social 

networking sites (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, etc.) to discuss the television program shortly before, 

during, or after the program airs (Ainasoja et al., 2014; Giglietto and Selva, 2014; Nielsen, 

2014a). Within such an experience, viewers devote one screen to watching the television 
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program while dedicating another (typically a smart phone, tablet, or laptop) to concurrently 

communicating with others about the television program. While viewership of traditional live 

TV still dominates in U.S. adults aged 18 and older, four percent fewer Americans watched 

traditional live television in 2014 as compared to 2013, and online video streaming increased 

among American adults by 60 percent (Nielsen Company, 2014b). This new area of research is 

growing quickly, with scholars noting remarkable trends pertaining to the interactivity of Social 

TV such as co-viewing motivations (Han and Lee, 2014), media reception (Ji and Raney, 2014), 

cognitive factual recall (van Cauwenberge, Schaap, and van Roy, 2014), and many others that 

contribute greatly to a multitude of media content and effects-based lines of scholarship. 

 Nielsen Social (2014d, para. 1) describes Social TV as “an experience that connects 

viewers in the moment with friends, content creators, start, and likeminded—or not so 

likeminded—fans.” Giglietto and Selva (2014) define Social TV as “the interactions among 

other viewers and between viewers, the characters, and the producers of the show enabled by the 

second-screen practice” (p. 260). Others describe Social TV as the “complementary use of text-

based media during linear TV viewing,” (Han and Lee, 2014, p. 242). Social TV is also 

described as the growing set of technologies that enable synchronous social interaction between 

television viewers at a distance, and the use of those technologies during viewing (Ji and Raney, 

2014). A clear pattern appears here describing Social TV as (a) an interactive experience using 

(b) Internet connected, second-screen technologies to (c) connect viewers with others to discuss a 

live-television event.  

Television is a large segment of the media and entertainment industry. In 2014, 

Americans spent more than 141 hours per month, on average, watching traditional TV (Nielsen 

Newswire, 2014), and total television revenue in the U.S. in 2012 amounted to $61.9 billion 
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(Statista, 2015). Even though traditional TV watching behaviors have decreased recently, when 

Internet TV program watching (e.g. Netflix, Hulu, etc.) is accounted for, the total number of 

hours watched per month stays relatively steady (Nielsen Newswire, 2014). Interestingly, not all 

viewers are watching TV in the same way; Nielsen Newswire (2014) found that content 

consumption and media platform or device selection varied widely among different 

races/ethnicities. For example, Asian Americans’ monthly time spent watching traditional 

television fell about six percent from 2013 to 2014, but during this same time period Asian 

Americans’ consumption of television programming on the Internet rose by 17 percent (Nielsen 

Company, 2014a). 

 Several studies have shown that television viewing has moved from being primarily a 

group experience to a more individualized experience (Han and Lee, 2014; Harboe, 2009; Klym 

and Montpetit, 2008; Nathan, Harrison, and Yarosh, 2008; Spigel, 1992). This shift in television 

viewing behavior is partially due to the introduction of new, social media, and partially because 

of the technological advances in devices that are capable of recording and watching television 

(Harboe, 2009; Nathan, Harrison, and Yarosh, 2008). This has led to an increase in virtual group 

viewing, evidenced by the increase in the use of social networking sites, instant messaging, and 

text messaging during television viewing (Boyd and Ellison, 2008).  

Nielsen Twitter TV Ratings 

As a response to this increase in Internet television viewing, Nielsen Social (2013) 

recently launched a new service called “Nielsen Twitter TV Ratings,” with the specific purpose 

of measuring the total activity and reach of TV-related conversation on Twitter. According to 

Nielsen Social (2014e), 36 million people in the U.S. sent 990 million tweets about television 

shows in 2013.  And while communication researchers have begun to scratch the surface of this 
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new area of research, the majority of this research focuses more on what people are doing with 

their second screens, and less on why they are doing it. 

One of the primary reasons why Nielsen Social was created is to track these digital 

conversations about television shows using Twitter (Nielsen Company, 2014a). While other 

social network sites (e.g. Facebook, Tumblr, etc.) generate some social discussion through the 

use of Social TV, Twitter has generated the most dialogic, real-time, and publically-accessible 

discussions.  

A Nielsen Company (2014a) report showed that on an average day in 2013, 

approximately “one million Americans turned to Twitter to discuss TV” (p. 20). Additionally, 

television programmers have integrated hashtags, encouraging social conversations directly into 

their shows (Nielsen Company, 2014a). The most recent Nielsen survey of connected device 

owners reported that nearly half of U.S. smart phone users and tablet users (46% and 43% 

respectively) reported using these devices daily while watching television programs (Nielsen 

Insights, 2013). The Nielsen survey showed that viewers use their second-screen both for talking 

about or learning about the television program they are watching and also for pursuing other 

activities (e.g. looking up general information/browsing the web, visiting social networking sites, 

as well as commentaries about the program they are watching). 

Additionally, television program producers frequently encourage audience members to 

use the second screen to express their opinions, interact with fellow viewers, and engage with 

official TV program social media accounts via Facebook and Twitter (Giglietto and Silva, 2014). 

This use of social networking sites as a real-time backchannel of communication among 

television program viewers has been well documented (Boyd, 2010; Doughty, Rowland and 

Lawson, 2011; Ferguson, 2012; Johns, 2012). Social media applications such as TV Tag 
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(formerly “Get Glue”) and online interactive platforms such as AMC’s The Walking Dead Story 

Sync, exist specifically for the purpose of encouraging viewers to participate in the second-

screen experience. These social back channels can provide valuable feedback to television show 

producers, in real-time, about their audience’s reactions to their content (Cooper, 2012). 

Additionally, examination of how and why people use these social back channels may aid 

academic scholars in pursuit of better understanding people’s evolving media consumption 

habits. 

Definition of Terms 

The 2-factor Model of Facebook Use 

The 2-factor model of Facebook (FB) use, proposed by Nadkarni and Hoffman (2012), 

states that FB use is primarily motivated by (a) the need to belong, and (b) the need for self-

presentation. These two motivational social needs can simultaneously, or individually, contribute 

to an individual’s level of FB use (Nadkarni and Hoffman). Specifically, the need to belong is 

defined as “the intrinsic drive to affiliate with others and gain social acceptance,” and the need 

for self-presentation is defined as “the continuous process of impression management” (Nadkarni 

and Hoffman, 2012, p. 245). Seidman’s (2013) findings suggest that both belongingness and 

self-presentation motivations are key to understanding the relationship between personality and 

Facebook use. This study will use a modified version of Nadkarni and Hoffman’s 2-Factor 

Model of Facebook Use, and will modify it for Social TV use with both Facebook and Twitter. 

The Big Five Personality Traits 

Several studies have examined social networking sites (SNS) use and trait predictors such 

as the Big Five personality traits, narcissism, and loneliness (e.g. Ross et al., 2009; Mehdizadeh, 

2010; Seidman, 2013; Carpenter, 2012), and the majority of these studies focus on Facebook 
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(e.g. see Al-Saggaf and Nielsen, 2014; Chen and Marcus, 2012; Ljepava, Orr, Locke, and Ross, 

2013; Ong et al., 2011; Ryan and Xenos, 2011; Skues, Williams, and Wise, 2012; Wang, 

Jackson, Zhang, and Su, 2012; etc.) or Twitter (e.g. see Bergman et al., 2011; Davenport et al., 

2014; Leung, 2013; Mark and Ganzach, 2014; etc.) in their examination of trait predictors of 

SNS use. However, currently there are no studies that focus specifically on Social TV use and 

personality factors. The Big Five traits are: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, 

neuroticism, and openness. Seidman’s (2013) research used Nadkarni and Hoffmann’s dual-

factor model to examine how the Big Five personality traits influenced motivations to use 

Facebook. Therefore, this study will integrate these approaches to investigate the extent to which 

the Big Five personality traits influence motivations to use Social TV to fulfill the needs of 

belongingness and self-presentation. 

Overview of Project 

This study will employ survey methodology (see Appendix) to examine why participants 

are motivated to use Social TV, what personality traits may be associated with Social TV use. 

The population of interest for this research will include undergraduate university students as well 

as members of the general population who are current and active users of either the social 

networking site Facebook and/or Twitter at the time the survey is administered. The findings of a 

Pew Internet and American Life Project study show that the use of the Internet is greater among 

university students as compared to the general population (Jones, 2002). Jones et al. (2008) also 

argued that universities are a suitable place for technological diffusion. Additionally, Quan-Hasse 

and Young (2010) found that university students tended to be early adopters of social networking 

sites. This research supports recruiting university enrolled students as a sample population, and a 

comparison of university students to the general population may prove to be valuable in analysis. 
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Several previous studies of Social TV use have primarily used survey (e.g. Alt, 2015; Ellison et 

al., 2007; Han and Lee, 2014; Przybylski et al., 2013) or content analysis methodology (e.g. 

Giglietto and Silva, 2014; Greer and Ferguson, 2011; Ji and Raney, 2013). While many of these 

studies chose to focus on a university student sample, there are many benefits to expanding the 

sample to a more generalizable population demographic (e.g. non-university students have also 

reported using Social TV). 

As demonstrated above, previous researchers have examined the effects that second 

screen experiences have on viewers (e.g. Johns, 2012; Bredl et al., 2013; Nielsen Social, 2013; 

Smith and Boyles, 2012; Giglietto and Selva, 2014), but further research is needed to expand 

upon this knowledge and better understand the second-screen phenomenon, particularly in terms 

of what motivates people to use Social TV, and what gratifications they may gain from this use. 

Prior studies have also examined viewers’ use of a second-screen while viewing television 

programs, however, little research has examined how personality relates to Social TV use, and 

how personality may influence motivations to use Social TV.  

This study will add to the vein of scholarship examining motivations of Social TV use, 

and personality traits and Social TV use. Chapter 2 will begin by laying out the theoretical 

dimensions and context of the research, and will illustrate the importance of the research as 

demonstrated in the literature. Chapter 3 will describe in detail the research design, procedures, 

and analysis of the study. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The next chapter of the dissertation will provide a review of the relevant literature in 

order to provide context for the research questions and hypotheses that will be explored in this 

study. First, this chapter will examine the theoretical dimensions of the study, which are the uses 

and gratifications approach and the self-determination theory. Next, these theoretical approaches 

will be discussed in application to Social TV and second screen use. Then a review of the 

variables for the study will be explained, which includes: belongingness motivations and 

behaviors, self-presentation motivations and behaviors, and the Big Five personality traits. The 

chapter will conclude with the proposed research questions and hypotheses for the study. 

2.1 The Second-Screen and Social TV 

The Evolution of Television. The act of watching television has always, in part, 

been a social experience that is often enhanced by synchronous viewing (Katz and 

Lazarsfeld, 1955). In the 1950s-70s, as television use became more common in American 

homes, it evolved into a type of digital hearth in which friends and family gathered to share 

the experience of watching their favorite TV programs (CITE). Eventually, as technology 

developed, it became less necessary to watch television programs as they aired in real time. 

First, in the late 1970s--90s, there was video cassette recording (VCR), and in the mid-

2000s video-on-demand (VOD) was developed; both technologies allowed viewers to 

record television programs at home and view them at their leisure (Rizzuto and Wirth, 
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2002). The early 21st Century saw the invention and widespread adoption of video 

streaming websites such as Netflix and Hulu, and cable subscribers quickly became 

accustomed to being able to record and play back their favorite shows on a whim with 

digital video recording (DVR) technology (Manes, 2001).  

Despite the fact that television is still currently America’s favorite entertainment 

pastime – the average American adult aged 18 and up watched 5 hours of television per day 

in 2014 -- an in-depth report by The Nielsen Company (2014a) shows that audiences are 

spending more of their time using the Internet and streaming services (e.g. Netflix, Hulu, 

and Amazon Prime) to facilitate their television viewing. More than double the amount of 

American households have chosen to forego cable television in 2014 compared to 2013 

(Nielsen Company, 2014a). Although this seems like a drastic increase, these households 

remain a small minority (1.1 percent to 2.8 percent); however, this could be the beginning 

of a trend. Additionally, subscriptions to streaming, video-on-demand services has 

increased 5 percent from 35 percent to 40 percent in American households (Nielsen 

Company, 2014a). Additionally, the amount of people who stream or download videos 

online has increased from 69 percent in 2009 to 78 percent in 2013 (Purcell, 2013), and 

Nielsen’s (2014a) most recent Total Audience Report shows a distinct and continuous 

decrease in the amount of time that U.S. adults spend watching traditional TV each day, 

and a steady increase in the amount of time spent watching time-shifted TV. It is possible 

that the increase in use of streaming and video-on-demand services has contributed to the 

rise in use of second-screen practices, as these services allow the viewer to pause, or to 

rewind and play back the television program as needed, thereby giving them complete 

control over which screen they wish to dedicate their attention and focus. 
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2.2 The Second Screen 

More recently, portable touchscreen devices (e.g. smart phones, tablets, etc.) allow 

television audiences to engage in other digital activities while watching television content 

(e.g., Nielsen Company, 2013a; Johns, 2012; Schirra, Sun, and Bentley, 2014; Han and 

Lee, 2014; etc.). Such device use is referred to as “second-screen” use, creating an 

environment with a unique mixture of social, interactive, and mass media (Ainasoja et al., 

2014). A recent Nielsen survey of connected device owners reported that nearly half of 

U.S. smartphone and tablet users (46% and 43% respectively) reported using these devices 

daily while watching television programs as a second-screen (Nielsen Company, 2013b). 

Primary activities among viewers who used a second-screen while watching a television 

program included surfing the web, looking up information about the show being watched, 

shopping, and checking sports scores (Nielsen Company, 2013a). This use of a second-

screen during television viewing has continued to rise steadily since 2012 (Nielsen 

Company, 2014a), and has changed the way that we enjoy television through a continuous 

means of computer mediated communication, connecting audiences with others, as well as 

with a wealth of information via the Internet. 

 Social Media + television = Social TV. Using a second screen to access social 

networking sites (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, etc.) during a television program allows 

viewers to interact not only with each other, but also with television program producers, actors, 

and directors in real-time. This type of second-screen use has been dubbed “Social TV,” 

(Ainasoja et al., 2014; Giglietto and Selva, 2014; Nielsen, 2014b). Within such an experience, 

viewers devote one screen to watching the television program while dedicating another (typically 

a smartphone, tablet, or laptop) to concurrently communicating with others about the television 
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program. This new area of research is growing quickly (e.g. Han and Lee, 2014; Ji and Raney, 

2014; van Cauwenberge, Schaap, and van Roy, 2014), and several researchers have shed light 

upon a trending pattern of interactivity through Social TV within the vein of multimedia and 

effects-based research.  

 Nielsen Social (2014a, para. 1) define Social TV as “an experience that connects viewers 

in the moment with friends, content creators, start, and likeminded—or not so likeminded—

fans.” Social TV is the growing set of technologies that enable synchronous social interaction 

between television viewers at a distance, and the use of those technologies during television 

program viewing (Ji and Raney, 2014). Some scholars (Giglietto and Selva, 2014) describe 

Social TV as “the interactions among other viewers and between viewers, the characters, and the 

producers of the show enabled by the second-screen practice” (p. 260). Others describe Social 

TV as the “complementary use of text-based media during linear TV viewing,” (Han and Lee, 

2014, p. 242). Currently, Social TV can be described as (a) an interactive experience using (b) 

Internet connected, second screen technologies to (c) connect viewers with others to discuss a 

live-television event. 

2.3 Uses and Gratifications Approach 

Early history and development. The uses and gratifications approach was first 

conceived during the 1940s by psychology scholars Herzog (1942a), Lazarsfeld and Stanton 

(1944), and Warner and Henry (1948), with the goal of understanding why people used mass 

media (e.g. radio and newspaper) and what types of gratifications they received from using these 

media. Gradually, these early uses and gratifications researchers developed a list of gratifications 

that were either met by specific content within the type of media used, or through the media itself 

(Katz and Blumler, 1974). Gratifications obtained included advice, social support, or emotional 
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release gained by listening to radio soap operas (Herzog, 1942b; Warner and Henry, 1948); 

similarly, a sense of security, structure, and connection to friends and colleges was obtained from 

reading the daily newspaper (Berelson, 1948).  Herzog (1947) was the first to attribute the term 

“gratifications” to the dimensions of media use. 

These early uses and gratifications studies had several things in common (Katz, Blumler 

and Gurevitch, 1973a): (a) an open-ended methodological approach; (b) gratification categories 

and typologies formed using qualitative methodologies; (c) unexplored links between 

gratifications and the audience’s psychological or sociological origins; and (d) underinvestigated 

potential interrelationships between different media functions. Because of these final two 

commonalities in particular, uses and gratifications research was not as quickly advanced as it 

may have been if these shared deficiencies in research had been examined and explored during 

the early development of the approach (Katz et al., 1973a). 

Katz and Lazarsfeld’s (1955) work further developed the uses and gratifications approach 

by examining the effect that the personal influence of friends, family, and social groups had on 

mediated media messages. Katz, Guerevitch, and Hass (1973) evaluated whether people actively 

used media for their benefit, concluding that media was not only a way through which 

advertisers sent messages to a target audience, or how news and entertainment programs were 

broadcast, but also was a means through which individuals could choose to connect or 

disconnect themselves from the world around them (Katz et al., 1973). Katz et al. (1973) 

determined that individuals were quite capable of manipulating the media to meet their needs. 

The prevalence of television in American homes in the late 1950s through the early 1970s 

contributed to a fundamental shift in the way people communicated, and it was perhaps during 

this time that the relationship between people and media changed (McQuail, 1994). It was during 
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this time that scholars McQuail, Blumler, and Brown (1972) developed and refined the uses and 

gratifications typology of needs (Lasswell, 1948; Wright, 1960) into the following categories: (a) 

diversion (e.g., escape, emotional release, entertainment); (b) personal relationships (e.g. 

companionship, social utility); (c) personal identity (e.g. personal reference, reality exploration, 

value reinforcement); and (d) surveillance (e.g. acquiring news and information). In an effort to 

refine the conceptual and methodological shortcomings of the uses and gratifications approach, 

many communication scholars (e.g. Freidson, 1953; Himmelweit et al., 1958; Johnstone, 1961; 

Macoby, 1954; Riley and Riley, 1951; Schramm et al., 1961) focused their research in this area 

on the “operationalization of the social and psychological variables presumed to give rise to 

differentiated patterns of media consumption” (Blumler and Katz, 1974, p. 13). 

Katz, Blumler, and Gurevitch (1973a) advanced the definitions of the goals, purpose, and 

logical steps of the uses and gratifications approach, and specified that uses and gratifications 

research at this time was mainly concerned with:  

   (1) the social and psychological origins of (2) needs, which generate (3) expectations of 

 (4) the mass media or other sources, which lead to (5) differential patterns of media 

 exposure (or engagement in other activities), resulting in (6) need gratifications and (7)  

 other consequences, perhaps mostly unintended ones (p. 510). 

U&G Assumptions and Typologies of Use 

A central assumption of the uses and gratifications approach is that audience members 

proactively seek out a medium in an attempt to satisfy a specific need or gratification (Blumler 

and Katz, 1974), and that media enjoyment is influenced by many different social and 

psychological factors (Katz et al., 1974; Ruggerio, 2000; Rubin, 2002). Additionally, the uses 

and gratifications approach explains media use as a cyclical function, wherein a combination of 
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individual needs and socio-psychological factors create certain expectations—which, 

consequently, affect patterns of media use (Katz, Blumler, and Gurevitch, 1974). Patterns of 

media use eventually yield gratifications, which then revert to influence individual needs (Katz et 

al., 1973b). The majority of uses and gratification research on television use has examined how 

different expectations, motivations, and socio-psychological factors lead to different media use 

(Rubin, 1983; Rubin, Perse, and Powell, 1985). 

The uses and gratifications approach has three primary assumptions: (a) audiences are 

goal-oriented in their behavior, (b) they are active in their media use, and (c) audiences are aware 

of their needs and use specific media to gratify those needs (Katz et al. 1973a; Blumler and Katz, 

1974). The uses and gratifications approach divides the many different types of needs associated 

with media use into five typologies (Katz, Gurevitch, and Haas, 1973b; McQuail, 2010; West 

and Turner, 2010): ): (a) cognitive needs (e.g. acquiring information, knowledge, and 

understanding), (b) affective needs (e.g. emotion, pleasure, identifying with characters in the 

media environment), (c) personal integrative needs (e.g. enhancing credibility, stability, simple 

entertainment), (d) social integrative needs (e.g. connecting with family and friends, social 

interaction), and (e) escapist needs (e.g. escape from the stress of daily life, diversion). These 

five typologies are a refined version of McQuail, Blumler, and Brown’s (1972) needs typologies, 

mentioned above. 

U&G and entertainment media. Several prominent early uses and gratification studies 

examined television viewing motivations (e.g. McQuail, Blumler, and Brown, 1972; Greenberg, 

1974; Rubin, 1977; Palmgreen and Rayburn, 1979), and established that of the five media use 

typologies, the cognitive (i.e. surveillance) and affective (i.e. entertainment) needs were most 

positively correlated to an individual’s driving motivation towards the use of a specific media to 
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obtain a gratification. Expanding on this in an analysis of television viewing motivations and 

patterns, Rubin (1983) distinguished two primary television usage types: (a) time consumption 

and entertainment; and (b) content or non-escapist, information seeking. These two television 

usage types encompass the cognitive and affective uses and gratifications media use typologies. 

Althaus and Tewksbury (2000) pointed out that much of the research performed in this 

area has been concerned with identifying specific forms of gratifications associated with specific 

uses of media, and that these typologies share several core gratifications. Previous studies have 

shown that studying both surveillance needs and entertainment needs have proven successful at 

accurately determining how people shift from one media form to another (Finn and Gorr, 1988; 

Katz et al., 1974; McGuire, 1974; Wright, 1960; Heikkinen and Reese, 1986; Levy and Windahl, 

1984; Rosengren and Windahl, 1972). Additionally, several research studies have suggested that 

one of the more common gratification typologies associated with media-person interactions was 

that of affective, or entertainment needs (e.g., Rubin, 1983; Shao, 2009; LaRose and Eastin, 

2004; etc.).  

U&G and Social TV. Social relationships have always been part and parcel of the 

overarching uses and gratifications typology, yet are recently increasingly the object of uses and 

gratifications applications, specifically because of new social media platforms uniquely designed 

to facilitate such interactions (see Eastin and LaRose, 2005; Valenzuela, Park, and Kee, 2009; 

Raacke and Bonds-Raacke, 2008).  Negotiation of self-representation within these networks has 

been a focus within this framework (Bonds-Raacke and Raacke, 2010; Quan-Haase and Young, 

2010). Early studies of the social networking site Facebook found that the most prominent uses 

and gratification factors of Facebook users included entertainment, socializing, self-status 

seeking, and information seeking (LaRose and Eastin, 2004; Park, Kee, and Valenzuela, 2009). 
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Many of these early social networking site studies determined obtained individual needs through 

applying the uses and gratifications approach--akin to how the approach was applied in prior 

studies on how people used the Internet (Papacharissi and Rubin, 2000; Raacke and Bonds-

Raacke, 2008).  

A large number of uses and gratifications studies focus on the emergence of new media, 

examined how people used that media, and what gratifications they obtained from media use 

(e.g., Ruggerio, 2000; Lin, 2014; Khang, Han, and Ki, 2014; etc.).  Many early uses and 

gratifications studies focused on television use (e.g. McQuail, Blumler, and Brown, 1972; Katz, 

Gurevitch, and Haas, 1973; Greenberg, 1974; Rubin, 1977; Palmgreen and Rayburn, 1979; Lull, 

1982; Rubin, 1983; Rubin and Rubin, 1985; Finn and Gorr, 1988). Later, uses and gratifications 

studies of Internet use (e.g. Parker and Plank, 2000; Ruggiero, 2000; Papacharissi, 2002; 

Stafford, Stafford, and Schkade, 2004; Diddi and LaRose, 2006) grew from the aforementioned 

studies on television, and similarly, early research examining the uses and gratifications of social 

media use build on both television and Internet use research (e.g. LaRose and Eastin, 2004; 

Raacke and Bonds-Raacke, 2008; Park, Kee, and Valenzuela, 2009; Quan-Haase and Young, 

2010).  

Following suit, a growing number of studies (e.g. Greer and Ferguson, 2011; Doughty et 

al., 2012; Johns, 2012; Harrington et al., 2013; Ainasoja et al., 2014; Han and Lee, 2014; Ji and 

Raney, 2014; Van Cauwenberge et al., 2014) examining the Social TV use have also utilized the 

uses and gratifications approach to better understand motivations for participating in this form of 

second screen use. A study by Wohn and Na (2011) applied Katz, Blumler, and Gurevitch’s 

(1973a) original five uses and gratifications need typologies to the analysis of the second-screen 

experience. The second-screen environment is a unique mixture of social, interactive, and mass 



 

 

18 

 

media; because of this, the uses and gratifications approach is particularly applicable to the 

second-screen experience as this mixture, at its core, is predominantly about choices within a 

plethora of available mediated communication options. 

2.4 Self-Determination Theory 

History and overview. The self-determination theory (SDT) is centered on human 

nature, motivation, and personality (Deci and Ryan, 2002) and concerns people’s innate 

psychological needs--and how these needs form the basis for self-motivation and personality 

integration (Deci and Ryan, 1985). SDT is grounded in social psychology research, and 

considers the degree to which people’s behavior is self-motivated and self-determined through 

understanding the role intrinsic motivation plays in behavior (Deci and Ryan, 2002). Several of 

the primary studies contributing to self-determination theory focused on intrinsic motivation 

(Deci, 1971), a developmental process occurring when a person does “something because it is 

inherently interesting or enjoyable” (Ryan and Deci, 2000, p. 55), as opposed to extrinsic 

motivation, which occurs when a person does “something because it leads to a separable 

outcome” (p. 55). Internalization is a related process happening when there is an active attempt 

to turn an extrinsic motive into an internal one; the processes of intrinsic motivation and 

internalization are facilitated by conditions fulfilling innate psychological needs, hindering 

events that frustrate these needs (Ryan, 1995). 

There are three basic psychological needs identified in self-determination theory that 

individuals must meet to function and grow optimally: (a) competence, (b) relatedness, and (c) 

autonomy (Deci and Ryan, 2002). Deci and Ryan (1991, 1995) identify these basic needs as 

innate and necessary for individuals to initiate behavior: competence refers to being effective in 

dealing with one’s environment; relatedness refers to the need to have close, affectionate 
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relationships with others; autonomy refers to having control over the course of one’s life. Self-

determination theory has three essential elements (Deci and Vansteenkiste, 2004): (a) people are 

proactive about their positive potential and seek to master their internal drives and emotions; (b) 

people inherently lean towards growth development and integrated functioning within their 

environment; and (c) while this optimal development and actions towards such are inherent, they 

are not automatic functions. 

2.5 The Big Five Personality Traits 

The Big Five model broadly classifies personality traits into five major dimensions: 

neuroticism, extraversion, agreeableness, openness to experience, and conscientiousness (Costa 

and McCrae, 1992). Each of these five major dimensions represents a range of more specific 

personality traits (Goldberg, 1990). The basic premise of the Big Five model states that an 

individual’s personality can accurately be assessed by examining how they rank on each of the 

five major personality trait dimensions (McCrae and John, 1992). For example, people who rank 

high in openness are also usually creative and curious; conversely, people ranking low in 

openness tend to be more conventional, grounded, and cautious (Costa and McCrae, 1992).  

Extraversion is the Big Five trait associated with sociability, high energy, outgoingness, 

expressiveness, dominance, and positive emotions (McCrae and John, 1992). Agreeableness 

represents the tendency to be prosocial, friendly, compassionate, altruist, trustworthy, modest, 

and cooperative with others (McCrae and John, 1992). Conscientiousness is associated with 

organization, dependability, a socially-prescribed self-discipline and impulse control, and high 

functioning goal-directed behavior (Costa and McCrae, 1992). Neuroticism describes individuals 

often perceived as unstable, but reactive and excitable, and also encompasses traits associated 

with emotional instability, such as anxiety, depression, and nervous tension (Costa and McCrae, 
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1992). Openness to experience reflects an individual’s level of imagination, inventiveness, and 

sense of adventure; it also describes the complexity of their intellectual curiosity (McCrae and 

John, 1992). 

The Big Five model has been validated by many researchers through empirical testing 

across disciplines and cultures, shown to be both reliable and replicable (McCrae and John, 

1992). Some of the Big Five personality factors (e.g. extraversion and openness) are associated 

with how people interact with others and maintain social relationships (Aspendorpf and Wilpers, 

1998). Rosengren (1974) illustrated that personal characteristics (e.g. age, gender, and 

personality) can influence how people use mass media. It is because of this prior application to 

both media use and social behavior that the Big Five model has recently been used to examine 

how people use social networking sites (Amichai-Hamburger and Vinitzky, 2010; Correa, 

Hinsley, and de Zúñiga, 2010; Ross et al., 2009), and is one of the most frequently-used models 

for media use and personality studies (Ehrenberg, Juckes, White, and Walsh, 2008; Landers and 

Lounsbury, 2006; Swickert, Hittner, Harris, and Herring, 2002; Tuten and Bosnjak, 2001). 

The Big Five and SNSs. Many researchers have focused on how personality traits 

influence the use of social networking sites (e.g. Amichai-Hamburger, 2002; Buffardi and 

Campbell, 2008; Mehdizadeh, 2010; Orr et al., 2009; Ross et al., 2009; Ryan and Xenos, 2011; 

Sheldon, 2008; Skues et al., 2012). Amichai-Hamburger (2002) argues that this type of research 

is crucial when studying online behavior. The relationship between the Big Five personality traits 

and Facebook, in particular, has been examined thoroughly, and two of the most-cited studies of 

this type are those by Ross et al. (2009) and Amichai-Hamburger and Vinitzky (2010). Results 

from these studies showed that several of the Big Five traits are associated with specific types of 

Facebook use.  
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Ross et al. (2009) found that participants with higher levels of extraversion were 

members of more Facebook groups than were participants with lower levels of extraversion, but, 

other than that, no significant differences were found between the two groups in other Facebook 

features (e.g. mean number of friends, time spent using Facebook, sending messages on 

Facebook, etc.). Ross et al. suggested this may be because extraverts engage similarly online as 

they do offline--that is, they engage in more social activities, and do not use Facebook as an 

alternative to social activities. They also found that participants with higher levels of neuroticism 

shared less personal information on Facebook, preferring to post a status update to their wall 

instead of uploading photos. Ross et al. suggested that a reason for this may be that posting to 

one’s Facebook wall allows those with high levels of neuroticism to take their time in crafting 

their message, allowing them control of the image that they present. Seidman’s (2013) research 

found that high neuroticism was a significant predictor of self-presentational motivations. 

Seidman’s (2013) research found that low conscientiousness was a significant predictor 

of self-presentational motivations; these results specifically suggested that conscientious 

individuals exhibit more cautious self-presentation behavior online. Additionally, Seidman 

suggests that by focusing on motivations for social media use may help to understand the 

relationship between personality and behavior, as results showed that motivations mediated the 

relationship between personality and behavior. While conscientiousness has been found to be 

positively correlated with an individual’s interpersonal relationships (Asendorpf and Wilpers, 

1998), this personality trait has been found to be negatively associated with social network site 

use (Ryan and Xenos, 2011). Moore and McElroy (2012) found that conscientious individuals 

were more likely to regret posting something inappropriate to a social networking site, and 

consequently were more likely to be cautious in their social networking site self-presentation.  
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Amichai-Hamburger and Vinitzky’s (2010) study partially replicated Ross et al.’s (2009) 

study, confirming some aspects while also finding that participants with higher levels of 

extraversion reported having more friends than those who were lower in extraversion. The 

researchers confirmed that individuals tend to act similarly online as they do offline, and 

suggested that this may be the reason why extraverts tend to have more Facebook friends than 

introverts. Based on the above evidence, the following hypothesis will test this assumption: 

Contrary to the Ross et al. (2009) study, Amichai-Hamburger and Vinitzky (2010) found 

that participants with high levels of neuroticism were more inclined to post pictures than those 

with low levels of neuroticism. As one may expect, individuals with high levels of openness used 

more features of Facebook than were those with low levels of openness (Amichai-Hamburger 

and Vinitzky, 2010). Individuals with high levels of openness may have a wider amount of 

interests-- and are more open to pursuing those interests--than are those with lower levels of 

openness (Skues, Williams and Wise, 2012). Based on the above evidence, the following 

hypotheses will test these assumptions: 

2.6 The Dual-Factor Model of SNS Use 

The Dual-Factor Model of Facebook use, proposed by Nadkarni and Hoffman (2012), 

states that Facebook use is primarily motivated by (a) the need to belong, and (b) the need for 

self-presentation. These two motivational social needs can simultaneously, or individually 

contribute to an individual’s level of Facebook use (Nadkarni and Hoffman). Specifically, the 

need to belong is defined as “the intrinsic drive to affiliate with others and gain social 

acceptance,” and the need for self-presentation is defined as “the continuous process of 

impression management” (Nadkarni and Hoffman, 2012, p. 245). Each of these items will be 

better defined in the subsequent sections. 
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Belongingness. Social support and in-group inclusion are necessary components of many 

aspects of our health and well-being (Baumeister and Leary, 1995), including self-esteem, sense 

of belonging, self-efficacy, and self-worth, among others (Baumeister and Tice, 1990; Stillman, 

Baumeister, Lambert et al., 2009; Zadro, Boland, and Richardson, 2006). Belongingness is 

closely linked to healthy levels of both self-worth and self-esteem (Nadkarni and Hoffman, 

2012). Self-esteem acts as a sociometer, a sort of gauge that monitors one’s acceptability into a 

group (Leary, 2007; Leary, Tambor, Terdal, and Downs, 1995).  

Nadkarni and Hoffman (2012) suggest that Facebook use is partially “motivated by 

sociodemographic and cultural factors” (p. 245). Prior studies have shown that social 

acceptability is a causal determinant of self-esteem (e.g., Srivastava and Beer, 2005; Denissen, 

Penke, Schmitt, and Van Aken, 2008; Nadkarni and Hoffman, 2012). Another study (Kim and 

Lee, 2011) examined whether the number of Facebook friends as college student has, along with 

either a selective, or positive self-presentation on Facebook, could impact one’s subjective well-

being. Kim and Lee determined that both the number of Facebook friends, and the type of self-

presentation on Facebook were positively correlated with participant’s subjective well-being. 

Consequently, it can be inferred that the visual representation of social connections that 

Facebook facilitates allows for the validation and enhancement of Facebook users’ self-esteem 

(Kim and Lee). 

Belongingness is described by social psychologists Baumeister and Leary (1995) as a 

basic and fundamental drive that all people possess to form and maintain social relationships. 

Seidman (2013) amends this description by asserting that it is also a major motivator of 

Facebook use. Seidman explains that the two primary components to belongingness are (a) 

motivations, and (b) behaviors.  



 

 

24 

 

Belongingness motivations. There are two types of belongingness-related motives 

(Seidman): (a) acceptance-seeking (e.g. social acceptance), and (b) connection (e.g. connecting 

with or supporting others). Sheldon, Abad, and Hirsch (2011) demonstrate that if a person is 

feeling socially disconnected, Facebook may effectively facilitate by helping connect them with 

peers to gain acceptance, develop relationships (Yu et al., 2010), and consequently increase self-

esteem (Gonzales and Hancock, 2011; Steinfield, Ellison, and Lampe, 2008). Davenport et al.’s 

(2014) study investigated the relationship between narcissism and preference for Twitter or 

Facebook use. Results supported a strong, positive relationship between narcissists and active 

Twitter use as compared to active Facebook use (Davenport et al., 2014). Thus leading to the 

formulation of RQ1: 

RQ1: Which of the Big Five personality traits influence (a) acceptance-seeking 

motivations and (b) connection motivations to use Social TV? 

Belongingness behaviors. Likewise, there are two types of belongingness-related 

behaviors (Seidman, 2013): (a) information-seeking (e.g. using Facebook to learn about others), 

and (b) communication (e.g. using Facebook to communicate with others). Facebook, Seidman 

explains, “allows users to fulfill belonging needs through communicating with and learning 

about others” (p. 402).  

RQ2: Which of the Big Five personality traits influence (a) acceptance-seeking and (b) 

communication Social TV behaviors? 

Self-presentation. The other part of the Dual-Model of Facebook Use is self-

presentation (Nadkarni and Hoffman, 2012). In contrast to face-to-face communication, a social 

networking site, allows for more control over how people present themselves, as computer 

mediated communication (CMC) gives one the opportunity to pause and think about which 
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aspects of themselves they would like to present (Ellison, Heino, and Gibbs, 2006). Selective 

self-presentation via CMC allows people to craft and maintain a desired image by only 

disclosing the personal details and images that they wish to embody (Walther, Slovacek, and 

Tidwell, 2001). When communicating with someone face-to-face, one typically does not have 

the opportunity to plan ahead, editing or deleting their comments and stories shared with others, 

making self-presentation via CMC highly curated in contrast. 

Self-presentation is a behavior used to communicate information about oneself, or to craft 

or establish an image of oneself to others (Baumeister and Hutton, 1987). Self-presentational 

behaviors are dependent on the social situation in which an individual finds themselves; in turn, 

self-presentational motivations are influenced by the presence of others (Baumeister and Hutton, 

1987). The computer mediated environment of social networking sites create a unique 

atmosphere for self-presentation behaviors and motivations. Seidman offers two types of self-

presentational motives: (a) attention-seeking, and (b) presentation of self-aspects. Similarly, 

there are two types of self-presentational related behaviors (Seidman, 2013): (a) general self-

disclosure (e.g. disclosing information about oneself), and (b) emotional self-disclosure.  

Self-presentation motivations. Seidman (2014) demonstrated that an increase in the 

frequency of social networking site posting was indicative of the first type of self-presentation 

motivation, attention-seeking. Individuals who were more likely to use frequent posting behavior 

to seek the attention of others were also more likely to present their actual-self (i.e. the self that 

others would view if they were meeting face-to-face) (Seidman, 2014). In short, individuals who 

expressed actual self-aspects on SNSs were significantly more likely to post personal 

information and to disclose emotional content as well. 
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The second type of self-presentational motivation is the presentation of self-aspects. 

There are three types of self-presentational aspects: (a) actual, (b) hidden, and (c) ideal 

(Seidman, 2013). Many people assume that social networking site profiles are often used to 

display the idealized self (Manago, Graham, Greenfield, and Salimkhan, 2008). This idea, called 

the “virtual-identity hypothesis” (Manago et al., 2008), states that social networking site users 

craft profiles to display self-idealized versions of themselves that does not necessarily represent 

their actual personality. Conversely, the “extended real-life hypothesis” (Back et al., 2010) 

proposes that people actually use SNSs to communicate their true personality. Back et al. 

explained that SNSs operate on an extended social context in which it is difficult to create a self-

idealized identity because SNS profiles frequently include aspects that are difficult to control 

(e.g. wall posts and comments from friends/followers), and friends, followers, and family 

members provide subtle kinds of accountability and feedback on the self that is presented. 

Back et al. (2010) tested the aforementioned hypotheses by measuring the extent to which 

Facebook profiles represented participants’ actual self, assessed through Rammstedt and John’s 

(2007) ten-item Personality Inventory, with results compared to observer ratings of their 

Facebook profiles. If the extended real-life hypothesis were incorrect, there should be a 

significant difference in the personality characteristics observed on their Facebook profiles and 

those reported by participants. Observer ratings of participant’s FB profiles accurately identified 

the personality characteristics of the study’s participants, suggesting that one’s FB profile is a 

type of extended real-life representation of the self (Back et al., 2010). 

RQ3: Which of the Big Five personality traits influence (a) attention-seeking motivations 

and (b) presentation of self-aspects motivations to use Social TV? 
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Self-presentational behaviors. As mentioned previously, there are two types of self-

presentational related behaviors (Seidman, 2013): (a) general self-disclosure (e.g. disclosing 

information about oneself), and (b) emotional self-disclosure. A good example of the effects of 

self-presentational behaviors via computer mediated communication have on people can be 

found in Mazer, Murphy, and Simonds’ (2007) study of how teacher’s self-presentation 

behaviors on Facebook may influence student perception, examining what effect teachers’ 

general self-disclosure on Facebook had on anticipated college student motivation, affective 

learning, and classroom climate (Mazer et al., 2007). They found that the amount of self-

disclosure teachers chose to display on FB did not significantly affect whether students thought 

the teacher’s use of FB was appropriate; in fact, the majority of students reported a positive 

perception of the teachers that used FB (Mazer et al., 2007). Specifically, when a teacher self-

disclosed personal details from their lives (e.g. pictures, messages with friends and family, and 

opinions on current events), students were more likely to notice similarities between themselves 

and the teachers, exerting a positive influence on student participation levels and affective 

learning (Mazer et al., 2007). 

Along the same lines, Forest and Wood (2012) demonstrated the effects of self-

presentational behaviors in their study of emotional self-disclosure on social networking sites 

and self-esteem. They found that negative emotional self-disclosure on social networking sites 

can be related to low self-esteem (Forest and Wood, 2012). Seidman (2013) found that both 

general and emotional self-disclosure were mediated by self-expression, suggesting that this type 

of behavior is largely influenced by self-presentational needs. In another study, Seidman (2014) 

found that “true” or actual self-expression online was associated with a higher frequency of 
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Facebook use to facilitate self-presentational needs, to communicate with others, and to express 

emotions.  

RQ4: Which of the Big Five personality traits influence (a) general self-disclosure and 

(b) emotional self-disclosure when using Social TV? 

Previous studies (e.g. Nadkarni and Hoffman, 2012; Seidman, 2013; 2014; Sun and Wu, 

2012) have examined the relationship between belongingness and self-presentation via 

Facebook. Seidman’s (2013) findings suggest that both belongingness and self-presentation 

motivations are key to understanding the relationship between personality and Facebook use. For 

example, neuroticism has been linked to certain aspects of narcissism, and Seidman (2013) 

suggest that neurotic individuals appear to be motivated more by self-presentational needs, 

specifically the need to express actual, hidden, and ideal aspects of the self via Facebook. Thus 

leading to the following hypotheses: 

H2: Belongingness motivations influence viewers’ belongingness behaviors towards 

Social TV. 

H3: Belongingness motivations influence viewers’ self-presentation behaviors in using 

Social TV. 

H4: Self-presentation motivations influence viewers’ belongingness behaviors towards 

Social TV. 

H5: Self-presentation motivations influence viewers’ self-presentation behaviors in using 

Social TV.  



 

 

29 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

A cross-sectional, self-administered survey was developed to collect data from the target 

population in order to answer the aforementioned research questions and hypotheses. This 

chapter provides a description of the methodology that was used to analyze the data collected by 

the survey developed for this research. 

3.1 Research Design 

This study employed survey methodology (see Appendix) to assess why participants are 

motivated to use Social TV, and what personality traits are associated with Social TV use. The 

54-question survey was hosted and administered online using Qualtrics. The survey questions 

focused on belongingness-related behaviors and motivations, self-presentation behaviors and 

motivations, the Big Five personality traits, and demographic data. This section of the research 

proposal provides a description of the methodology that was used to analyze the data collected 

by the survey developed for this research. 

Respondents were asked to complete an online survey, hosted via Qualtrics, which was 

the instrument used to gather the data used to answer the research questions and hypotheses 

stated above. Survey methodology was appropriate for this study because it allowed for the 

maximum number of participants to participate and can be administered at a very low cost and at 

a minimal time requirement. Surveys are commonly used in uses and gratifications studies, and 

are especially appropriate in the early stages of the uses and gratifications of Social TV research 
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because gathering data in this way provides information about the motivations behind Social TV 

use behavior. 

3.2 Population and Sample/Respondents 

Population of interest. The population of interest for this research included adult 

members of the general population (over the age of 18), who were current users of either the 

social networking site Facebook and/or Twitter at the time the survey was administered. 

According to a Pew Research Center survey, smartphone ownership has increased to 68% among 

U.S. adults, which is a 35% increase from 2011 (Anderson, 2015). 

Procedure. As the media through which people have conversations changes, the tools 

which researchers use to implement survey research should also change (Murphy, Hill, and 

Dean, 2013). Murphy et al. (2013) define survey research as “a social interaction between a 

researcher and a (potential) respondent – a ‘conversation with a purpose’” (p. 1), and it logically 

follows then that the survey “conversation” should be conducted via the medium through which 

the targeted population is currently using. In the case of this research, that medium is the social 

networking sites Facebook and Twitter. The intended sample size was approximately 300 

respondents. A sample size calculation was performed in order to determine the sampling frame 

with a confidence level of 95% and a confidence interval of 5.6 the sample size needed was 306 

respondents. 

Respondents were recruited using a snowball sampling procedure, in which survey links 

were posted to the author’s Facebook and Twitter accounts, along with requests for followers to 

share and re-tweet the survey link (i.e., disseminate the link to their own friends and followers). 

Snowball sampling is a non-probability data gathering method, which is frequently used when 

the sampled population is broader and cannot be easily accessed via other sampling methods 
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(Council of Europe, 2004). A basic assumption of snowball sampling is that there exists a link 

between the initial respondents and likeminded others within the same target demographic 

(Atkinson, and Flint, 2001). This was advantageous in the current study, as respondents shared 

the survey with the very social media circles that they used to facilitate their Social TV habits, 

which, in turn, helped garner more respondents who actively use Social TV. 

Some scholars argue that snowball sampling can be a biased sampling technique because 

respondents are selected based on their social networks, and therefore may not be representative 

of the population (Biernacki and Waldorf, 1981; Baxter and Eyles 1997; Faugier and Sargeant, 

1997). However, other scholars reason that representativeness is defined as “an instance of a 

general phenomena” (Miles and Huberman, 1984, p. 235), suggesting that the problems that are 

associated with methods that rely on the categorization of groups can be avoided by using 

snowball sampling. England (1994) explains that the interpersonal relations that are involved in 

snowball sampling methodology are constructed through social interactions, which lends support 

to conducting a snowball sample via social networking sites. One advantage of using social 

networks for respondent recruitment is that certain populations, especially those that are often 

ignored in studies that use representative sampling, may be included; a disadvantage is that other 

group types may be excluded (e.g., those outside of the social network’s reach) (Browne, 2005). 

3.3 Instrumentation and Measures 

Survey development. Survey questions were modeled after research performed by 

Nadkarni and Hoffman (2012) on the 2-Factor Model of Facebook Use and also after Seidman’s 

(2013) research that examined belongingness and self-presentation motivations for using 

Facebook. The Big Five personality survey questions are from Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann’s 

(2003) Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI). The purpose of this survey was to gather 
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informative data to allow the researcher to analyze why respondents are motivated to use Social 

TV, and what personality traits are associated with Social TV use. 

Screening question. The first question asked respondents to indicate whether they were 

an active user of the social networking sites Facebook and/or Twitter. If “yes” was selected (for 

either or both SNSs) the respondent proceeded to question 2 of the survey. Because the targeted 

population sample were current users of the SNSs Facebook and/or Twitter, respondents who 

selected “I do not use Facebook or Twitter” were automatically be brought to the last page of the 

survey.  

Measurement. Statements for each concept measured have been developed for the 

survey on a seven-point Likert scale. Concepts to be measured include belongingness behaviors, 

belongingness motivations, self-presentation behaviors, self-presentation motivations, the Big 

Five personality traits, and the level of “fear of missing out.” The scale that was used to measure 

belongingness and self-presentation behaviors and motivations was such that the number 1 

indicates “never” and the number 7 indicates “often.” This scale was designed by the researcher 

to measure respondents’ Social TV behaviors and motivations. The Big Five personality traits 

were measured using a 7-point Likert scale where the number 1 indicates “strongly disagree” and 

the number 7 indicates “strongly agree.” The next section will describe these scales and 

measurements in detail. 

Belongingness behaviors. Two types of belongingness-related behaviors were measured: 

(a) information seeking (e.g. using SNS to learn about others), and (b) communication (e.g., 

using SNS to communicate with others). The belongingness behavior variables served as a 

dependent variable for the present study, and were measured using a modified version of 

Nadkarni and Hoffman’s (2012) 2-factor model of Facebook (FB) use. Respondents were asked 
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to indicate how often, on average, they use Facebook and/or Twitter just before, during, or 

shortly after watching a TV program for 10 items (five items for each SNS) using a 7-point 

Likert scale (e.g. I use Facebook to post about the TV show; I use Twitter to view tweets made 

using the official hashtag for the TV show I am watching).   

Belongingness motivations. Two types of belongingness motives were measured: (a) 

acceptance-seeking (e.g. social acceptance), and (b) connection/caring (e.g. connecting with or 

supporting others). The belongingness motivation variables serve as a dependent variable for the 

present study, and were measured using a modified version of Nadkarni and Hoffman’s (2012) 

2-factor model of Facebook (FB) use. Respondents were asked to indicate how often, on 

average, they use Facebook and/or Twitter just before, during, or shortly after watching a TV 

program for five actions (with five motivation-items for each SNS) using a 7-point Likert scale 

(e.g., I “like” another’s post about a TV show on Facebook… (a) to make them feel closer to me, 

(b) to show them that I care). 

Self-presentation behaviors. Two types of self-presentation behaviors were measured: 

(a) general self-disclosure (e.g. posting information about oneself), and (b) emotional self-

disclosure. The self-presentation behavior variables served as a dependent variable for the 

present study, and were measured using a modified version of Nadkarni and Hoffman’s (2012) 

2-factor model of Facebook (FB) use. Respondents were asked to indicate how often, on 

average, they use Facebook and/or Twitter just before, during, or shortly after watching a TV 

program for 10 items (five items for each SNS) using a 7-point Likert scale (e.g., I update my 

Facebook status about the TV show; I use Facebook to post my reaction to something that 

happened during the TV show).   
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Self-presentation motivations. Two types of self-presentation motivations were 

measured: (a) attention-seeking, and (b) presentation of actual, hidden, and ideal self-aspects. 

The self-presentation motivation variables served as a dependent variable for the present study, 

and were measured using a modified version of Nadkarni and Hoffman’s (2012) 2-factor model 

of Facebook (FB) use. Respondents were asked to indicate how often, on average, they use 

Facebook and/or Twitter just before, during, or shortly after watching a TV program for five 

actions (with five motivation-items for each SNS) using a 7-point Likert scale (e.g. I “favorite” 

another’s tweet about a TV show… (a) to get someone’s attention, (b) to express who I really 

am). 

Big Five personality traits. The Big Five personality traits served as an independent 

variable for the present study, and were measured using a shortened version of the Big Five 

Inventory called the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) (Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann, 

2003). Respondents rated themselves on ten traits (two per Big Five trait), using 7-point Likert 

scales. The Big Five traits are: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and 

openness. 

Demographic information. Demographic variables served as independent variables for 

the present study, and were measured by four questions: (a) gender, (b) age, (c) race/ethnicity, 

and (d) level of education. 

3.4 Analysis 

Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the demographic information of the 

survey’s respondent sample. Regression analyses were used to examine the effects that the Big 

Five personality traits may have on respondents’ motivations for Social TV use and Social TV 

behaviors. In order to answer research questions 1-4, and hypotheses 2-5, a multiple regression 
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analysis was used. Multiple regression estimates the coefficients for the linear equation when 

there is more than one independent variable that best predicts the value of the dependent 

variable. Hypothesis 1 was analyzed using a Pearson R Correlation analysis. 

Table 3.1 provides a summary of the statistical analyses that will be used to answer all 

research questions and hypotheses. 

Table 3.1  

Summary of Research Questions/Hypotheses 
 Research Question/ Hypothesis Variables Statistics 

RQ1 Which of the Big Five personality traits 

influence (a) acceptance-seeking motivations 

and (b) connection motivations to use Social 

TV? 

IV: Big Five Traits 

DV: Belongingness Motivations 

Multivariate 

Multiple 

Regression 

RQ2 Which of the Big Five personality traits 

influence (a) acceptance-seeking and (b) 

communication Social TV behaviors? 

IV: Big Five Traits 

DV: Belongingness Behaviors 

Multivariate 

Multiple 

Regression 

RQ3 Which of the Big Five personality traits 

influence (a) attention-seeking motivations and 

(b) presentation of self-aspects motivations to 

use Social TV? 

IV: Big Five Traits 

DV: Self-presentation 

Motivations 

Multivariate 

Multiple 

Regression 

RQ4 Which of the Big Five personality traits 

influence (a) general self-disclosure and (b) 

emotional self-disclosure when using Social TV? 

IV: Big Five Traits 

DV: Self-presentation behaviors 

Multivariate 

Multiple 

Regression 

H1 Belongingness motivations influence viewers’ 

belongingness behaviors towards Social TV. 

IV: Belongingness motivations 

DV: Belongingness behaviors 

Multivariate 

Multiple 

Regression 

H2 Belongingness motivations influence viewers’ 

self-presentation behaviors in using Social TV. 

IV: Belongingness motivations 

DV: Self-presentation behaviors 

Multivariate 

Multiple 

Regression 

H3 Self-presentation motivations influence viewers’ 

belongingness behaviors towards Social TV. 

IV: Self-presentation motivations 

DV: Belongingness behaviors 

Multivariate 

Multiple 

Regression 

H4 Self-presentation motivations influence viewers’ 

self-presentation behaviors in using Social TV. 

IV: Self-presentation motivations 

DV: Self-presentation behaviors 

Multivariate 

Multiple 

Regression 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

  RESULTS 

This chapter will be divided into three sections. The first section will discuss the 

demographic profile of the respondents. The second section will discuss the reliability and 

validity of the scales used in the survey. The final section will analyze each hypothesis and 

research question with the appropriate statistical analysis. 

4.1 Demographics 

A total of 311 respondents completed the survey. Two respondents were eliminated  

from the sample because they reported that they did not actively use either Facebook or Twitter 

(screening question), and nine respondents were eliminated from the sample due to incomplete 

data, leaving the total analyzed sample at 300 respondents. Of the respondents sampled, 70% 

reported that they primarily used Facebook to talk about a TV show they are watching (n = 71), 

and 76% reported that they primarily used Twitter to talk about a TV show they are watching (n 

= 91). 

Gender. Overall, 71.3% of the respondents were female (n = 214), 28% were male (n = 

84), and 0.7% of the respondents reported their gender as “other” (n = 2) (i.e. transgendered, gender 

queer, etc.). Respondents who reported that that they primarily used Facebook to talk about a TV 

show they are watching, 16.3% (n = 49) were female, 7% (n = 20) were male, and 0.7% (n = 2) 

were “other.” Respondents who reported that that they primarily used Twitter to talk about a TV 

show they are watching, 24% (n = 72) were female and 6% (n = 19) were male.  
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Table 4.1 

Gender by Social TV Use 

 

 Facebook Twitter Total 

Male 43 41 84 

Female 95 119 214 

“Other” 2 0 2 

Total 140 160 300 

 

Age. The age of respondents ranged from 18 to 66, with the median age being 23 years, 

and a mean of 27.34. 

Table 4.2 

Age Range Demographics 

 

 Frequency Percent 

18-24 134 44.7 

25-34 75 25 

35+ 70 23.4 

Unknown 20 6.7 

  

Ethnicity. Eight respondents chose not to report their race or ethnicity. The racial 

makeup was predominately Caucasian (n = 230, 78.8%), with African American’s making up the 

second largest ethnicity group (n= 44, 15.1%). Only three respondents reported being Native 

American or an Alaskan native (1%), and only one respondent reported being of Arab ethnicity 

(0.03%), and a Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (0.03%). Four respondents reported 

being of Asian ethnicity (1.3%), and six respondents were Hispanic or Latino/a (2%). Nine 

respondents chose to report their ethnicity as “other” – Cajun (n = 4, 1.3%), Multi-racial (n = 3, 

1%), French-English American (n = 1, 0.03%), and Jewish (n = 1, 0.03%). 

Education Level. Eight respondents chose not to report their level of education. The 

majority of respondents were current or former college students, with 43.3% (n = 130) reporting 

that they had some college credit, but no degree. The second largest education level group of 
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respondents were those who hold a Bachelor’s degree (n = 62, 20.7%), and 14.3% (n = 43) 

reported having a high school diploma or equivalent. Twenty-nine respondents (9.7%) reported 

having a Master’s degree, and eleven respondents (3.7%) hold Doctoral degrees. Four 

respondents (1.3%) reported having a vocational/technical degree, and only one respondent 

(0.03%) reported having not completed any schooling. 

4.2 Scale and Survey Analysis 

In order to assess the extent to which respondents used Social TV to facilitate 

belongingness motivations, two scales were computed to assess belongingness motivations: (a) 

acceptance-seeking and (b) connection/caring. Respondents rated how often their Facebook 

activity was inspired by each motive, using a 7-point Likert scale. Acceptance-seeking (M = 

3.249, SD = 1.598) had two items: posting to feel included and posting to make others feel closer 

to oneself. Connection/caring (M = 3.649, SD = 1.598) consisted of three items: posting to feel 

closer to others, show caring for others, and support others. 

In order to assess the extent to which respondents used Social TV to facilitate 

belongingness behaviors, two scales were computed to assess belongingness behaviors: (a) 

information-seeking and (b) communication. Respondents rated how frequently they engaged in 

a behavior using a 7-point Likert scale. Information-seeking (M = 2.775, SD = 1.573) consisted 

of two items: (a) viewing the official social media fan page or account of the TV show being 

watched, and (b) viewing comments or tweets made by others about the TV show being watched. 

Communication (M = 3.139, SD = 1.649) was assessed by three items: (a) commenting on 

others’ posts about the TV show being watched, (b) posting/updating their status about the TV 

show being watched, and (c) “liking” or “favoriting” others’ posts, comments, or tweets about 

the TV show being watched. 
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In order to assess the extent to which respondents used Social TV to facilitate self-

presentation motivations, two scales were computed to assess belongingness motivations: (a) 

attention-seeking and (b) self-expression (actual, hidden, ideal). Respondents rated how often 

their Facebook activity was inspired by each motive, using a 7-point Likert scale. Attention-

seeking (M = 2.365, SD = 1.351) had two items: posting to show off, and posting to get someone 

else’s attention. Self-expression (actual, hidden, ideal) (M = 3.246, SD = 1.565) consisted of 

three items: posting to express who a person really is, posting to express aspects of oneself they 

are not comfortable expressing offline, and to express how one ideally wants to be. 

In order to assess the extent to which respondents used Social TV to facilitate self-

presentation behaviors, two scales were computed to assess belongingness behaviors: (a) general 

self-disclosure and (b) emotional self-disclosure. Respondents rated how frequently they 

engaged in a behavior using a 7-point Likert scale. General self-disclosure (M = 3.251, SD = 

1.461) consisted of three items: (a) to update their status/tweet about the TV show being 

watched, (b) to post/share a link about the TV show being watched, and (c) to post/share pictures 

or videos about the TV show being watched. Emotional self-disclosure (M = 2.357, SD = 1.325) 

was assessed by two items: (a) to vent a strong emotion about the TV show being watched, (b) to 

post their reaction to the TV show being watched.  

Reliability. All scales used to measure the dependent variables were tested for reliability 

using Cronbach’s alpha. A scale must have an alpha value of at least 0.7 in order to be 

considered reliable and “acceptable” (DeVillis, 2003; Kline, 2005). The dependent variables 

modeled after Nadkarni and Hoffman’s (2012) 2-factor model of Facebook (FB) use were tested 

for reliability for both Facebook and Twitter use. All scales were found to have a high level of 

internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.8 or higher: belongingness motivation 
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acceptance-seeking scale (α = 0.947), belongingness motivation connection/caring scale (α = 

0.955), belongingness behavior communication scale (α = 0.898), belongingness behavior 

information-seeking scale (α = 0.847), self-presentation motivation attention-seeking scale (α = 

0.935), self-presentation motivation self-expression scale (α = 0.943), the self-presentation 

behavior emotional self-disclosure scale (α = 0.919), and the self-presentation behavior general 

self-disclosure scale (α = 0.837). 

The independent variables were the Big Five personality traits of: extraversion, 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness. These traits were measured using a 

shortened version of the Big Five Inventory called the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) 

(Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann, 2003). The Big Five model has been validated by many 

researchers through empirical testing across disciplines and cultures, shown to be both reliable 

and replicable (McCrae and John, 1992). The alpha reliabilities and correlations between the two 

items composing each TIPI scale were as follows: Extraversion (α = 0.641), Agreeableness (α = 

0.306), Conscientiousness (α = 0.312), Neuroticism (α = 0.530), and Openness (α = 0.233). Even 

though these alpha values are low compared to the acceptable standard alpha of ≥ 0.7, this is 

understandable because each Big Five personality trait uses only two items per dimension 

(Ehrhart et al., 2009). Additionally, these results are comparable to those found in the original 

development of the TIPI scale by Gosling et al. (2003). 

Normality. The belongingness motivation scales were normally distributed with 

skewness between -1 and 1 and kurtosis between -2 and 2 (George and Mallery, 2010) as 

follows: acceptance-seeking scale 1 had a skewness of 0.269 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of –0.922 

(SE = 0.281), acceptance-seeking scale 2 had a skewness of 0.174 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of -

1.032 (SE = 0.281), communication/caring scale 1 had a skewness of -0.103 (SE = 0.141) and 
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kurtosis of –0.922 (SE = 0.281), communication/caring scale 2 had a skewness of -0.200 (SE = 

0.141) and kurtosis of –0.855 (SE = 0.281), communication/caring scale 3 had a skewness of 

0.083 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of –1.019 (SE = 0.281). 

The belongingness behavior scales were normally distributed with skewness between -1 

and 1 and kurtosis between -2 and 2 (George and Mallery, 2010) as follows: communication 

scale had a skewness of 0.478 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of –0.757 (SE = 0.281), information-

seeking scale had a skewness of 0.866 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of 0.039 (SE = 0.281).  

The belongingness motivation scales were normally distributed with skewness between -

1 and 1 and kurtosis between -2 and 2 (George and Mallery, 2010) as follows: attention-seeking 

scale 2 had a skewness of 0.427 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of -0.791 (SE = 0.281), self-

expression actual scale 1 had a skewness of 0.188 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of –0.940 (SE = 

0.281), self-expression hidden scale 2 had a skewness of 0.934 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of 

0.165 (SE = 0.281), self-expression ideal scale 3 had a skewness of 0.567 (SE = 0.141) and 

kurtosis of –0.455 (SE = 0.281). 

The self-presentation behavior scales were normally distributed with skewness between -

1 and 1 and kurtosis between -2 and 2 (George and Mallery, 2010) as follows: emotional self-

disclosure scale had a skewness of 0.777 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of –0.186 (SE = 0.281), 

general self-disclosure scale had a skewness of 0.750 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of -0.058 (SE = 

0.281).  

The skewness for attention-seeking scale 1 was slightly abnormal with a skewness of 

1.083 (SE = 0.141) and had a normal ranged kurtosis of 0.782 (SE = 0.281). Because the 

skewness was slightly abnormal for this variable, Q-Q plot was examined to determine and 

illustrate normality for the variables and is shown in Figure 4.1 below. 
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Figure 4.1   

Normal Q-Q Plot of Self-presentation and Attention Seeking 1 

 
 

The Big Five personality traits were normally distributed with skewness between -1 and 1 

and kurtosis between -2 and 2 (George and Mallery, 2010) as follows: agreeableness had a 

skewness of -0.275 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of –0.493 (SE = 0.281), conscientiousness had a 

skewness of -0.220 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of -0.675 (SE = 0.281), extraversion had a 

skewness of -0.020 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of –0.934 (SE = 0.281), openness had a skewness 

of -0.605 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of 0.520 (SE = 0.281), and neuroticism had a skewness of -

0.223 (SE = 0.141) and kurtosis of -0.392 (SE = 0.281). 

Validity. A principal component analysis (PCA) was run on the survey questions that 

measured the 2-factor model of Facebook (FB) use scale components of belongingness 

motivations, self-presentation motivations, belongingness behaviors, and self-presentation 

behaviors. The suitability of PCA was assessed prior to analysis. The following section will 

detail the results of the PCA for each variable. 
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4.3 Belongingness Motivations 

Acceptance-Seeking 1 (“…to make others feel close to me.”). Inspection of the 

correlation matrix showed that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 

0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was 0.846 with individual KMO measures 

all greater than 0.7, classifications of 'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was 

likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 77.348% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. 

“…to make others feel close to me”) with strong loadings of all four acceptance-seeking items 

on Component 1. Therefore, the four survey questions measuring the belongingness motivation 

variable “acceptance-seeking 1” were kept and combined into a new, single variable.  

Acceptance-Seeking 2 (“…to feel included.”). Inspection of the correlation matrix 

showed that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was 0.850 with individual KMO measures all greater than 

0.7, classifications of 'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of 

Sphericity was statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely 

factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 78.337% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 
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interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. 

“…to feel included”) with strong loadings of all four acceptance-seeking items on Component 1. 

Therefore, the four survey questions measuring the belongingness motivation variable 

“acceptance-seeking 2” were kept and combined into a new, single variable.  

Connection/Caring 1 (“…to show others that I care.”). Inspection of the correlation 

matrix showed that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The 

overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was 0.829 with individual KMO measures all 

greater than 0.7, classifications of 'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was 

likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 72.956% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. 

“…to show them that I care”) with strong loadings of all four connection/caring items on 

Component 1. Therefore, the four survey questions measuring the belongingness motivation 

variable “connection/caring 1” were kept and combined into a new, single variable.  

Connection/Caring 2 (“…to show others that I support them.”). Inspection of the 

correlation matrix showed that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 

0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was 0.815 with individual KMO measures 
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all greater than 0.7, classifications of 'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was 

likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 71.418% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. 

“…to show that I support them”) with strong loadings of all four connection/caring items on 

Component 1. Therefore, the four survey questions measuring the belongingness motivation 

variable “connection/caring 2” were kept and combined into a new, single variable.  

Connection/Caring 3 (“…to feel closer to others.”). Inspection of the correlation 

matrix showed that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The 

overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was 0.852 with individual KMO measures all 

greater than 0.7, classifications of 'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was 

likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 79.277% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. 

“…to feel closer to others”) with strong loadings of all four connection/caring items on 
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Component 1. Therefore, the four survey questions measuring the belongingness motivation 

variable “connection/caring 3” were kept and combined into a new, single variable.  

4.4 Belongingness Behaviors 

Communication. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables had at 

least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

measure was 0.740 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 

'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 

statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 83.2% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure with 

strong loadings of all three communication items on Component 1. Therefore, the three survey 

questions measuring the belongingness behavior variable “communication” were kept and 

combined into a new, single variable. 

Information-Seeking. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables had 

at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

measure was 0.5 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 'middling' 

to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically 

significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had eigenvalues greater than one and which explained 

86.3% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the interpretability 
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criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. The rotated 

solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data was 

consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure with strong 

loadings of both information-seeking items on Component 1. Therefore, the two survey 

questions measuring the belongingness behavior variable “information-seeking” were kept and 

combined into a new, single variable.  

4.5 Self-Presentation Motivations 

Attention-Seeking 1 (“…to show off.”). Inspection of the correlation matrix showed 

that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was 0.847 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, 

classifications of 'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of 

Sphericity was statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely 

factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 78.609% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. 

“…to show off”) with strong loadings of all four attention-seeking items on Component 1. 

Therefore, the four survey questions measuring the self-presentation motivation variable 

“attention-seeking 1” were kept and combined into a new, single variable.  

Attention-Seeking 2 (“…to get someone’s attention.”). Inspection of the correlation 

matrix showed that all variables had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The 
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overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was 0.835 with individual KMO measures all 

greater than 0.7, classifications of 'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was 

likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 75.910% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. 

“…to get someone’s attention”) with strong loadings of all four attention-seeking items on 

Component 1. Therefore, the four survey questions measuring the self-presentation motivation 

variable “attention-seeking 2” were kept and combined into a new, single variable.  

Actual Self-Expression. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables 

had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

measure was 0.831 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 

'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 

statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 74.133% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. 

“…to express who I really am”) with strong loadings of all four actual self-expression items on 
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Component 1. Therefore, the four survey questions measuring the self-presentation motivation 

variable “actual self-expression” were kept and combined into a new, single variable.  

Hidden Self-Expression. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables 

had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

measure was 0.851 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 

'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 

statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 81.245% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. 

“…to express aspects of myself I am not comfortable expressing offline”) with strong loadings 

of all four hidden self-expression items on Component 1. Therefore, the four survey questions 

measuring the self-presentation motivation variable “hidden self-expression” were kept and 

combined into a new, single variable.  

Idealized Self-Expression. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables 

had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

measure was 0.826 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 

'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 

statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 74.471% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 
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interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. 

“…to express how I ideally want to be”) with strong loadings of all four idealized self-

expression items on Component 1. Therefore, the four survey questions measuring the self-

presentation motivation variable “idealized self-expression” were kept and combined into a new, 

single variable.  

4.6 Self-Presentation Behaviors 

Emotional Self-disclosure. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables 

had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

measure was 0.500 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 

'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 

statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 92.489% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure with 

strong loadings of both the emotional self-disclosure items on Component 1. Therefore, the two 

survey questions measuring the belongingness motivation variable “emotional self-disclosure” 

were kept and combined into a new, single variable.  

General Self-disclosure. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables 

had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
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measure was 0.704 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 

'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 

statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 75.549% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure with 

strong loadings of all three general self-disclosure items on Component 1. Therefore, the three 

survey questions measuring the belongingness motivation variable “general self-disclosure” were 

kept and combined into a new, single variable.  

4.7 Big Five Personality Traits 

Agreeableness. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables had at least 

one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure 

was 0.500 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 'middling' to 

'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant 

(p < .001), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 59.282 of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. “I 

see myself as sympathetic; warm” and “I see myself as critical; quarrelsome” [reverse coded]) 
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with strong loadings of both agreeableness items on Component 1. Therefore, the two survey 

questions measuring the Big Five variable “agreeableness” were kept and combined into a new, 

single variable.  

Conscientiousness. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables had at 

least one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

measure was 0.500 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 

'middling' to 'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 

statistically significant (p < .001), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 59.624% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. “I 

see myself as dependable; self-disciplined” and “I see myself as disorganized; careless” [reverse 

coded]) with strong loadings of both conscientiousness items on Component 1. Therefore, the 

two survey questions measuring the Big Five variable “conscientiousness” were kept and 

combined into a new, single variable.  

Extraversion. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables had at least 

one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure 

was 0.500 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 'middling' to 

'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant 

(p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 
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PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 73.647% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. “I 

see myself as extroverted; enthusiastic” and “I see myself as reserved; quiet” [reverse coded]) 

with strong loadings of both extraversion items on Component 1. Therefore, the two survey 

questions measuring the Big Five variable “extraversion” were kept and combined into a new, 

single variable.  

Neuroticism. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables had at least 

one correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure 

was 0.500 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 'middling' to 

'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant 

(p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 68.254% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. “I 

see myself as anxious; easily upset” and “I see myself as calm; emotionally stable” [reverse 

coded]) with strong loadings of both extraversion items on Component 1. Therefore, the two 

survey questions measuring the Big Five variable “neuroticism” were kept and combined into a 

new, single variable.  
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Openness. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables had at least one 

correlation coefficient greater than 0.6. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was 

0.500 with individual KMO measures all greater than 0.7, classifications of 'middling' to 

'meritorious' according to Kaiser (1974). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant 

(p < .05), indicating that the data was likely factorizable. 

PCA revealed that one component had an eigenvalue greater than one and which 

explained 56.643% of the total variance. In addition, a one-component solution met the 

interpretability criterion. A Varimax orthogonal rotation was employed to aid interpretability. 

The rotated solution exhibited 'simple structure' (Thurstone, 1947). The interpretation of the data 

was consistent with the personality attributes the questionnaire was designed to measure (i.e. “I 

see myself as open to new experiences; complex” and “I see myself as conventional; uncreative” 

[reverse coded]) with strong loadings of both openness items on Component 1. Therefore, the 

two survey questions measuring the Big Five variable “openness” were kept and combined into a 

new, single variable.  

4.8 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

RQ1: Which of the Big Five personality traits influence (a) acceptance-seeking 

motivations and (b) connection/caring motivations to use Social TV? 

Acceptance-seeking motivations. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the 

belongingness motivations of acceptance-seeking 1 (“…to make others feel close to me”) and 

acceptance-seeking 2 (“…to feel included”) from the Big Five personality traits of extraversion, 

openness, neuroticism, conscientiousness, and agreeableness. There was linearity as assessed by 

partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals against the predicted values. There was 

independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.983, and 1.501 
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respectively. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of 

studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of 

multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were no studentized 

deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, no leverage values less than 0.2, and no 

values for Cook's Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality 

was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of acceptance-seeking 1 was 14.0% 

with an adjusted R2 of 12.6%, and the R2 for the overall model for acceptance-seeking 2 was 

13.5%% with an adjusted R2 of 12.0%, both of which suggest a medium size effect according to 

Cohen (1988). The multiple regression model statistically significantly predicted the dependent 

variable of belongingness motivation acceptance seeking 1, F(5, 294) = 9.950, p = .001, and of 

acceptance seeking 2, F(5, 294) = 9.159, p = .001.  Only the independent variable of 

conscientiousness added statistically significantly to the prediction for both dependent variables 

of acceptance seeking (p = .001, p = .001). Regression coefficients and standard errors can be 

found in Table 4.3, and 4.4 (below). 
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Table 4.3 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Acceptance-seeking 1 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 6.079 .772  

Agreeableness -.034 .074 -.026 

Conscientiousness -.439 .074 -.330* 

Extraversion -.005 .056 -.005 

Neuroticism .055 .066 .049 

Openness -.121 .086 -.083 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Table 4.4 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Acceptance-seeking 2 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 6.105 .825  

Agreeableness -.047 .079 -.034 

Conscientiousness -.436 .079 -.308* 

Extraversion -.039 .060 -.036 

Neuroticism .102 .070 .085 

Openness -.086 .092 -.055 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Connection/caring motivations. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the 

belongingness motivations of connection/caring 1 (“…to show others that I care”) and 

connection/caring 2 (“…to show others that I support them”) and connection/caring 3 (“…to 

feel closer to others”) from the Big Five personality traits of extraversion, openness, neuroticism, 

conscientiousness, and agreeableness. There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots 

and a plot of studentized residuals against the predicted values. There was independence of 

residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.288, 1.308, and 1.325 respectively. There 

was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of studentized residuals versus 

unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by 

tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were no studentized deleted residuals greater than ±3 

standard deviations, no leverage values less than 0.2, and no values for Cook's Distance above 1 
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(Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 

for the overall model of connection/caring 1 was 10.1% with an adjusted R2 of 8.6%, the R2 for 

the overall model for connection/caring 2 was 8.1% with an adjusted R2 of 6.5%, and the R2 for 

the overall model for connection/caring 3 was 12.4% with an adjusted R2 of 10.9%, all of which 

suggest a small to medium size effect according to Cohen (1988). The multiple regression model 

statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable of belongingness motivation 

connection/caring 1, F(5, 294) = 8.338, p = .001, connection/caring 2, F(5, 294) = 5.175, p = 

.001, and of connection/caring 3, F(5, 294) = 6.592, p = .001. Only one of the independent 

variables added statistically significantly to the prediction for all three dependent variables of 

connection/caring: conscientiousness p = .001. Additionally, the independent variable 

neuroticism (p = .046) added statistically significant prediction to the dependent variable of 

connection/caring 1. Regression coefficients and standard errors can be found in Table 4.5, 4.6, 

and 4.7 (below). 
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Table 4.5 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Connection/caring 1 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 4.988 .809  

Agreeableness .070 .078 .052 

Conscientiousness -.344 .078 -.252* 

Extraversion .028 .059 .028 

Neuroticism .138 .069 .120* 

Openness -.100 .090 -.066 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Table 4.6 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Connection/caring 2 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 5.208 .816  

Agreeableness .071 .078 .052 

Conscientiousness -.305 .079 -.224* 

Extraversion .023 .059 .022 

Neuroticism .115 .070 .100 

Openness -.111 .091 -.074 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Table 4.7 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Connection/caring 3 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 5.389 .812  

Agreeableness .052 .078 .038 

Conscientiousness -.421 .078 -.303* 

Extraversion -.008 .059 -.008 

Neuroticism .119 .069 .102 

Openness -.078 .090 -.051 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

So, in answer to RQ1, the Big Five personality trait of conscientiousness (p = .001) was 

found to influence the belongingness motivations of acceptance-seeking and connection/caring 

while using Social TV, and the Big Five personality trait of neuroticism (p = .046) was found to 

influence the belongingness motivation of connection/caring 1 only. 
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RQ2: Which of the Big Five personality traits influence (a) information-seeking and (b) 

communication Social TV behaviors? 

Information-seeking behaviors. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the 

belongingness behavior of information-seeking (“…to view other’s comments/tweets about 

and/or the official fan page/tweets with the official hashtag of the TV show that I am watching”) 

from the Big Five personality traits of extraversion, openness, neuroticism, conscientiousness, 

and agreeableness. There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of 

studentized residuals against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as 

assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.450. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by 

visual inspection of a plot of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There 

was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There 

were no studentized deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, no leverage values less 

than 0.2, and no values for Cook's Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption 

of normality was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of information-seeking 

was 4.2% with an adjusted R2 of 2.5%, which suggest a small size effect according to Cohen 

(1988). The multiple regression model statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable 

of the belongingness behavior information-seeking, F(5, 294) = 2.546, p = .028. The Big Five 

traits of agreeableness (p = .018) and extraversion (p = .013) added statistically significantly to 

the prediction for the dependent variable. Regression coefficients and standard errors can be 

found in Table 4.8 (below). 
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Table 4.8 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Information-seeking 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 3.940 .826  

Agreeableness -.188 .079 -.141* 

Conscientiousness -.112 .079 -.083 

Extraversion .149 .060 .147* 

Neuroticism -.031 .070 -.028 

Openness -.038 .092 -.025 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Communication behaviors. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the 

belongingness behavior of communication (“…to comment on posts by others, and/or to 

post/tweet, and/or to ‘like’ or ‘favorite’ other people’s comments or posts”) from the Big Five 

personality traits of extraversion, openness, neuroticism, conscientiousness, and agreeableness. 

There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals 

against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-

Watson statistic of 0.734. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot 

of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of 

multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were no studentized 

deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, no leverage values less than 0.2, and no 

values for Cook's Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality 

was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of communication was 3.4% with an 

adjusted R2 of 1.7%, which suggests a small size effect according to Cohen (1988). The multiple 

regression model did not statistically significantly predict the dependent variable of the 

belongingness motivations communication, F(5, 294) = 2.048, p = .072. Regression coefficients 

and standard errors can be found in Table 4.9 (below). 
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Table 4.9 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Communication 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 2.983 .870  

Agreeableness -.089 .083 -.064 

Conscientiousness -.124 .084 -.088 

Extraversion .155 .063 .146* 

Neuroticism .028 .074 .024 

Openness .083 .097 .053 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

So, in answer to RQ2, the Big Five personality traits of agreeableness and extraversion 

were found to significantly influence the belongingness behavior of information-seeking while 

using Social TV. The Big Five personality traits were not found to significantly influence the 

belongingness behavior of communication while using Social TV, however, the Big Five trait of 

extraversion (p = .014) added statistically significantly to the prediction for the dependent 

variable, suggesting that those who are more extroverted may use Social TV for communication 

behaviors more than those who are not extroverted. 

RQ3: Which of the Big Five personality traits influence (a) attention-seeking motivations 

and (b) presentation of self-aspects motivations to use Social TV? 

Attention-Seeking Motivations. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the 

self-presentation motivations of attention-seeking 1 (“…to show off”) and attention-seeking 2 

(“…to get someone’s attention”) from the Big Five personality traits of extraversion, openness, 

neuroticism, conscientiousness, and agreeableness. There was linearity as assessed by partial 

regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals against the predicted values. There was 

independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.247, and 1.312 

respectively. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of 

studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of 
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multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were no studentized 

deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, no leverage values less than 0.2, and no 

values for Cook's Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality 

was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of attention-seeking 1 was 13.8% 

with an adjusted R2 of 12.3%, and the R2 for the overall model for attention-seeking 2 was 14.6% 

with an adjusted R2 of 13.2%, both of which suggest a medium size effect according to Cohen 

(1988). The multiple regression model statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable 

of the belongingness motivations acceptance seeking 1, F(5, 294) = 9.397, p = .001, and of 

acceptance seeking 2, F(5, 294) = 10.075, p = .001.  Only the Big Five trait of conscientiousness 

(p = .001) added statistically significantly to the prediction for both dependent variables, and 

agreeableness (p = .010) added statistically significantly to the prediction, but only for the 

dependent variable attention-seeking 1. Regression coefficients and standard errors can be found 

in Table 4.10, and 4.11 (below). 
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Table 4.10 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Attention-seeking 1 

 Variable B SEB Β 

 

(Constant) 5.646 .673  

Agreeableness -.167 .064 -.146* 

Conscientiousne

ss 

-.354 .065 -.306* 

Extraversion .020 .049 .023 

Neuroticism -.021 .057 -.021 

Openness -.119 .075 -.093 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Table 4.11 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Attention-seeking 2 

 Variable B SEB Β 

 

(Constant) 5.287 .762  

Agreeableness -.080 .073 -.061 

Conscientiousness -.477 .073 -.362* 

Extraversion .047 .055 .047 

Neuroticism .050 .065 .045 

Openness .021 .085 .014 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Presentation of Self-Aspects: Actual, Ideal, and Hidden. A multiple regression 

analysis was run to predict the self-presentation motivations of actual self (“…to express who I 

really am”), hidden self (“…to express aspects of myself I am not comfortable expressing 

offline”), and ideal self (“…to express how I want to be”) from the Big Five personality traits of 

extraversion, openness, neuroticism, conscientiousness, and agreeableness. There was linearity 

as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals against the predicted 

values. There was independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.493, 

1.541, and 1.408 respectively. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a 

plot of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of 



 

 

64 

 

multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were no studentized 

deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, no leverage values less than 0.2, and no 

values for Cook's Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality 

was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of actual self was 11.8% with an 

adjusted R2 of 10.3 %, the R2 for the overall model for hidden self was 12.5 % with an adjusted 

R2 of 11.0 %, the R2 for the overall model for ideal self was 14.1 % with an adjusted R2 of 

12.7%, all of which suggests a medium sized effect according to Cohen (1988). The multiple 

regression model statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable of the belongingness 

motivations actual self, F(5, 294) = 7.851, p < .0005, of hidden self, F(5, 294) = 8.409, p < 

.0005, and of ideal self, F(5, 294) = 9.682, p < .0005. Only the Big Five trait of 

conscientiousness (p < .0005) added statistically significantly to the prediction for all three 

dependent variables, and neuroticism (p = .048) added statistically significantly to the prediction, 

but only for the dependent variable actual self. Regression coefficients and standard errors can 

be found in Table 4.12, 4.13, and 4.14 (below). 
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Table 4.12 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Self-expression of the Actual Self 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 5.629 .789  

Agreeableness -.094 .076 -.071 

Conscientiousne

ss 

-.308 .076 -.229* 

Extraversion -.090 .057 -.089 

Neuroticism .134 .067 .118* 

Openness -.073 .088 -.049 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Table 4.13 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Self-expression of the Hidden Self 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 5.238 .722  

Agreeableness -.131 .069 -.107 

Conscientiousness -.322 .069 -.261* 

Extraversion -.061 .052 -.066 

Neuroticism .075 .062 .072 

Openness -.072 .080 -.053 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Table 4.14 

 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Self-expression of the Ideal Self 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 5.477 .720  

Agreeableness -.137 .069 -.111 

Conscientiousness -.371 .069 -.299* 

Extraversion -.025 .052 -.027 

Neuroticism .084 .061 .080 

Openness -.052 .080 -.038 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

So, in answer to RQ3, the Big Five personality trait of conscientiousness (p < .0005) was 

found to influence the self-presentation motivations of attention-seeking and self-expression of 

actual, hidden, and ideal self while using Social TV. Additionally, the Big Five personality trait 
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of agreeableness (p = .010) was found to influence the self-presentation motivation of attention-

seeking 1 (“…to show off”) and neuroticism (p = .048) was found to influence the self-

presentation motivation of self-expression of the actual self. 

RQ4: Which of the Big Five personality traits influence the self-presentation behaviors of 

(a) general self-disclosure and (b) emotional self-disclosure when using Social TV? 

General Self-Disclosure. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the self-

presentation behavior of general self-disclosure (“…to update my status/tweet, to post/share a 

link, to post/share pictures or videos about the TV show I am watching”) from the Big Five 

personality traits of extraversion, openness, neuroticism, conscientiousness, and agreeableness. 

There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals 

against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-

Watson statistic of 1.332. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot 

of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of 

multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were no studentized 

deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, no leverage values less than 0.2, and no 

values for Cook's Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality 

was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of general self-disclosure was 2.7% 

with an adjusted R2 of 1.1%, which suggests a small size effect according to Cohen (1988). The 

multiple regression model did not statistically significantly predict the dependent variable of the 

self-presentation behavior general self-disclosure, F(5, 294) = 1.656, p = .145. However, the Big 

Five trait of agreeableness (p = .034) added statistically significantly to the prediction for the 

dependent variable. Regression coefficients and standard errors can be found in Table 4.15 

(below). 
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Table 4.15 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for General Self-disclosure 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 3.479 .586  

Agreeableness -.034 .063 -.034* 

Conscientiousness -.151 .071 -.127 

Extraversion .007 .071 .006 

Neuroticism .091 .053 .101 

Openness -.056 .082 -.042 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Emotional Self-Disclosure. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the self-

presentation behavior of emotional self-disclosure (“…to vent a strong emotion/to post my 

reaction about the TV show I am watching”) from the Big Five personality traits of extraversion, 

openness, neuroticism, conscientiousness, and agreeableness. There was linearity as assessed by 

partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals against the predicted values. There was 

independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.469. There was 

homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of studentized residuals versus 

unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by 

tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were no studentized deleted residuals greater than ±3 

standard deviations, no leverage values less than 0.2, and no values for Cook's Distance above 1 

(Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 

for the overall model of emotional self-disclosure was 5.2% with an adjusted R2 of 3.5%, which 

suggests a small size effect according to Cohen (1988). The multiple regression model 

statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable of the self-presentation behavior of 

emotional self-disclosure, F(5, 294) = 3.196, p = .008. The Big Five traits of agreeableness (p = 

.005) and extraversion (p = .036) added statistically significantly to the prediction for the 
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dependent variable. Regression coefficients and standard errors can be found in Table 4.16 

(below). 

Table 4.16 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Emotional Self-disclosure 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 3.149 .683  

Agreeableness -.091 .073 -.076* 

Conscientiousness -.232 .082 -.165 

Extraversion -.011 .083 -.008* 

Neuroticism .131 .062 .123 

Openness .151 .096 .097 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

So, in answer to RQ4, only the Big Five personality trait of agreeableness (p = .034) was 

found to significantly influence the self-presentation behavior of general self-disclosure while 

using Social TV, suggesting that those who are more agreeable in nature may tend to self-

disclose more general information more often while using Social TV than those who are less 

agreeable in nature. Additionally, the Big Five personality traits of agreeableness (p = .005) and 

extraversion (p = .036) were found to significantly influence the self-presentation behavior of 

emotional self-disclosure while using Social TV, suggesting that those who are more agreeable 

and extraverted in nature may tend to self-disclose more emotional information more often while 

using Social TV than those who are less agreeable and more introverted. 

H1: Belongingness motivations will influence viewers’ belongingness behaviors towards 

Social TV. 

A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the belongingness behaviors of 

information-seeking (“…to view other’s comments/tweets about and/or the official fan 

page/tweets with the official hashtag of the TV show that I am watching”) and communication 

(“…to comment on posts by others, and/or to post/tweet, and/or to ‘like’ or ‘favorite’ other 
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people’s comments or posts”) from the belongingness motivations of acceptance-seeking 1 

(“…to make others feel close to me”), acceptance-seeking 2 (“…to feel included”), 

connection/caring 1 (“…to show others that I care”), connection/caring 2 (“…to show others 

that I support them”) and connection/caring 3 (“…to feel closer to others”).  

Information-Seeking Behaviors. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the 

belongingness behavior of information-seeking from the belongingness motivations of 

acceptance -seeking 1, acceptance -seeking 2, connection/caring 1, connection/caring 2, and 

connection/caring 3. There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of 

studentized residuals against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as 

assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.663. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by 

visual inspection of a plot of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There 

was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There 

were three studentized deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, and these items 

were investigated and removed from the analysis. There were no leverage values less than 0.2, 

and no values for Cook's Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of 

normality was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of information-seeking 

was 14.5% with an adjusted R2 of 13.1%, which suggests a medium size effect according to 

Cohen (1988). The multiple regression model statistically significantly predicted the dependent 

variable of the belongingness behaviors information-seeking, F(5, 291) = 9.903, p < .0005. The 

belongingness motivations of acceptance-seeking 1 (p = .017), connection/caring 1 (p = .034), 

and connection/caring 2 (p = .002) added statistically significantly to the prediction for the 

dependent variable. Regression coefficients and standard errors can be found in Table 4.17 

(below). 
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Table 4.17 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Information-seeking H1 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 1.472 .219  

BM_ACCT1 .331 .138 .339* 

BM_ACCT2 .104 .122 .113 

BM_CC1 -.307 .144 -.322* 

BM_CC2 .410 .132 .428* 

BM_CC3 -.178 .139 -.190 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Communication Behaviors. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the 

belongingness behavior of communication from the belongingness motivations of attention-

seeking 1, attention-seeking 2, connection/caring 1, connection/caring 2, and connection/caring 

3. There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals 

against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-

Watson statistic of 0.731. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot 

of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of 

multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were no studentized 

deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, and there were no leverage values less than 

0.2, and no values for Cook's Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of 

normality was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of communication was 

18.6% with an adjusted R2 of 17.2%, which suggests a medium size effect according to Cohen 

(1988). The multiple regression model statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable 

of the belongingness behavior communication, F(5, 294) = 13.395, p < .0005. Only the 

belongingness motivation of connection/caring 2 (p = .002) added statistically significantly to 

the prediction for the dependent variable. Regression coefficients and standard errors can be 

found in Table 4.18 (below). 
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Table 4.18 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Communication H1 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 1.511 .231  

BM_ACCT1 .166 .146 .156 

BM_ACCT2 .176 .128 .177 

BM_CC1 -.239 .152 -.230 

BM_CC2 .325 .139 .313* 

BM_CC3 .034 .147 .033 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

In sum, the belongingness motivations of acceptance-seeking 1 (p = .017), 

connection/caring 1 (p = .034), and connection/caring 2 (p = .002) were found to significantly 

influence the belongingness behavior of information-seeking while using Social TV, and 

connection/caring 2 (p = .020) was found to significantly influence the belongingness behavior 

of communication. Hypothesis 1 stated that belongingness motivations would influence viewers’ 

belongingness behaviors towards Social TV, therefore, hypothesis 1 is supported.  

H2: Belongingness motivations will influence viewers’ self-presentation behaviors in 

using Social TV. 

A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the self-presentation behaviors of 

general self-disclosure (“…to update my status/tweet, to post/share a link, to post/share pictures 

or videos about the TV show I am watching”) and emotional self-disclosure (“…to vent a strong 

emotion/to post my reaction about the TV show I am watching”) from the belongingness 

motivations of acceptance-seeking 1 (“…to show off”), acceptance-seeking 2 (“…to get 

someone’s attention”), connection/caring 1 (“…to show others that I care”), connection/caring 2 

(“…to show others that I support them”) and connection/caring 3 (“…to feel closer to others”).  

General Self-Disclosure. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the self-

presentation behavior of general self-disclosure from the belongingness motivations of attention-
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seeking 1, attention-seeking 2, connection/caring 1, connection/caring 2, and connection/caring 

3. There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals 

against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-

Watson statistic of 0.596. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot 

of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of 

multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There was one studentized 

deleted residual greater than ±3 standard deviations, and this item was investigated and removed 

from the analysis. There were no leverage values less than 0.2, and no values for Cook's Distance 

above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality was met, as assessed by a P-P 

Plot. R2 for the overall model of general self-disclosure was 21.9% with an adjusted R2 of 20.6%, 

which suggests a medium size effect according to Cohen (1988). The multiple regression model 

statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable of the belongingness motivations 

general self-disclosure, F(5, 293) = 16.426, p < .0005. The belongingness motivations of 

connection/caring 1 (p = .056), and connection/caring 2 (p < .0005) added statistically 

significantly to the prediction for the dependent variable. Regression coefficients and standard 

errors can be found in Table 4.19 (below). 

Table 4.19 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for General Self-disclosure H2 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 1.179 .189  

BM_ACCT1 .200 .120 .225 

BM_ACCT2 .074 .105 .089 

BM_CC1 -.239 .125 -.276* 

BM_CC2 .431 .114 .497* 

BM_CC3 -.048 .120 -.057 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 
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Emotional Self-Disclosure. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the self-

presentation behavior of emotional self-disclosure from the belongingness motivations 

of attention-seeking 1, attention-seeking 2, connection/caring 1, connection/caring 2, 

and connection/caring 3. There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of 

studentized residuals against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as 

assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic of 0.495. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by 

visual inspection of a plot of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There 

was no evidence of multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There was 

one studentized deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, and these items were 

investigated and removed from the analysis. There were no leverage values less than 0.2, and no 

values for Cook's Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality 

was met, as assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of emotional self-disclosure was 

20.6% with an adjusted R2 of 19.2%, which suggests a medium size effect according to Cohen 

(1988). The multiple regression model statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable 

of the belongingness motivation emotional self-disclosure, F(5, 293) = 15.188, p < .0005. The 

belongingness motivations of connection/caring 1 (p = .043), and connection/caring 2 (p = .005) 

added statistically significantly to the prediction for the dependent variable. Regression 

coefficients and standard errors can be found in Table 4.20 (below). 
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Table 4.20 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Emotional Self-disclosure H2 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 1.226 .226  

BM_ACCT1 .243 .143 .231 

BM_ACCT2 .095 .125 .096 

BM_CC1 -.302 .149 -.294* 

BM_CC2 .386 .136 .375* 

BM_CC3 .060 .144 .060 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

In sum, the belongingness motivations of connection/caring 1 and connection/caring 2 

were found to significantly influence both the self-presentation behaviors of general (p = .056; p 

< .0005) and emotional self-disclosure (p = .043; p = .005) while using Social TV. Hypothesis 2 

stated that belongingness motivations would influence viewers’ self-presentation behaviors 

towards Social TV, therefore, hypothesis 2 is supported.  

H3: Self-presentation motivations influence viewers’ belongingness behaviors towards 

Social TV. 

A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the belongingness behaviors of 

information-seeking (“…to view other’s comments/tweets about and/or the official fan 

page/tweets with the official hashtag of the TV show that I am watching”) and communication 

(“…to comment on posts by others, and/or to post/tweet, and/or to ‘like’ or ‘favorite’ other 

people’s comments or posts”) from the self-presentation motivations of attention-seeking 1 

(“…to show off”), attention-seeking 2 (“…to get someone’s attention”), self-expression of the 

actual self (“…to express who I really am”), hidden self (“…to express aspects of myself I am 

not comfortable expressing offline”), and ideal self (“…to express how I want to be”). 

Information-Seeking Behaviors. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the 

belongingness behavior of information-seeking from the self-presentation motivations of 
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attention-seeking 1, attention-seeking 2, self-expression of the actual self, hidden self, and ideal 

self. There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals 

against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-

Watson statistic of 1.001. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot 

of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of 

multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were two studentized 

deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, and these items were investigated and 

removed from the analysis. There were no leverage values less than 0.2, and no values for Cook's 

Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality was met, as assessed 

by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of information-seeking was 14.1% with an adjusted R2 of 

12.6%, which suggests a medium size effect according to Cohen (1988). The multiple regression 

model statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable of the belongingness behavior 

information-seeking, F(5, 292) = 9.584, p < .0005. Only one self-presentation motivation, 

attention-seeking 2 (p = .019) added statistically significantly to the prediction for the dependent 

variable. Regression coefficients and standard errors can be found in Table 4.21 (below). 
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Table 4.21 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Information-seeking H3 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 1.555 .206  

SPM_ATTN1 -.066 .105 -.058 

SPM_ATTN2 .232 .098 .232* 

SPM_SLF1 -.002 .079 -.002 

SPM_SLF2 .058 .095 .054 

SPM_SLF3 .189 .113 .178 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Communication Behaviors. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the 

belongingness behavior of communication from the self-presentation motivations of attention-

seeking 1, attention-seeking 2, self-expression of the actual self, hidden self, and ideal self. There 

was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals against the 

predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-Watson statistic 

of 0.679. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot of studentized 

residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of multicollinearity, as 

assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were no studentized deleted residuals greater 

than ±3 standard deviations, there were no leverage values less than 0.2, and no values for 

Cook's Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality was met, as 

assessed by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of communication was 17.7% with an adjusted 

R2 of 16.3%, which suggests a medium size effect according to Cohen (1988). The multiple 

regression model statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable of the belongingness 

behavior communication, F(5, 294) = 12.663, p < .0005. Two self-presentation motivations, 

attention-seeking 2 (p = .003), and self-expression (actual) (p = .001) added statistically 

significantly to the prediction for the dependent variable. Regression coefficients and standard 

errors can be found in Table 4.22 (below). 
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Table 4.22 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Communication H3 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 1.636 .216  

SPM_ATTN1 -.023 .110 -.019 

SPM_ATTN2 .304 .103 .283* 

SPM_SLF1 .289 .083 .274* 

SPM_SLF2 .086 .099 .075 

SPM_SLF3 -.176 .119 -.154 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

In sum, the self-presentation motivation of attention-seeking 2 was found to significantly 

influence both the belongingness behaviors of information-seeking (p = .019) and 

communication (p = .003) while using Social TV. Additionally, the self-presentation motivation 

of self-expression (actual) was found to significantly influence the belongingness behavior of 

communication (p = .001). Hypothesis 2 stated that belongingness motivations would influence 

viewers’ self-presentation behaviors towards Social TV, therefore, hypothesis 2 is supported.  

H4: Self-presentation motivations influence viewers’ self-presentation behaviors in using 

Social TV. 

A multiple regression analysis was run to predict the belongingness behaviors of general 

self-disclosure (“…to update my status/tweet, to post/share a link, to post/share pictures or 

videos about the TV show I am watching”) and emotional self-disclosure (“…to vent a strong 

emotion/to post my reaction about the TV show I am watching”) from the self-presentation 

motivations of attention-seeking 1 (“…to show off”), attention-seeking 2 (“…to get someone’s 

attention”), self-expression of the actual self (“…to express who I really am”), hidden self (“…to 

express aspects of myself I am not comfortable expressing offline”), and ideal self (“…to express 

how I want to be”). 
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General Self-Disclosure Behaviors. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict 

the self-presentation behavior of general self-disclosure from the self-presentation motivations of 

attention-seeking 1, attention-seeking 2, self-expression of the actual self, hidden self, and ideal 

self. There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized residuals 

against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as assessed by a Durbin-

Watson statistic of 1.517. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of a plot 

of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence of 

multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There was one studentized 

deleted residual greater than ±3 standard deviations, and this item was investigated and removed 

from the analysis. There were no leverage values less than 0.2, and no values for Cook's Distance 

above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality was met, as assessed by a P-P 

Plot. R2 for the overall model of general self-disclosure was 20.7% with an adjusted R2 of 19.4%, 

which suggests a medium size effect according to Cohen (1988). The multiple regression model 

statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable of the self-presentation behavior 

general self-disclosure, F(5, 293) = 15.304, p < .0005. Two self-presentation motivations added 

statistically significantly to the prediction for the dependent variable: attention-seeking 2 (p = 

.003), and Self-expression (actual) (p = .001). Regression coefficients and standard errors can be 

found in Table 4.23 (below). 
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Table 4.23 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for General Self-disclosure H4 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 1.316 .177  

SPM_ATTN1 -.094 .090 -.092 

SPM_ATTN2 .251 .084 .281* 

SPM_SLF1 .229 .068 .260* 

SPM_SLF2 .031 .081 .032 

SPM_SLF3 .016 .097 .017 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

Emotional Self-Disclosure Behaviors. A multiple regression analysis was run to predict 

the self-presentation behavior of emotional self-disclosure from the self-presentation motivations 

of attention-seeking 1, attention-seeking 2, self-expression of the actual self, hidden self, and 

ideal self. There was linearity as assessed by partial regression plots and a plot of studentized 

residuals against the predicted values. There was independence of residuals, as assessed by a 

Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.622. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection 

of a plot of studentized residuals versus unstandardized predicted values. There was no evidence 

of multicollinearity, as assessed by tolerance values greater than 0.1. There were two studentized 

deleted residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations, and these items were investigated and 

removed from the analysis. There were no leverage values less than 0.2, and no values for Cook's 

Distance above 1 (Cook and Weisberg, 1982). The assumption of normality was met, as assessed 

by a P-P Plot. R2 for the overall model of emotional self-disclosure was 20.8% with an adjusted 

R2 of 19.4%, which suggests a medium size effect according to Cohen (1988). The multiple 

regression model statistically significantly predicted the dependent variable of the self-

presentation behavior emotional self-disclosure, F(5, 292) = 15.297, p < .0005. Two self-

presentation motivations added statistically significantly to the prediction for the dependent 
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variable: attention-seeking 2 (p = .015), and Self-expression (actual) (p < .0005). Regression 

coefficients and standard errors can be found in Table 4.24(below). 

Table 4.24 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Emotional Self-disclosure H4 

 Variable B SEB β 

 

(Constant) 1.288 .210  

SPM_ATTN1 -.128 .106 -.107 

SPM_ATTN2 .243 .099 .231* 

SPM_SLF1 .345 .080 .333* 

SPM_SLF2 .083 .096 .074 

SPM_SLF3 -.046 .115 -.041 

Note. *p < .05; B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SEB = standard error of the 

coefficient; β = standardized coefficient 

 

In sum, the self-presentation motivations of attention-seeking 2 and self-expression 

(actual) were found to significantly influence both the self-presentation behaviors of general (p 

= .003; p = .001) and emotional self-disclosure (p = .015; p < .0005) while using Social TV, 

respectively. Hypothesis 4 stated that self-presentation motivations would influence viewers’ 

self-presentation behaviors towards Social TV, therefore, hypothesis 4 is supported.  

 The final table, Table 4.25, articulates the relationships among the five core dependent 

variables in terms of Pearson r coefficients. 

Table 4.25 

 Correlations Between the Five Dependent Variables 

 

 

 

 

Variable Agreeableness Consc. Extroversion Neuroticism Openness 

Agreeableness --- .104 .143 -.209 .156 

Conscientiousness .104 --- .093 -.224 .147 

Extroversion .143 .093 --- -.073 .212 

Neuroticism -.209 -.224 -.073 --- -.308 

Openness .156 .147 .212 -.308 --- 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

In the previous chapter, the presentation and analysis of data have been reported. Chapter 

5 consists of a summary of the study, discussion of the findings, implications for practice, 

recommendations for further research, and conclusions. The purpose of this study was to 

examine what motivations individuals have for using Social TV, and looked at the relationship 

between personality traits and Social TV use. The findings should provide not only evidence to 

support previous research claims, but should also rationalize the need to continue this stream of 

research.  

This chapter will be divided into three parts. First, a summary of the results from  

statistical analysis will be provided. Next, the theoretical, and then practical implications of the 

study will be discussed. Finally, the limitations of the study and the need for future research in 

this area of research will be discussed.  

5.1 Summary of Results 

The purpose of this study was to examine why participants are motivated to use Social 

TV, and to understand what personality traits may be associated with Social TV use. The gender 

distribution for the study was predominately female (71.2%). The age of respondents ranged 

from 18 to 66, with the median age being 29 years, and the racial makeup was predominately 

Caucasian (n = 230, 78.8%), with African American’s making up the second largest ethnicity 

group (n= 44, 15.1%). Respondents were recruited using a snowball sampling procedure, in 

which survey links were posted to the author’s Facebook and Twitter accounts, along with 
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requests for followers to share and re-tweet the survey link (i.e., disseminate the link to their own 

friends and followers). 

Scales were computed to assess respondent’s belongingness and self-presentation 

motivations and behaviors of Social TV use (modified from Nadkarni & Hoffman, 2012). The 

Big Five personality traits of extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and 

openness were measured using a shortened version of the Big Five Inventory called the Ten-Item 

Personality Inventory (TIPI) (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). All scales used to measure 

the dependent variables were tested for reliability using Cronbach’s alpha, and were found to 

have a high level of internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.8 or higher, which 

is indicative of “good” reliability (DeVillis, 2003; Kline, 2005). Explain the survey design and 

the goal of the measurement.  

5.1.a Summary of Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The first research question asked which of the Big Five personality traits influence the 

belongingness motivations of (a) acceptance-seeking motivations and (b) connection/caring 

motivations to use Social TV. Respondents who scored high in the Big Five personality trait of 

conscientiousness were significantly likely to be motivated to use Social TV to satisfy social 

acceptance-seeking needs, and a need to connect with or support/care for others. Respondents 

who scored high in the Big Five personality trait of neuroticism were significantly likely to be 

motivated to use Social TV to satisfy the specific connection/caring belongingness motivation of 

showing others that they care. 

The second research question asked which of the Big Five personality traits influence the 

belongingness behaviors of (a) information-seeking and (b) communication while using Social 

TV. Respondents who scored high in the Big Five personality traits of agreeableness and 
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extraversion were significantly more likely to use Social TV to seek out information about the 

TV show they were watching. The Big Five personality traits were not found to significantly 

influence the general communication behavior while using Social TV, however, those 

respondents who scored higher in extraversion were significantly more likely than respondents 

scoring high in the other Big Five personality traits to report using Social TV specifically to 

communicate with others also watching the TV show. This suggests that those who are more 

extroverted may use Social TV for communication behaviors more than those who are not 

extroverted. 

The third research question asked which of the Big Five personality traits influence the 

self-presentation motivations of (a) attention-seeking and (b) the presentation of self-aspects to 

use Social TV. Respondents who scored high in the Big Five personality trait of 

conscientiousness were significantly likely to be motivated to use Social TV to satisfy the self-

presentation needs of attention-seeking and self-expression of actual, hidden, and ideal self 

through using Social TV. Respondents who scored high in the Big Five personality trait of 

agreeableness were significantly likely to be motivated to use Social TV to satisfy the specific 

attention-seeking self-presentation motivation of showing off to others, and respondents who 

scored high in the Big Five personality trait of neuroticism were more likely to be motivated by 

the opportunity to express their actual self via Social TV. 

The fourth research question asked which of the Big Five personality traits influence the 

self-presentation behaviors of (a) general self-disclosure and (b) emotional self-disclosure when 

using Social TV. Respondents who scored high in the Big Five personality trait of agreeableness 

were significantly more likely to use Social TV to disclose general information about themselves 

while using Social TV, suggesting that those who are more agreeable in nature may tend to self-
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disclose more general information more often while using Social TV than those who are less 

agreeable in nature. Additionally, respondents who scored higher in agreeableness and 

extraversion were more likely to self-disclose emotional information about themselves while 

using Social TV, which suggests that those who are more agreeable and extraverted in nature 

may tend to self-disclose more emotional information more often while using Social TV than 

those who are less agreeable and more introverted. 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that the belongingness motivations of acceptance-seeking and 

connection/caring would influence viewers’ belongingness behaviors towards Social TV. The 

belongingness motivations of acceptance-seeking and connection/caring significantly influenced 

the belongingness behavior of information-seeking, and connection/caring was found to 

significantly influence the belongingness behavior of communication. These results suggest that 

Social TV users seek out additional information about a TV show they are watching when they 

want to make others feel closer to them, to show others that they care about and support them. 

These results also suggest that Social TV users’ primary motivation for communicating with 

others via Social TV is to show support for others.  

Hypothesis 2 predicted that belongingness motivations would influence viewers’ self-

presentation behaviors in using Social TV. The belongingness motivation of connection/caring 

significantly influenced the self-presentation behaviors of general and emotional self-disclosure 

while using Social TV. These results suggest that Social TV users are primarily motivated to 

disclose information about themselves (both general and emotional details about the self) in 

order to show others that they care and support them, and not to make others feel close to them, 

or to feel included. 
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Hypothesis 3 predicted that self-presentation motivations would influence viewers’ 

belongingness behaviors towards Social TV. The self-presentation motivation of attention-

seeking significantly influenced the belongingness behaviors of information-seeking and 

communication while using Social TV, and the self-presentation motivation of self-expression of 

the actual self also significantly influenced the belongingness behavior of communication. These 

results suggest that Social TV users are motivated to use Social TV to seek out additional 

information about the TV show they are watching so that they can feel closer to others. 

Additionally, viewers are motivated to use Social TV to communicate about the TV show that 

they are watching both to seek out additional information about the TV show in order to express 

their actual selves, or who they perceive themselves to be. 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that self-presentation motivations would influence viewers’ self-

presentation behaviors in using Social TV. The self-presentation motivations of attention-seeking 

and self-expression of the actual self significantly influenced the self-presentation behaviors of 

both general and emotional self-disclosure while using Social TV. These results suggest that 

Social TV users are motivated by the need to feel included, and the need to express who they 

really are, and use Social TV to self-disclose both general and emotional information about 

themselves to others. 

5.2 Theoretical Implications 

This research contributes to the area of research devoted to examining motivations of 

Social TV use, and personality traits and Social TV use by providing a new context for 

investigation. The use of survey methodology to study the use of Social TV has helped provide 

several theoretical and practical implications for this area of research. Referring back to the 
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significance of this dissertation, this section will address the theoretical implications for the 

investigation of Social TV use. 

5.2.a Uses and Gratifications 

From an academic perspective, this research clarified use motivations through survey 

methodology to explore the phenomenon of Social TV. A deeper understanding of such 

motivations will widen our understanding of Social TV, and will help scholars perform relevant 

future research. Additionally, these findings contribute to the growing body of knowledge 

regarding the motivations for using Social TV, and the gratifications obtained from this use.  

5.2.b The Big Five and The Dual Model of SNS Use 

Contrary to Seidman’s (2013) results, but consistent with Moore and McElroy (2012) and 

Ross et al.’s (2009) research, this study found that none of the Big Five personality traits were 

found to significantly influence the general communication behavior while using Social TV. 

Agreeableness was found to be significantly related with actual self-disclosure and attention-

seeking behaviors, also consistent with Seidman’s findings. Agreeable individuals may be more 

likely to use Social TV to gain acceptance and to maintain a connection with others.  

Consistent with previous similar studies (Bibby, 2008; Seidman, 2013), extraversion was 

found to be positively related with the belongingness behavior of general communication. Also 

in line with Seidman’s findings, extroverts were also significantly likely to use Social TV to 

emotionally disclose personal information or feelings than were other personality types. 

Additionally, extroverted individuals may be more likely to use Social TV to gain acceptance 

from others and to maintain connections. 

Individuals who displayed strong neuroticism were more likely to portray actual self-

disclosure, as also found by Amichai-Hamburger et al. (2002) and Seidman’s (2013) studies on 
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the same topic. Consistent with Seidman (2013), neuroticism was not associated at all with the 

belongingness motivation of acceptance-seeking, and neuroticism was negatively associated with 

information-seeking, which suggests that more neurotic individuals may use Social TV as a way 

to covertly learn about others. This finding is congruent with the above findings of extraversion 

and agreeableness being positively associated with both communication and information-seeking 

behavior. 

Respondents who displayed higher levels of conscientiousness were significantly 

associated with the belongingness motivations of social acceptance-seeking and 

connection/caring, which is consistent with Seidman’s (2013) findings as well. Interestingly, 

conscientiousness was not at all associated with the belongingness behaviors of information-

seeking or communication, nor with the self-presentation behaviors of emotional or general self-

disclosure; these findings are also in line with previous research (Seidman, 2013). 

5.3 Practical Implications 

There are some practical implications of this study as well. First, the primary story within 

the dataset is the negative beta yielded when testing conscientiousness against Social TV usage. 

The secondary story seemingly is the positive beta rather consistently found in terms of 

neuroticism and Social TV usage. Regarding the former, conscientious people may be more 

likely to regard Social TV engagement as superfluous or something that can be engaged with if 

there is time, but not to the point of accomplishing tasks viewed as more essential. Regarding the 

latter, neuroticism is often considered a compulsion and is sometimes correlated with attention-

seeking, meaning that it is possible that Social TV engagement involves similar presumed needs: 

compulsive tendencies to share, engage, and interact with TV content in a meaningful way. In a 

sense, Social TV participants feel they have little choice but to share information and insights 
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about a program, often finding approval and positive reinforcement as a whole through their 

participation. 

Additionally, factors were identified that TV broadcasters should consider when 

developing social TV applications that connect viewers in real time. Knowing why certain types 

of viewers are motivated to use Social TV will be of great help to those who wish to develop 

applications that viewers will be more likely to actually use. Also, the results of this study show 

that viewers are using Facebook and Twitter to talk about television programs, which emphasizes 

the need for TV broadcasters to work with social media platforms to develop a mutually 

beneficial plan to both exploit the increasing use of viewer’s Social TV activity, and also to 

enrich the viewing experience.  

5.4 Limitations  

Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the results of this research. 

First, respondents were recruited via snowball sampling, a non-probability sampling technique 

which limits our ability to generalize the results to a larger population. Future studies should use 

a probability sampling technique to enable researchers to determine both the potential sampling 

error and to make statistical inferences from the sample to the general population.  

Second, the reliabilities on several of the core measures were less than the requisite .7 

needed for the proper alpha coefficient. While several previous authors have effectively 

incorporated these measures (Mark & Ganzach, 2014; Mehdizadeh, 2010; Seidman, 2013), the 

effectiveness of the paired item scales for each of the Big Five personality traits is, indeed, 

problematic. Reducing to single-item scales was ineffective for the present study; thus, future 

research should endeavor to explore whether the paired-item personality scales are effectively 

capturing personality-oriented feelings and traits. 
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Finally, the use of self-report measures for both the predictor and outcome variables may 

potentially have resulted in a response bias (Austin et al., 1998). Future research should conduct 

more objective measures of Social TV use in order to avoid this methodological bias. A third 

important limitation is that this study only focused on two social networking sites – Facebook 

and Twitter. Future studies should expand to other social networking sites and other types of 

text-based communication such as instant messaging applications (e.g. WhatsApp, Facebook 

Messenger, Google Chat, Line, etc.). 

5.5 Directions for Future Research 

 First and foremost, achieving more representative sample sizes and demographics is the 

key to advancing Social TV knowledge in the future. Luckily, as Social TV traits become more 

mainstream, a larger number of people will be eligible for participation in likeminded studies. 

The current study is limited to a convenient, snowball sample of people already somewhat 

heavily invested in being early adopters of Social TV activities. 

 The ramifications for this study are widespread, including the connections afforded with 

social psychology, where profiles can be attained regarding personality and the self and why 

individuals opt—or choose not to opt—with new media advents such as Social TV. This study 

directly offers profiles of participants more or less likely to be engaged in Social TV, meaning 

that psychologists can move beyond these early findings to uncover why such trends emerge. 

 Advancing even further, entertainment industries likely do not care as much about how 

people engage in Social TV as much as whether they do select Social TV elements simply 

because of one factor: live TV viewing. Time-shifting television is an increasing element to 

uncover for entertainment executives as those watching on a delayed basis are significantly more 

likely to fast-forward commercials. Social TV is largely an immediate action in which people 
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engage. People wishing to discuss an episode of The Walking Dead (see Auverset & Billings, 

2016) have a short amount of time in which their comments will be valued and discussed via 

social media platforms. Because of this small window, Social TV represents one of the best ways 

to maintain live viewership and to get people to choose one program over another that can more 

readily be time-shifted because Social TV is not as pertinent for it. 

5.6 Conclusions 

The present study examined the relationship between the Big Five personality traits, 

motivations for Social TV use, and the fulfillment of belongingness and self-presentation needs 

through Social TV use. This research extended previous work on the Big Five, Facebook, and 

Social TV by examining the relationship between belonging and self-presentation that was 

proposed by Nadkarni and Hofmann (2012) and extended by Seidman (2013). This theoretical 

framework shows great promise in helping to understand how the Big Five personality traits are 

connected to Social TV use.  

For example, extraversion and agreeableness were the best predictors of the 

belongingness behavior information seeking. Conscientious individuals were more likely to 

report using Social TV to support others, while more neurotic individuals reported using Social 

TV to show off to others. Conscientiousness was also the best predictor of self-presentation 

behaviors through Social TV. Agreeableness was the best predictor of both general and 

emotional self-disclosure through Social TV use, and also of the self-presentation motivation of 

showing-off. These results suggest that more agreeable individuals view Social TV as an outlet 

through which they can meet self-disclosure and self-presentation needs. Previous studies 

examined the effects that second screen experiences have on viewers (e.g. Johns, 2012; Bredl et 

al., 2013; Nielsen Social, 2013; Smith and Boyles, 2012; Giglietto and Selva, 2014), and this 
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study has added to this vein of scholarship by examining individual’s motivations for Social TV 

use, and which personality traits are associated with Social TV use.  
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APPENDIX A 

The act of using a social networking site such as Facebook or Twitter to talk about a television 

show shortly before, during, or shortly after watching the television program is commonly called 

“Social TV.” This set of questions will ask you about how you use Social TV. Please use the 

following scale: 

1 = Never  

2 = Rarely  

3 = Occasionally 

4 = Sometimes 

5 = Frequently  

6 = Usually  

7 = Often 

Please indicate how often, on average, you do the following things on Facebook just before, 

during, or shortly after watching TV: 

*Facebook Belongingness Behaviors (7-point Likert Scale, 1 = Never, 7 = Often): 

1. I use Facebook to view the official fan page of the TV show I am watching.  

2. I use Facebook to view comments others made on the official fan page of the TV show I 

am watching.  

3. I use Facebook to post about the TV show that I am watching. 

4. I use Facebook to comment on posts made by others about the TV show that I am 

watching.  
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5. I use Facebook to tag others in a post or comment made about the TV show that I am 

watching.  

6. I use Facebook to “like” posts made by others about the TV show that I am watching. 

 

*Facebook Self-Presentation Behaviors (7-point Likert Scale, 1 = Never, 7 = Often): 

7. I update my Facebook status about the TV show that I am watching. 

8. I use Facebook to post or share a link about the TV show that I am watching.  

9. I use Facebook to post or share pictures or videos related to the TV show that I am 

watching.  

10. I use Facebook to post my reaction to something that happened during the TV show that I 

am watching.  

11. I use Facebook to vent a strong emotion such as frustration, shock, or joy about the TV 

show that I am watching. 

The next set of questions will ask you about why you use Social TV. Please indicate to what 

extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

*Facebook Belongingness and Self-Presentation Motivations (7-point Likert Scale, 1 = Strongly 

Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree): 

12.  I “like” another’s post about a TV show on Facebook… 

a. …to make them feel closer to me. 

b. …to show them that I care. 

c. …to show that I support them.  

d. …to show off. 

e. …to get someone’s attention. 
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f. …to express who I really am. 

g. …to express aspects of myself that I don’t feel comfortable expressing offline. 

h. …to express the way I’d ideally like to be. 

i. …to feel included. 

j. …to feel closer to others. 

13.  I update my status on Facebook about a TV show…  

a. …to make others feel closer to me. 

b. …to show other people that I care. 

c. …to show others that I support them. 

d. …to show off.  

e. …to get someone’s attention. 

f. …to express who I really am. 

g. …to express aspects of myself that I don’t feel comfortable expressing offline. 

h. …to express the way I’d ideally like to be. 

i. …to feel included. 

j. …to feel closer to others. 

14.  I post/share a link, picture, or video about a TV show on Facebook…  

a. …to make others feel closer to me. 

b. …to show other people that I care. 

c. …to show others that I support them. 

d. …to show off.  

e. …to get someone’s attention. 

f. …to express who I really am. 
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g. …to express aspects of myself that I don’t feel comfortable expressing offline. 

h. …to express the way I’d ideally like to be. 

i. …to feel included. 

j. …to feel closer to others. 

15.  I comment on another’s post about a TV show on Facebook… 

a. …to make them feel closer to me. 

b. …to show them that I care. 

c. …to show that I support them.  

d. …to show off. 

e. …to get someone’s attention. 

f. …to express who I really am. 

g. …to express aspects of myself that I don’t feel comfortable expressing offline. 

h. …to express the way I’d ideally like to be. 

i. …to feel included. 

j. …to feel closer to others. 

16.  I tag a friend in a post or comment about a TV show on Facebook… 

a. …to make them feel closer to me. 

b. …to show them that I care. 

c. …to show that I support them.  

d. …to show off. 

e. …to get someone’s attention. 

f. …to express who I really am. 

g. …to express aspects of myself that I don’t feel comfortable expressing offline. 
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h. …to express the way I’d ideally like to be. 

i. …to feel included. 

j. …to feel closer to others. 

The act of using a social networking site such as Facebook or Twitter to talk about a television 

show shortly before, during, or shortly after watching the television program is commonly called 

“Social TV.” This set of questions will ask you about how you use Social TV. Please use the 

following scale: 

1 = Never  

2 = Rarely  

3 = Occasionally 

4 = Sometimes 

5 = Frequently  

6 = Usually  

7 = Often 

Please indicate how often, on average, you do the following things on Twitter just before, during, 

or shortly after watching TV: 

*Twitter Belongingness Behaviors (7-point Likert Scale, 1 = Never, 7 = Often): 

17. I use Twitter to view the official account’s timeline of the TV show I am watching.  

18. I use Twitter to view tweets made using the official hashtag for the TV show I am 

watching.  

19. I use Twitter to reply to tweets made by others about the TV show that I am watching.  

20. I use Twitter to retweet tweets made by others about the TV show that I am watching.  

21. I use Twitter to “favorite” tweets made by others about the TV show that I am watching. 

*Twitter Self-Presentation Behaviors (7-point Likert Scale, 1 = Never, 7 = Often): 

22. I use Twitter to tweet about the TV show that I am watching. 
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23. I use Twitter to share a link about the TV show that I am watching.  

24. I use Twitter to share pictures or videos related to the TV show that I am watching.  

25. I use Twitter to share my reaction to something that happened during the TV show that I 

am watching.  

26. I use Twitter to vent a strong emotion such as frustration, shock, or joy about the TV 

show that I am watching. 

The next set of questions will ask you about why you use Social TV. Please indicate to what 

extent you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

*Twitter Belongingness and Self-Presentation Motivations (7-point Likert Scale, 1 = Strongly 

Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree): 

27. I tweet about a TV show…  

a. …to make others feel closer to me. 

b. …to show other people that I care. 

c. …to show others that I support them. 

d. …to show off.  

e. …to get someone’s attention. 

f. …to express who I really am. 

g. …to express aspects of myself that I don’t feel comfortable expressing offline. 

h. …to express the way I’d ideally like to be. 

i. …to feel included. 

j. …to feel closer to others. 

28. I retweet another person’s tweet about a TV show…  

a. …to make others feel closer to me. 
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b. …to show other people that I care. 

c. …to show others that I support them. 

d. …to show off.  

e. …to get someone’s attention. 

f. …to express who I really am. 

g. …to express aspects of myself that I don’t feel comfortable expressing offline. 

h. …to express the way I’d ideally like to be. 

i. …to feel included. 

j. …to feel closer to others. 

29. I reply to another person’s tweet about a TV show…  

a. …to make them feel closer to me. 

b. …to show them people that I care. 

c. …to show them that I support them. 

d. …to show off.  

e. …to get someone’s attention. 

f. …to express who I really am. 

g. …to express aspects of myself that I don’t feel comfortable expressing offline. 

h. …to express the way I’d ideally like to be. 

i. …to feel included. 

j. …to feel closer to others. 

30. I “favorite” or “like” another person’s tweet about a TV show… 

a. …to make them feel closer to me. 

b. …to show them that I care. 
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c. …to show that I support them.  

d. …to show off. 

e. …to get someone’s attention. 

f. …to express who I really am. 

g. …to express aspects of myself that I don’t feel comfortable expressing offline. 

h. …to express the way I’d ideally like to be. 

i. …to feel included. 

j. …to feel closer to others. 

*Big Five (7-point Likert Scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) 

Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to you. Please choose a 

response to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with this statement. You should 

rate the extent to which the pair of traits applies to you, even if one characteristic applies more 

than the other. 

 

I see myself as: 

 

31. Extroverted, enthusiastic 

32. Critical, quarrelsome 

33. Dependable, self-disciplined 

34. Anxious, easily upset 

35. Open to new experiences, complex 

36. Reserved, quiet 

37. Sympathetic, warm 

38. Disorganized, careless 

39. Calm, emotionally stable 

40. Conventional, uncreative 

Open-ended question(s): 
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*Respondents who indicated that they only use Facebook will only receive question 51. 

*Respondents who indicated that they only use Twitter will only receive question 52. 

*Respondents who indicated that they use both Facebook and Twitter will receive questions 53, 

and 54. 

41. In your own words, tell us why you choose to talk about, or to read what others are 

saying about a television show on Facebook. 

42. In your own words, tell us why you choose to talk about, or to read what others are 

saying about a television show on Twitter. 

43. In your own words, tell us why you choose to talk about, or to read what others are 

saying about a television show on Facebook and/or Twitter. 

44. Do you prefer to use Facebook or Twitter to talk about a television program? What 

makes you prefer one social networking site over the other to discuss a television 

program? 

Demographic Information 

45. What is your gender? 

○ Male 

○ Female 

○ Other (please specify)  __________ 

46. What is your age?   __________ 

47. Please choose the answer(s) that best describes your race. (Choose as many as apply.) 

○ American Indian or Alaska Native 

○ Arab 

○ Asian 
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○ African American 

○ Caucasian 

○ Hispanic or Latino 

○ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

○ Other (please specify): __________________________ 

48. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? (If currently enrolled, 

please select the highest degree received.) 

○ No schooling completed 

○ Elementary school to 8th grade 

○ Some high school, no diploma 

○ High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (for example: GED) 

○ Some college credit, no degree 

○ Trade/technical/vocational training 

○ Associate degree 

○ Bachelor’s degree 

○ Master’s degree 

○ Professional degree 

○ Doctorate degree 

49. What is your current employment status? 

○ Employed full-time 

○ Employed part-time 

○ Full-time student 

○ Part-time student 
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○ Seeking full-time employment 

○ Seeking part-time employment 

○ Retired 

○ Other (please specify) _________ 
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