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Content for Mobile Television: issues for a new masmedium
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University) & Evens, T. (MICT — Ghent University).

1. INTRODUCTION: Mobile Television, another convergence exponent...

Mobile and television technologies are probably agithe most prominent in-
dustries of the converging Information and Commation Technology (ICT)
environment today (Ahonen & O’Reilly, 2007, p. 73}9Mobiles already con-
verged with camera, radio, mp3, personal digitaistants (PDA) and gaming
technologies, and the digitalization also brouget tealm of TV on new territo-
ries with the advent of IPTV (Internet Protocol &abion) and digital television.
Today, many providers believe that television ftselheaded for convergence
with mobile technology and services.

Mobile manufacturers and service providers have tbhacbpe with saturating
markets recentlyBecause many countries in Asia and Europe havéedag mo-
bile subscription rate close to (or even over) 1Q@netration (Netsize, 2007, p.
10), mobile operators are entering a new phasehichynot only the number of
new subscribers is low, but also the average rexv@eun user (ARPU) is declining
(Andersson, 2005, p. 3). Therefore, operators bedidd new sources of revenue.
Many operatorfsare betting on broadcasting mobile TV becomingrthewest
“cashcow” and providing opportunity to create avignd of ‘mobile multime-
dia’. This evolution would enable the operatorsnitrease the ARPU by opening
up the market potential of media industries (Séaetg2003, p.15; van den Dam,
2006, p.1; Urban, 2007, p. 48).

Traditional television business models on the otieard, are challenged by a
fragmentization of public and proliferation of nexdeo and TV broadcasting
technologies. For the television industry, mobdietision would mean a new dis-
tribution channel for their content (Urban, 20048) and the possibility to reach
new audiences (Sédergard, 2003, p.3) as well asach the traditional evening
peak time audience at other times of the day (Bigi2005, p.10).

Clearly, the converging of mobile services andvisien could be considered
the ‘logical next step’. lllustrative of the proéns’ belief in mobile television as
the new convergent medium exponent is the receslifenation of trials and
commercial rollouts. Already in 2004, one of thestficommercial trials took place
in Berlin. From 2005 onwards, several [or do youamenost?!? How many ex-
actly?] European countries followed this examplem8 of these trials included

! e.g. Vodafone, Telefonica, Orange, Bouyges, SFR, ...
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user and market reseafctbut most trials were merely focused on testing of
transmission technolo@yOutside Europe, technology-oriented mobile tedievi
trials also occurred, again testing transmissiootqmols. In Belgium, a pilot-
project was started in 2006Maximizing DVB-H Usage in Flanders’ (MADUF).

Despite the common-sense necessity of more us#iieceasearch and devel-
opment, the user is still too much overlooked idalggs mobile television trials.
Because content was ‘king’, or at least one ofnttest important determinants for
the success or failure of many other new median@dgies, such as HDTV,
SACD, CD-l, WAP, ...(Bouwman et al, 1994, p.31; Wallace, 199, p.25)teot
will undoubtedly also be a decisive determinansaécess for mobile television.
However, research into what is compelling mobilateat, or at least which kind
of content will be needed for a successful intraiduc of mobile television, is
lacking in most trials to date. In other words, therent wave of trials is not user-
centric enough. In the context of the preparatibthe Flemish mobile TV trial
MADUF, we aimed for a valuable basis for more usard content-centric ap-
proach by incorporating a meta-analysis of triglits and the results from an ex-
pert panel and user survey.

2. Mobile television

As the exponent of the convergence of two of thestmadespread technologies,
few will have difficulties to catch the meaningtbk ‘mobile television’-concept.
Television is literally going mobile: coming loofem a fixed place, consumable
anytime, anywhere on a mobile device (Sédergar@32p.15), thus allowing to
truly personalize the viewing experience (van damD2006, p.2). Surely, mobile
television already existed as a rather margindirtelogy, based on analogue ter-
restrial transmission. Technological innovationsvraffer a digital image quality
and the possibility of reception on a commodityidevhat people always tend to
carry with them: their mobile phone. These two liénallow to consider mobile
television a new and innovative technology, whetbasanalogue mobile televi-
sion should be seen as an early predecessor.

2 Finland: Finnish mobile tv pilot group, 2005; Huid: Konijnenberg, 2006;
Spain: Mestre, 2006; France: Médiamétrie, 2006; Midson, 2006;...

3 e.g. Rai Turin trial, Italy: Morello, 2006; FrancEDF-trial: Pauchon, 2006;...

4 This project is carried out under the wings of IBBnd includes some of the
most important media and telecommunications congsaim Flanders (e.g. Tele-
net, Belgacom, VRT, Siemens, ...). The data in tldipep are the result of re-
search that we conducted in this project. The MABW&ject studies the possi-
bilities of mobile television using the DVB-H teabingy and runs from January
2006 till March 2008.



Essentially, there are three ways in which liveatns and on-demand programs
can be delivered to mobile handsets. First ofvédl the mobile network itself (e.g.
UMTS), secondly by satellite (e.g. DBS) and thirbly terrestrial digital TV (e.g.
DVB-H5 DMB,...). Due to issues with bandwidth and higbsts (Feldmann,
2005, p.65-68; Carey, 2006, p.123) the former apkias in many cases died a si-
lent death, at least in terms of live streaming.S2Bception of television is a
technology used for moving vehicles such as shipB)s, airplanes and cars, buty
is not suited for reception on a small mobile de\icf. Eom et al., 2007; Hules et
al., 2005; Lee et al., 2003; Price, 2003; Wang &niafis, 2004). Within the mo-
bile terrestrial digital TV offer, various compsegitechnologies (DVB-H, T-DMB,
MediaFlo,...) have emerged and are contendingdarncercial deploymeft The
introduction of commercial broadcast services,tatyl for example, seems to be
the precursors for a broader development in tiisl fiStrohmeier, 2006, p.4). Re-
search, conducted by Informa (2005), predicts B-H will be the leading
technology for mobile television. Most Europearalgimade use of the DVB-H
technology, and this is also the chosen transnmstohnology for the Flemish
MADUF-trial.

Before elaborating on mobile (broadcast) televisipeeems appropriate to situate
‘mobile television’. Some authors (Carey, 2006;,drehnn, 2005 & Goggin, 2006)

consider mobile television as one of the many neobdrvices. Vesa (2005, p. 6)
provides a useful distinction between the variogmlogies of mobile services,

each with their own basis for categorization, asesuthem to come to a typology
of mobile services consisting of three broad catiegoof services: conversation,
content services and data access. The first caatiensl category is divided once
more into mobile voice (e.g. voice calls, pushdtkt and into person-to-person
messaging (i.e., non-voice conversation serviced si5 sms, mms, e-mail, chat
and instant messaging). The second category oflenobntent services includes
SMS- and MMS-based content services, browser-b@sedent services, and

downloadable applications. The third category ikedamobile data access, and
refers to various kinds of transfer methods avédldbr using the mobile services
described in the two previous categories (e.g. Giakh, GPRS, CDMA, EDGE,

UMTS...) (ibid., pp. 7-8). As this typology does noention any sort of mobile

TV, we can place it both in the second category (hobile TV as a content ser-
vice) as in the third category, mobile data accksthe latter case we refer to the
technological aspects of mobile broadcast TV (&ghnologies such as DVB-H,
DBMS, MediaFLO...).

Other authors consider mobile television as ‘tedewi going mobile’. From this
perspective, mobile television becomes more thahgumobile service: it is re-
garded as a new and distinct mass medium. Woodjafl6tinguishes five gen-

5 DVB-H is the mobile extension of the DVB-T transsibn protocol.

6 For more technical information regarding theséed#ént technologies, we can
recommend the following papers: Sieber & Weck (0®brnfeld & Reimers
(2005), Scheide (2005), Faria (2005) and Pekowskyalej (2005).



eral reasons why one consumes media: identity-ingjjdhare an experience with
others, diversion, information and multi-taskinge btates that each of these ‘rea-
sons’ should be fulfilled in order to be considegesluccessful mass medium. Or-
gad (2005) mentions the following six benefits fioobile TV: 1) flexibility, inde-
pendence and a sense of security and ‘being par2)oénhanced personal and
intimate viewing experience, 3) seeking time anchtmn-sensitive information,
4) filling empty time, 5) do-it-yourself: creatimersonal content and 6) mobile in-
timacy, networking, fandom and boosting love life this view, it can be argued
to consider mobile TV a new mass medium with ithawentent and usage mo-
dalities. Ahonen & O'Reilly (2007, pp. 80-86) exqtly state that mobile televi-
sion should be seen as the seventh mass medium,abilities beyond the six
other mass media

3. Importance of Content

A first requirement for a successful technologyisvell functioning technol-
ogy. This explains the focus on technological penfance in technology devel-
opment processes and a majority of the mobile T&strand the lack of user-
centric research and content offering. As is theecaith most disruptive tech-
nologies, the first consideration for mobile broasicTV has to be technological.
Indeed, a new technology is doomed to fail, wheeaitnot deliver a stable and
user-friendly (i.e. easy to learn and easy to ysepuct. For mobile TV, this
translates well in many of the trials for which t@e purpose was to test the fea-
sibility of the chosen technology and to assessthdre'Mobile TV could be
done’ (Carlsson & Walden, 2007). The content shanrthe available channels
was in most cases not subject to research of amd; biut simply providing some
existing linear TV channels.

However the success of a new technology such aderibld is dependent on
more factors than the technological aspect alordarNand Keen (2005) distin-
guish some other impacting factors such as the ettigm between rival stan-
dards, the absence of regulatory frameworks antcpkarly in Europe the ab-
sence of a clear-cut spectrum allocation. Even whese factors are taken into
account, we still confine ourselves to the critisatcess factors on a macro level
of supplier related factors.

Hence, it is of the utmost importance for new texdtbgies to also take into
consideration the user centred factors on a mievell Failures of recent tech-
nologies such as WAP and CD-I and the ‘battle afidards’ for VCR (VHS ver-
sus Betamax) or the newest DVD-generation (HD-DMDBIuRay), learn that
the availability of desired content possibly hasdree one of the most crucial fac-
tors that determine the success of a new techndpllace, 1999). The adage

" The six other mass media, according to Ahonen Redlly: print, recordings,
cinema, radio, TV and Internet.



‘content is King’ thus still prevails, especially an essentially top-down medium
as television.

The content issue thus can be considered a ma@tootackle in order to en-
sure a user-centric product offering for mobiletsdion, but this question is only
at stake when the typical ‘chicken and the eggbfgm is resolved (Bouwman &
Christoffersen, 1992, p. 169; Bouwman, Van Dijkn\en Hooff, & Van De Wi-
jgaert, 2002, pp. 102-103). In the beginning, at ititroduction, a lot of innova-
tions face the problem of availability of suitecddaattractive content. Content pro-
ducers are not willing to invest in often expengiesv content (e.g. HDTV) when
a large enough consumer base is not certain yetcdhsumer on the other hand
hesitates to adopt the new technology when he@issbnsure whether there will
be enough satisfying content available. If these mocesses co-exist, this results
in media-suppliers not willing to take any riskschese of the slow uptake of the
new technology, while the absence of attractivetemnprovides the consumer
with a good reason not to adopt the new technology.

In this article we will try to offer the reader aunterweight for the technology-
centric perspective on mobile television (trialshd we shall concentrate on the
different kind of content types and strategies thaipliers can offer if they want
to reach an audience as large as possible.

4. Content going mobile

Andersson (2005, p. 9) distinguishes three maivedsito explain why media

and content industries are eyeing the mobile cHanne

First of all there is the drive to go digital amdore generally, the world
becoming connected. This striving can be seen fwm perspectives: not only
from the view of the supply side (a ‘push’ view)tlalso from the view of the de-
manding consumer (pull). The latter can be ascribatie desire of contemporary
consumers to receive ‘any content, always, anywhemd anyhow’. This global
trend towards digitalization has necessitatedialll lof content producers to adapt
their business models and to broaden their offsriktpwever, while Andersson
confines this idea solely to the internet, we needcknowledge the bigger pic-
ture. The challenge is to meet the customer nemdgetting media content not
only via the Internet, as Andersson contends, aat @a other and newer chan-
nels such as mobile media.

This has resulted in a converging ICT environmehére one given ser-
vice is offered by various technologies (De MareZP&ulussen, 2006, p. 235).
This digitalization has resulted in a shift frone tinaditional layer model of ICT to
a so-called vertical intertwined layer model (Fel&eliu, 1999, p.111; Van Dijk,
1999, p.9). The traditional layer model descrilies relationship between (1) the
physical infrastructure, (2) the services that ¢pont the signals via the physical
infrastructure from sender to receiver, (3) thevises end-users consume and (4)
the end user (Bouwman et al., 2002, p. 54). Wheiaas traditional layer model
every service had its corresponding infrastructanel transport service, thus



clearly resulting in a vertical integration, didization has resulted in an ecosys-
tem where one no longer can distinguish a dire&tlietween ‘medium’ and ‘type
of information’. With this in mind it is only logal that content providers try to
make their audiovisual content available on as malayforms as possible and
thus guarantee a wide audience. Traditional TVaalyemigrated to DTV and
IPTV, which freed the viewing experience from thigng’-constraint. With the
advent of mobile TV, watching TV is how getting shisiated from ‘place’ too and
the striving for convergence seems almost achieved.

The second driver of mobile content according talérsson (2005, p.10)
is the need for interactivity. Kronlund (2006) dhguishes three reasons why in-
teractivity is such an important feature of molil for the different media play-
ers, including the regular consumer. First of alteractivity is an appropriate
stimulator of mobile TV for the average consumdr.(also Orgad, 2006). The
appeal of interactivity lies in the additional sees that can be accessed, such as
shopping via mobile TV or playing along with a prag. Because the mobile
phone itself is a communication device, a feedbaténnel is already at hand
(Steinbock, 2005). Mobile programs could be adaptechake use of these com-
munication possibilities. By giving the consumee thossibility to participate ac-
tively, a longer usage duration can be attainedisTeecondly, for operators, in-
teractivity means additional traffic and revenuasd improved positioning with
the TV industry and content providers (JohanseQ620T hirdly, for content sup-
pliers and aggregators, interactivity can enhaheesb-called stickiness of their
program formats, which in turn is favourable fogitradvertising revenues.

Initially, interactivity can be introduced relagly simply: voting by
means of a simple sms. Later on, fully interactiregramme formats can be
worked out, which in turn can generate additiomalenue. These extra earnings
can prove vital for traditional telecom operatotsowisk losing their market share
due to dwindling voice revenues because their costs are watching TV on their
mobile instead of calling or texting. The main dbage will be the development
of mobile content formats that make use of thieriattivity in a way, attractive to
the end-user.

The third driver distinguished by Anderson (200510) is the need for
personalization and marketing. Evolving on the peadizing trend, with the use
of personal ringtones and wallpapers as the mogbob result, mobile TV fits in
the trend towards demarcating a personal territatiin the public sphere (cfr.
also Orgad, 2006).

As different ad expressions form a significanttpera general content
offer, advertising cannot be neglected when anafyznobile content. It is ex-
pected that advertising will be an important revesource, alongside subscrip-
tions, and as a means to make content cheapérd@rid-user. Mobile TV offers
clear benefits to advertisers as customers can legarached when they are on
the move. However, to stick to the scope of thisgpawe shall not go into further
detail on the subject of advertising.

5. Three different content paths



In the remainder of this paper, we shall draw tppalogy of mobile TV content,
which will be further elaborated on the level oftent types and program for-
mats, based on literature and our empirical rebearc

Generally speaking we distinguish three possiedito offer consumers
mobile TV. First, regular television images (i.&nelar programming) can be
shown by means of a mobile device. Second, theeri@an be offered TV con-
tent, tailor-made for his/her mobile. The lattecemmore can be divided into two
categories. When the content is derived from exgstiV programmes, we speak
of repurposed content. When new entirely new cdniterdeveloped for mobile
viewing, we are speaking of mobile-specific content

5.1 Simulcasting linear TV
The easiest and therefore also most inexpensiveafvasoviding content for mo-
bile TV is transmitting a regular linear TV feedhi¥ technique also is called re-
transmission, simulcasting, or migrated content, (305; Orgad, 2006). It suf-
fices to reformat the feeds of existing TV chanreeisl to compress them. These
channels are transferred as a whole to the mobédium, without altering the
content. In this definition, the differences betweegular TV and mobile TV is
limited to two aspects.

Firstly and rather obviously, customers can seeohithe go, instead of
actively ‘going to’ the information (Groebel, 2008is place-shifting of familiar
TV-content is attractive to the end-user, as hsher already ‘knows’ the content.
As was the case in the Finnish mobile TV trial wees seem primarily attracted
by well-known brands and programs (Finnish Mobi\é Rilot Group, 2005).

Secondly, there is the difference in screen strgdd, 2006). This brings
us to the biggest disadvantage of linear transonisshe fact that the programs are
made for a large screen. The viewing comfort omallsportable screen is much
lower.

The fact that end-users watch linear programs desa comfortable
screen, is what van den Dam (2005) calls the ‘reast-function for mobile tele-
vision: die-hard fans of a particular TV show wamtwatch ‘their’ show at any
cost, even if this means a lower quality.

Hence, it is doubtful that a mere simulcast wél & good strategy. This
would only allow some kind of place-shifting of thegular TV-experience, only
in absence of a regular TV-set. Mobile televisi@mains nothing more than a
substitute for the regular TV viewing experience.

However, according to research firm A.T. Kearnewgfching linear TV
on phones is exactly what users want to do. A.Tarkey polled consumers on
three continents. Upon being presented with cordptibns ranging from unique
video composed specifically for handsets to repsedocontent to basic TV
streaming, consumers overwhelmingly reached for fdmailiar, choosing the
brands and programming they see on their TV (Fitthd005). Andrew Cole,
head of A.T. Kearney's telecom and media pracézpressed: “The mass media
content that you and | love is what people wansde on their phones. They es-
sentially want to see their cable TV channels @irthandsets. They want the fa-
miliar.”



When place-shifting of familiar (linear) contestthe only benefit of mo-
bile TV, it can merely be considered another mobdevice (cf. supra). However,
this reaction can be perfectly explained by refgyrio the seminal Marshall
McLuhan (1964). He already proposed in the ‘60 thiesis: “The content of a
new medium is an old medium”. Back then, he alre@djized that when a new
medium is introduced, it will always be used in Hane way as an older, already
known medium. At first, the new possibilities ofreedium will not be recognized
or acknowledged. Metaphorically speaking, we atadivey for the future looking
backwards (de Boer & Brennecke, 1995, p. 92). kanmle, when TV was first
introduced, television was thought of and usedad® with pictures or as an out-
let for movies. Other interpretations of the conagptelevision (i.e., medium spe-
cific programs), were not developed until later MtLuhan (1964) used another
cogent metaphor: the horseless carriage syndroh@n&w medium is considered
in terms of the old medium, just as the car wansas a carriage, but without a
horse. In the case of mobile TV, this means thatabile TV will develop into a
new mass medium, content exploiting the full paisiés of the new medium will
follow. Simulcasting linear television only canrsutffice.

5.2 Repurposed TV
In the case of repurposed mobile TV, the existiogtent is recycled for the mo-
bile medium with minimal content adaptation. Theugosing in our definition
thus is limited to formal and technical factorsyorih other words, repurposed
programmes have basically the same content asrégritar TV counterparts but
are split up into smaller segments, or are crofgpdabtter suit the smaller screens
of mobile devices. For the latter, software existdistinguish foreground and
background. The part of the screen identified askiground’, is reduced in pixels
to save bandwidth. The image is also reduced m Isjzzooming in on the areas
identified as ‘foreground’ (Yoshida, 2006). A goeslample is a newscast being
split up in its different items, in which the imageoms in on the head of the re-
porter.

Because mobile TV still is in a nascent stage,ynmanbile TV suppliers
are inclined to follow this path. The biggest adeae of repurposing existing
content is that it is better suited for mobile viegv Nolan & Keen (2005, p. 68)
even state that the need for repurposing of breadetevision is one of the main
conclusion from early trials and studies. Repunpgsexisting TV-content thus
combines the best of two worlds: it recycles walblwn brands with proven qual-
ity, and it adds this to a better viewing exper@dae to the formal content adap-
tations (e.g., cropping the screen size, etc.).

These adaptations, although only formal, will immgrtain costs, but remain
nonetheless a lot cheaper than developing originabile specific content:
“Made-for-mobile video content can cost severaldrad thousand U.S. dollars
per series (...). Repurposing content —editing dowistiag shows to fit the mo-
bile screen — is significantly cheaper. A lot ofrqmanies use interns to do the edit-
ing, and costs are about USD50 per minute at theeled and USD500 per minute
at the highest.” (Coffman & Schulze, 2006).



It is striking that some authors (Ahonen, 2006t&tmayer, 2006; Or-
gad, 2006) consider the repurposing of existingemnas an intermediate phase,
in anticipation of the moment that enough mobilegpamming will be made.
Again, we can refer to the ideas of McLuhan, remaydchew media and their ini-
tially limited content offer. However, in this matt another aspect prevails. As
the population of mobile TV viewers is still ratHenited, it is too early to bet on
one specific type of content, because it is stiknown which type will attract the
most viewers. The content suppliers prefer to flaafe and rely on content that
is derived from existing brands and concepts. Quityen there is more clarity
about the potential market for the technology amel desired content, can pro-
grams be adjusted to these markets. However, \gatitirsee which way the wind
blows can prove risky. Content producers wait ®triiute mobile formats until
they are certain about the future market potentiat,in the meantime potential
customers postpone the purchase of a mobile dedeng as they are not sure
about the offer.

5.3 Mobile specific content
Contrary to the two former categories, the thirtegary of content accommodates
to all requirements of the new medium, albeit fdiynand technically as well as
content-wise. Advocates of mobile specific contgate that this content type is a
necessary final step in the evolution of mobileetaion. The smaller screen,
shorter usage duration, noisier usage environmestould eventually lead to a
new visual grammar, expressed in mobile specifitant (Orgad, 2006).

Besides the obvious disadvantage of high produat@sts which are in-
herent with brand new content, the lack of existingnds can prove another hin-
drance to a broad content offef.(the already mentioned challenge of which
comes first content or customers). Another posdibiging factor is that a lot of
content suppliers show an anticipatory behaviouerwh comes to new content
for mobile devices due to the still remaining laakclarity in business models.
After all, it is important to know who is entitléd the revenue streams. Currently,
it seems that only mobile service operators areimgatoney out of mobile TV.
Traditionally these groups are not very keen oristetuting their revenues to
other parties such as content providers. It is tfauthat this attitude will remain
justifiable. Once the trials are finalised and amned in full-fledged commercial
deployments, a fair description of the differenfeso and matching revenue
streams will be necessary (Hart & Milanesi, 2008pwever, early mobile TV
services have already shown that content spedifidaisigned, tailored, or easily
repurposed for the mobile TV space is particulatlyactive to consumers (ibid.,
p. 68). They mention short-form programmes suchadiing news, 30-minute
documentaries/programmes, and ‘MobisotieBhey further argue that especially
content which can serve a cyclical ‘snacking’ bebiary should be created. They
think that throughout the day, nomadic users witrg now and then dip in and
out of the service.

8 Mobile spin-offs from known linear tv-series (e2d4, Lost, ...)



10

We will dedicate some attention to one type of iieobpecific content:
user-generated content (UGC). Holt (2006) distisges three kinds of user-
generated content: laissez-faire, gatekeeper anminomity content. The first is
the basic form of UGC where everything that pasisedegal guidelines is shared
with everybody. In the second type of UGC a gatpkeés the intermediating fac-
tor between the content creator and viewer and®seme editorial management.
He will act as a sort of moderator and the morerisé and thorough he will oper-
ate, the better the quality of the program (Pa2@06). According to Holt (2006)
the two first types of UGC are granted only a shifat The content of this kind of
user generated content will not go beyond whatdiks ¢girls lifting their sweat-
ers and boys lighting their farts”. It's doubtfidatt the public will be enthralled
with this kind of content for a longer period. Tharbrighter future might be re-
served for a third type of user generated contaamtiely community UGC. This
kind of content requires some more engagement fl@ruser, automatically re-
sulting in a more compelling content offer. A nieeample of community UGC
would be SeeMeTV. This initiative of the British hie operator Three is con-
ceived as a ‘customer-content channel’. Users aptlbeir own videos to a mobile
portal, where other users can watch these videos femall amount of money
(Goggin, 2006). Uploaders get paid for each vidéh@iousers watch.

6. Case study: Flanders

As we asserted, content is an important factomfobile TV. This applies for
the estimation of the adoption potential of mofik as well as the tackling of the
first mover issue the content suppliers are dealiitly, which was mentioned ear-
lier. Therefore, this paper repeats an empiricabaech on these content-related
issues that has been conducted in the contextedfigmish mobile TV trial. For
this purpose, we conducted empirical research. main research questions can
be summarized as follows:

- what are the strengths and weaknesses of gefli@edr) content types for

mobile TV?

- which opportunities and threats can be identifiedrepurposed and mobile

specific content?

- How do these strengths, weaknesses, opportuaitieéshreats compare to the

identified three main drivers for mobile TV-conteptace-shifting, interactiv-

ity and personalization?

To answer these questions, we followed a threefedéarch methodology, in-
volving the following three steps:
1) A meta-analysis ofiser-studies conducted within variousnobile
television trials.
2) Expert panel survey initial contacts with experts in the field leadne
that in the current early stadium of the produfet &iycle, a lot of information that
is not yet available in official reports can beabed from personal conversations.
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To this end, a panel of mobile television exganas composed. About half of the
experts were surveyed face-to-fidcéhe remainder was questioned by an online
panel survey. The questionnaire was identical ith lsases. Eventually, 35 inter-
national experts agreed to take part in the survey.

Firstly, the experts were asked to compose a nopbattom five of most
and least promising content types for mobile taliewi. They were also asked to
elaborate upon the strengths and weaknesses obtitent types at hand.

Finally, the experts were asked about the oppdisnand threats of the different
content types when used as repurposed or mobitgfispeontent.

3) The findings from the previous two researcipstgrovided us with the
necessary input to constructuaer survey During one month, a representative
sample of 405 Flemish people was surveyed. Theorelgnts were asked about
the content types they would like to see on motglevision. They also had to
give a score to a set of twelve specific contenntds.

By these means, we were able to compare and analf@mation and
results gathered from previous trials, an expenepand a user survey.

7. Results

7.1 General content types

Trial results (Finnish Mobile TV Pilot Group, 200Mason, 2006; Mestre,
2007 & Médiamétrie, 2006) point out that news, sbapd sports are clearly win-
ners in every country. This what we could aadihtent triumvirate appears to
have a universal appeal among mobile televisioweis, satisfying the informa-
tion (news) as well as the entertainment (soapsd rend benefiting from the
‘anytime, anywhere’ live aspect (sports). Music wasy popular in the UK and in
France, but scored much less in Finland and Spais.content type is closely as-
sociated with younger viewers, and has a less wsavappeal than the ‘triumvi-
rate’. Also, adult content for mobile TV is predidta bright future (Holt, 2007),
but lack of this content type in the trials (excémt The Netherlands, cf. Koni-
jnenberg, 2007) leaves no evidence to supportctaim.

Within our expert survey, all participants were agiva list of sixteen content
types. They were asked to rank the five most priogi$MP) content types for
mobile television. Subsequently, they were askecbtopose the five least prom-

% The expert panel consisted of two types of expgessons that worked for a
company or organisation that participated diregtlya mobile TV-trial (trial ex-
perts) and a number of experts that were not irecllirectly in a mobile tv-trial,
but had proven their expertise by recent publicestion mobile tv (non-trial ex-
perts).

10 Some of them were visited, while others were metamferences (e.g. IBC
2006, Amsterdam and Mobile Entertainment Market62@@ndon).

11 We use the term ‘soaps’ to indicate soaps andseri
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ising (LP) content typés The highest ranked content type was granted five
points, the second four and so on. The resultdbedound in the table below.

MP genres Score LP genres Score
1. News 120 1. Movies 77
2. Sports 85 2. Documentary 59
3. Music 57 3. Discussion 44
4. Soap 41 4. Lifestyle 30
| 5. Adult 36 5. Children’s programs 26 ||
Il 6. cartoons 24 6. Gaming channels 24 ||
Il 7. Radio 20 7.UGC 21 |
I| 8. Other entertainment 18 8. Radio 17 |
| 9. Reality 13 9. Reality 15 ||
I| 9. Lifestyle 13 10. Music 14 |
11. Gaming channels 10 11. Soaps 13
11. Children’s programs 10 12. Cartoons 12
13. Documentary 6 13. Other entertainmen 10
13. Movies 6 14. Sports 7
15. Discussion 4 15. News 2
16. UGC 3 16

. Adult 1

Table 1: Most and least promising content accordmghe expert panel.

Experts clearly regardews as the most promising content type for mobile
television and consider a mobile specific or asteapurposed format as the best
way to serve the information needs of the consuaner benefit from the mobile
medium. A looped format was often suggested (sb &rgad, 2006; Carlsson &
Walden, 2007, pp.7-8). Experts see the appespoits, second MP content type,
in the ‘live’ aspect that can be experienced ‘angii anywhere’. Most sports
would benefit from repurposing because of the ssnatreen. Experts motivate
the high score oboapsby their loyal community of fans. Linear transnuss
could already fulfil quite some needs as it alldarss to watch their favourite soap
‘anytime, anywhere’. However, repurposed content@@ate added value for the
fans by establishing a synergy between mobile agdlar television, for example
by broadcasting summaries or extra content on mdblevision, or by allowing
user interaction.

According to the experts, the hegemony of the adrtteumvirate will be chal-
lenged bymusic. Music videos come in a short format that is sliier mobile

12 By asking the experts to make a top five of Ig@emmising content types, we
forced them to also consider the weaknesses afdhtent types, a necessary ex-
ercise in order to come to a strengths-weaknegsesrunities-threats (SWOT)-
analysis.
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consumption. They are very popular among youngstslinear transmission
could work. This content type also lends itselffpetty to allow some kind of in-

teractivity (voting, user discussion, ...), as alyeddmonstrated in the Berlin-trial
(cf. infra, Sattler, 2006). Personalization couddazhieved through offering of art-
ist-related ringtones, wallpapers and other matiilene utilities.

Experts consideadult content as a promising niche that might play an impor-
tant role in the adoption-process, as this contygre benefits the most from the
personal nature of the mobile TV-medium. When sarser-interactivity would
be added, Orgad’s usage reason ‘boosting love(Rf@06) could become reality.

Programs that require too much attention or thattao long (films, documen-
taries and discussion programs), are clearly censit as unsuited for mobile
television. Experts regard lifestyle-programs agramising because of their laid-
back ‘couch potato’-character. User Generated Cor{t¢GC) seems to be a con-
tent type that confuses experts. It gets the lowasking as MP-content, but
comes in only ¥ as LP-content. However, quite some authors prediright fu-
ture for UGC in a mobile television context (cfrol 2006; Ahonen & O’Reilly,
2007, p.85; Orgad, 2006).

Experts are also polarised in the case of radith wi?" place as MP-content
and an 8 place as LP-contefit Some experts indicate a lot of potential for cadi
in the DVB-H technology, even as a possible sultistifor FM. However, other
experts think that radio has nothing to do with it@felevision’.

In the user survey, a broader range of prograngoats was used. The results of
the most wanted content types can be found inathie below.

MP genres Score MP genres Score
1. News 6101 14. Live events 774
2. Series 1922 15. Lifestyle programs 758
3. Music 1864 16. Sports background 614
4. Film 1861 17. Reality shows 464
5. Soaps 1520 18. Dalily life shows 442
Il 6. Sports 1516  19. Children’s programs 362 ||
Il 7. News background 1409  20. Visual radio 300
Il 8.Quiz 1276  21.UGC 281
Il 9. Documentary 1182  22. Show programs 266 ||
Il 10. comedy 1165  23. Erotic programs 84 ||
11. Talkshows 1116 24. Porn 82
12. Live sports 1040 25. Sex-talk shows 72
13. Cartoon 949

Table 2: Most promising content according to therugurvey participants.

13 Radio was only available in 5 of the 11 trialsnfrevhich data was used in
this study.
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At first sight, the most eye-catching differencetie appearance of film in the
top five. While experts think this is the least pising genre for mobile televi-
sion, potential users indicate they are definitatgrested in watching movies on
mobile television. This confirms the finding in serof the user-trials (Lloyd et al,
2006; Mason, 2006; Rauch & Geissler, 2005; Sat#@06; Kim, 2006) that users
could watch mobile television in longer sessiorantinitially expected.

Parallel to the opinion of the experts, music raaks® high among the sur-
veyed users. Music can thus definitely be seensesiaus contender for the con-
tent triumvirate. It is also remarkable that sparsvs ranks only sixth. The low
score for adult content, occupying the last thleegs, seems unrealistic. As some
experts stated during the open interviews, respusdend to underreport their
preference for this content type. Adult should wigfly be regarded as a promis-
ing content type; only other methods of estimating potential of this content
type should be looked for (like logging of the wad content in user trials, cf.
Konijnenberg, 2007).

7.2 Repurposed and mobile specific content

A meta-analysis of the trials and additional infation provided by the trial-
experts revealed that hardly any repurposed or Imapiecific content was tested
during these trials. In Finland, two UGC-chanifelgere tested. These turned out
to be a failure, both in absence of submitted aureed viewers. The Dutch trial
included a glamour-chanrelwith gossip and paparazzi-items in a looped format
(Konijnenberg, 2007). The channel was slightly mewecessful, but the few addi-
tions and refreshments to the program-loop causgidly declining viewer-rates.
The trials in Oxford and Paris included two comnerchannels specialized in
mobile specific content such as short films and edyrclipsé. The Berlin-trial in-
cluded an interactive music chariel

In order to get a better view of possible repurpgoaed mobile specific content,
‘wild ideas’ revealed by the expert survey wereduse compose a list of twelve
(new or already existing) repurposed or mobile Bgeprogram formats. We
shortly introduce these twelve formats.

1. Visual newsflash: when a specific news item is boaat on TV (break-
ing news), a signal is given to the user so heher &an immediately
watch the images (push news-service).

2. Traffic TV: a channel devoted to traffic problemasth (live-)images and
information on traffic jams and other traffic-reddtsubjects.

14 Indicatv and Snaditv
15 HollywoodTV

16 ShortsTV and SFR TV
17VIVA+ Get the Clip
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11.

12.
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Visual radio: a radio station that provides addisibvisual information
such as traffic updates, music-related informatlosg, images from the
studio, competitions, ...

Event TV: a TV-channel devoted to a specific eMeng. a music festi-
val, a large exhibition, ...) with highlights, intéews with artists, infor-
mation on the program, live images from the différgtages,...

Mobile specific film: short films that are tailorade for mobile televi-
sion.

Sports highlights: the user is kept up-to-date figpuorting events (e.g. a
football game) by updates with game highlights.

Summaries: summaries of soaps and series thatecaratched when one
has missed an episode or when one wants to reffissbr her memory
before watching a new episode.

Get close to...: a program that shows a day in tfieedi a music band
with footage from a professional film crew and froine band itself. The
viewer can interact with the band members by seniirages or voting
with the mobile device.

Mobisodes: short programs that are based on wellvkrseries (e.g. 24,
Lost) and that feature new story-lines, additiariaracters, ...

Free channel overview: a free channel where fanfmess give an over-
view of what is broadcast on the other channels.

Soccer addicts: a program consisting of user-géegi@ntent, presented
and commented by a host.

Extra imagery: extra content from well-known tekon shows (e.g. Big
Brother, Temptation Island) that has not been lrasidbefore. This can
include interviews with candidates, bloopers, ...

Interest for these formats was measured on a foiet4nterest scalé in the
user-survey. The results are shown in the tablevhelnked from high to low.

18 1: not interested, 2: hardly interested, 3: néuttainterested, 5: very inter-

ested.
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Interest in repurposed and mobile specific programs
Visual newsflash 3,80
Traffic TV 3,27
Visual radio 3,08
Event TV 3,01
Mobile specific film 2,98
Sport highlights 2,76
Summaries 2,66
Get close to... 2,30
Mobisodes 2,27
Free channel overview 2,25
Soccer addicts 2,14
Extra imagery 2,09

Table 3: Repurposed and mobile specific types atiagrto users.

It is striking that only four items out of twelvl®~y a mean score higher than the
neutral value 3,00. This means that the overadirest for repurposed and mobile
specific programs is quite low among the surveyagugation. Clearly, the visual
newsflash is most popular, followed by traffic TVisual radio and event TV
score hardly higher than the neutral 3,00. Mohiecic film is the first ‘enter-
tainment’-format in the list, already scoring beltive neutral score. Program for-
mats associated with well known ‘brands’ like sumies mobisodes and extra
imagery show remarkably low scores. The UGC-fortBaiccer addicts’ is also
quite strongly rejected by the surveyed publicisathe case with the mixed real-
ity/UGC-show ‘Get close to...".

These results show that the (possible) end-ussr the most possibilities
for mobile TV as an informative medium, allowingetimobile TV user to get
breaking news and traffic updates anytime, anywheréact, both functions are
quite closely associated with the concept of ‘visaaio’, as breaking news and
traffic updates are now mainly delivered through thdio. In other words, the
survey-participants show the most interest in neo®BWV as a ‘visual radio’ that of-
fers up-to-date information anytime, anywhere wiith addition of imagery.

There is significantly less support for the idéammbile TV as an addi-
tion to linear television. This could indicate thihe (Flemish) end-user sees mo-
bile TV rather as radio with added images than ¥sgbding mobile. However,
more research on this subject is necessary.

8. Discussion
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When analyzing the most wanted and watched cotypas for mobile TV, the
content triumvirate news, sports and soap, seeragdpopular in trials, amongst
experts and within our user survey. These thred¢eobriypes are able to satisfy
the information/update need (news and sports) dsasehe entertainment need
(soaps and sports). Music and adult content weetiiied as the two main con-
tenders to this triumvirate. Music seems to be &blallow mobile TV to be used
as a background medium, while adult content benéfie most of the fact that
mobile TV can be considered a truly personal medium

Experts regard long, attention demanding and limearative content as less
suited for mobile television, with movies as thesmnstriking example. Nonethe-
less, our user study revealed that there existe goime interest for even longer
content such as movies. The prominent role thatesanthors (Holt, 2006; Aho-
nen & O'Reilly, 2007, p.85; Orgad, 2006) assignuGC, is clearly not top-of-
mind with the end-user nor with the surveyed mofilé-experts. Even when
UGC was proposed as easily comprehensible fornateger addicts’ and ‘Get
close to’) with links to popular regular conteninges (sports and music), the sur-
vey-participants remained largely uninterested. Tiled experiment during the
Finnish trial (cf. supra) also points in the sarireation.

Based on our user-survey, repurposed or mobileifgpeontent with informa-
tion-value seems to have the most chance of suctésslow scores of the pro-
gram formats associated to linear TV programs asedahe notion that mobile TV
is considered rather as a radio with images thantakevision going mobile.

When taking into account all information from owrsearch, including the
SWOT-exercises that were made by the experts, walisiinguish some general
tendencies, applying for mobile content in genefakse can be summarized in a
SWOT-table. The ‘strengths’ and ‘weaknesses’ de#l existing, linear content
brought on a mobile screen, whereas the ‘opporasiand ‘threats’ indicate the
possibilities for repurposed and mobile specifinteot.

Strengths

|| Mobile TV is an easy concept Not suited for small screer||
Live anytime, anywhere Long programs
Non-linear structure/clips Demanding too much attef)-
tion
Short programs/items Begin-Middle-End (narr.
tion)
| Auditive dominant programs No specific benefits

|__Opportunities | Theats |
Short programs/items for time  High production costs
killing
Highlights/update function Willingness to pay
Background medium/visual radic = Communication device
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Il Personal device Battery power I
Extra material (behind the scene ~ Competition other media
Interactivity/cross-media applice

tions

Table 4: SWOT-analysis content for mobile TV.

One of the most obvious strengths is the fact thalile TV is an easy innova-
tion conceptto understand, as most are familiar with TV aslaslmobile tech-
nology, and one can access the familiar, lineatesdnon a mobile device. The
main benefit for the viewer lies in the fact thatdr she can access the known lin-
ear content offerindive anytime, anywhere One of the most recurring argu-
ments is that this content should best be shabrbrt programs or item-based
programs from the linear offering should be bestedufor mobile viewing. The
same goes for programs that haveam-linear structure, for example music
clips. The latter example also incorporates anothengthefor content on mobile
TV: auditive dominant programs.

The most heard weakness for linear content on @ddi is the fact that it isot
suited for a small screen Especiallyjlong programs, programs demanding too
much attention and programs with a cle&egin-Middle-End-structure are sup-
posed to be uncomfortable to watch on a small gbtetscreen.

Last but not least, when only linear programs eaesmitted, there are specific
benefitsfor the end-user besides place-shifting of knowhcontent.

The main opportunities can be split up accordinghto usage goals that can be
fulfilled. Short programs and items possibly in a looped format, seem best
suited fortime-killing . When looking to offer the consumer knotrands, extra
material can be broadcast. The previously mentiomeial newsflashformat
and other informative formats can serve asipaiate function. Thevisual radio-
concept seems best suited to allow mobile TV taused as dackground me-
dium.

Possibly one of the most characteristic opporisiof mobile TV is the
fact that it is considered a vepersonal device Adult content, adapted to the
screen size, can be assumed to be the contenthigpbenefits the most from this
personality. Another widely acclaimed opportunisythe possiblénteractivity
due to the fact that the receiving device is a meophone, which also paves the
way for cross-media applications This last opportunity could lead to the most
innovative formats, but besides some voting apfitioa, hardly any content has
been developed or tested in this context.

The main threat to repurposed and mobile specdittent are thénigh produc-
tion costs(cf. supra). This is largely connected to the theit it still remains an
open question whether the consumers will show atanbalwillingness to pay
to make up for the high costs.
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Furthermore, the opportunity of interactivity cowalso be a threat to mo-
bile TV. The mobile phone is still primarily @mmunication device and too
much interference from mobile TV with the normalntounication functions
should be avoided. This especially applies to theblem of battery power.
When mobile TV consumes all energy, the device rainbe used for its initial
pupose: calling and texting.

The last identified threat is trmompetition with other media. Mobile TV will
have to offer some clear advantages when comparethér available media, oth-
erwise end-users will see no reason to adopt theteehnology.

9. Conclusion

Literature regarding mobile TV revealed two maianses towards this new tech-
nology. Some considered it mere as another moeiléce, where others saw mo-
bile TV as a possible new medium. We elaboratethizndistinction by looking at
the content-side of mobile TV, which resulted itheeefold typology of possible
content paths: linear retransmission, repurpos@teob and mobile specific con-
tent.
When mobile TV would stick to merely offering thentent already available on
the consumer’s regular TV-set, the only benefit hoe end-user would be the
place-shifting of regular TV-content, and this wihsubstantial loss of viewing
comfort. If this would be the case for mobile TV¢could indeed be seen as mere-
ly another mobile service. However, a content affigincluding repurposed and
mobile specific content would enable mobile TV &rwe out its own place as a
new and distinct medium.
What this content offering should look like, idlstubject to a lot of discussion. In
the current study, we performed a meta-analysigsen trials, surveyed an expert
panel in the field of mobile television and perfeuna representative user study.
However, the results at hand should not be seeafedisive, but rather as an ex-
plorative starting point for more user-centric @sh, which is in our opinion
‘key’ for successful ICT-innovations.
Experts as well as users tend to agree that lemaent should be a necessary part
of the content offering. Overall, the content triirate news, sports and soap
seem indispensable. Music and adult seem to hawegénstrengths for mobile
viewing. In the case of repurposed and mobile $igewdbntent, the user study re-
vealed that mobile TV is rather seen as an extangicdadio than as ‘TV going
mobile’. Users tend to prefer informative contemtniats that have more in com-
mon with radio over content formats that are basetinear TV programs.
However, a lot of issues remain unsolved. It remainclear how repurposing
needs to be done and how one can make appealindensplecific content. Tho-
rough scientific research with a user-centric apphoseems to be the path to fol-
low. Despite the limitations of our own researcle, tied to pave the way for this
kind of research by providing a theoretically b@iimework for a (mobile) con-
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tent typology. This should enable further invediiga on the subject of mobile
television and its content.
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