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      The media environment change: From ‘my TV’ to ‘our TV’ concept


    


  




  





  The debate about television and its communications effects has raged since the dawn of TV. It took several decades for the TV during its invention process to actually come into use due to the technological, financial, market and regulation influence. Meanwhile, mass society began to demand gradually a medium of communication that could convey the notion of a mass identity that had been in the midst of industrial transformation since the end of World War II. Once the functions of television (to inform, educate and entertain) had been defined, engineers and governments established the media model that has prevailed for the last fifty years.Television has run smoothly under the model of oligopoly, equality, plurality, free-of-charge and so on.




  





  However, the arrival of the Internet brought back the surface all the old debates about the virtues and evils of television.At the same time, the Internet has also began to cast doubt on the traditional value chain. Besides making it easier to distribute contents autonomously and independently, the Internet entails two other important factors: it has displaced the key players in the anologue model by enabling
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  the audience to use media anywhere and anytime.The Internet was not built under the governments’ provision, but by media users and companies. Due to the fact that no pre-designed model existed, it is permanently under construction. It may take several decades before the net is shaped into a medium, but it is this development that will shape and influence the future of television medium.




  





  The present media environment is characterized by technologically unlimited access to channels; crumbling of regulations and dispersing of audiences.The flexibility of Internet platforms and devices entails a new dictatorship of the audience making it possible for the content to be broadcast ubiquitously over multiple distribution platforms. So this intensive change has triggered profoundly utopian visions of the future of television medium. It has also led to new concepts of audiovisual entertainment whose availability on a neutral network was built on indexed, personalized and tagged programmes and applications.As such, we are now on the threshold of the tag era due to the new interactive, user-centered (generated) media. Users want to create, search, communicate, share, and distribute information and data. Ultimately, the future of television is shaped incrementally by media incremental distribution and consumption of the internet. Consequently, this dispersing of audiences is not so much a stampede as an orderly migration.




  





  This is further evident in the proliferation of numerous IPTV channels and platforms, content aggregators, user-generated content (UGC), pirate aggregators, web TV, website videos, television websites, videoblogs, social networking videos, TV podcasts, video-ondemand, mashup and so on. In stark contrast to analogue TV, the digital and on-line form of television now becomes most prevalent among users. Despite its new distribution format however, the programmes remain the same: series, films, documentaries, news programmes, etc. Moreover, Emmy awards winning programmes tend to be most exchanged over P2P networks.This does not mean that more new formats are not just around the corner, particularly given
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  the increasing demand for different distribution platforms. Instead, the capacity to innovate among those who are connected is virtually limitless.




  





  The mass audiences’ usage of the media distribution of cross and multi-platforms have given rise to a new class of citizen who wants freedom of choice and involvement. This desire to participate has broken down the dynamic of broadcasting – the airing of programmes to many homes – and put a new take on entertainment in its place. J.C.R. Licklider from MIT has coined the term narrowcasting to refer to the shift from open television to programmes that are aimed at specific segments of the public. This was the first time that general dissemination of information, or broadcasting, was contrasted to restricted dissemination, or narrowcasting.A new phenomenon arising within this change is a concept of new society whose features include building of the new individual and society, with users equipped with an array of ubiquitous and on-line devices. These new networks and gadgets have given rise to new forms of entertainment that have challenged the very concept of television. We now think in terms of “our television,” rather than “my television” or “your television.” This is a new way of understanding new television, although the crucial difference fundamentally lies in content production. UGC – User Generated Content affords enormous development potential, but for professional content to be cost-effective, the Internet has yet to be made into a source of revenue.




  





  However, these new audiences also want to create content. Digital technology has slashed production costs, enabling groups of Internet users to make their own feature films, series, short films, documentaries, newscasts, travel guides, food magazines, file exchange networks, ballot systems for new governance and political representation, thousands of mobile phone apps and computer games, to name but a few.This is the “return of the Sunday painter” that Negroponte predicted in the 1980s. They exchange information and films over P2P systems, cast votes, advise and express opinions in such a way
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  as to undermine the public opinion created by the gatekeepers of the analogue era. We have moved from the dictatorship of experts to the wisdom of the crowd. When choosing a hotel, restaurant or film, we now tend to take more notice of other people’s ratings than anything else. Almost all the information are tagged. As more doubt is cast upon the institutions that once enforced our rights, consumer and citizen rights groups are now also organized over the Internet. In this light, it is fair to argue that the Internet was not built by corporations alone. Internet users have been innovative enough to make it work on the fundamental principle of net neutrality. This belief has its roots in academia, where scientific research is underpinned by information sharing, and is based on military research, making it a web-like exchange network in which each user is a hub that can manage and distribute information. Despite criticism from the traditional media and the arrogance of telecom companies, users have managed to create social networks, compression formats and certain compression algorithms.




  





  In addition to this tidal wave of social innovation, companies are also facing other challenges.The convergence process does not only mean that voice, data and image can be transported over the same networks, nor that these differing media converge in one multimedia product, but that the status quo of the companies involved in the convergence process has been smashed. Companies that own content want to distribute it directly to avoid intermediary costs. Companies that transport content over telecommunications networks want to own content to integrate their activities vertically and undermine the net neutrality principle. The Internet’s big players (Google, Microsoft,Yahoo, iTunes, et al) seek to gain more power and to defend their right to rule in the war of multimedia convergence. However, the electronics and IT industries are also competitive contenders in the same industry.This is where the interests of all stakeholders converge and clash.
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  Therefore, new user activity and the regulatory and business challenges of convergence all come up against one incontrovertible fact: the emerging value chain shows little sign of generating new revenue. If audiovisual producers (largely broadcasters) market their content over the Internet, they usually face an alarming level of revenue cannibalisation. But not being on the Internet is also risky as the barriers to entry and walled gardens of the analogue age are gradually crumbling. The problem of free-to-air television is not one of digital migration but of premium content, which requires revenue from television subscriptions, cinemas and the gaming industry to pay for production. Global content usually belongs to international multimedia groups whose vertical and horizontal integration strategies mean they are present throughout the audiovisual value chain, although their Internet presence is too weak.They do not sell their films and series on the Internet; if they did, part of their revenue structure would collapse.




  





  Meanwhile, audiences are becoming fragmented and the new multimedia and multiplatform viewer is a slippery customer who wants to be more involved in defining the television of the future. It is interesting to note that the Internet success stories are not content producers, and that the same ruling positions, barriers to entry and new, all-powerful intermediaries have been created on the Internet as in the world of analogue media. Google and Yahoo own no news, Amazon owns no publishers, iTunes owns no record companies,YouTube owns no television producers, PayPal has no liability side, and Skype and Facebook own no networks. Even Microsoft seems more to be selling a service rather than a product. Research is another issue of major significance, as is the new business that the Internet has provided to telecom companies, which in just twenty years have gone from generating variable revenue according to landline use in homes and call boxes, to seeing their income from mobile phones and broadband rocket.
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  User and community potential should not be underestimated. The net may prove to be economically viable through negative externalities or network effects.Although this will not happen in the medium term, in the long run anything is possible.The radio is a clear example of how a network of ham radio operators can make a powerful communication medium.




  





  This book describes the highly complex scenario of user participation in the new Internet television, the war between the new convergence players to control the emerging value chain, the new business models, and more. The threat of revenue cannibalisation is already something of a concern for the traditional mass media because users are simply not willing to pay, believing as they do that traffic and advertising are enough to sustain the structure of the media, cultural and entertainment industries. This setup not only jeopardizes the traditional media but also influences the viability of the new media. Apparently, the threat of revenue cannibalisation presents too many incompatibilities in the old media.




  





  Nonetheless, the Internet is clearly more than mere television and entertainment.This is why there are innumerable crossed influences in an array of factors that also influence television, and as such must be considered. Moreover, the net has continuously evolved over the last few decades. Following a great deal of debate about web classifications and their phases of development, we finally seem to have settled on a breakdown by decade: 1990-1999, 2000-2009 and 20102019. It is important to point out that these three periods of time coincide with the first phase of the Internet (Web 1.0) and the crisis of the dotcom economy; the social network period (Web 2.0) and high user participation and collaboration; as well as with the widespread economic and semantic uncertainty (Web 3.0).Tim O´Reilly and John Battelle, the creators and owners of the Web 2.0 concept, have come up with the term ‘web squared’ for this coming decade. The key features of web squared are individualism (it is not about belonging to, but connecting with) and the web-world idea.
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  In any event, convergence, the Internet and social media will change the face of television as we know it today. Although television has already come a long way since its birth in the mid-twentieth century, access to audiovisual content via the web entails an unprecedented shift because it challenges and re-structures the very foundations of the traditional economic structure in the cultural industries. The content funding and cost recovery model, distribution and dissemination have all been profoundly changed. Even revenue from mobile phone contents such as videos, music, advertising and games that once looked so promising has yet to compensate for the slide in traditional services (IBM, 2010).This is not to say that mobility does not have huge future potential, but the problem of Internet monetization has yet to be solved.




  





  Use of P2P networks is still increasing dramatically in all countries. At the same time, no visible internet business functions on the market. Analogue companies are at a crossroads where their business future looks murky and their business present is falling apart.This is a future crisis unfolding in the present.




  





  Given the circumstances, Grusin and Bolter’s theory of how the media change seems to hold true. They have argued that new media mimic natural biological communication principles, which have been refashioned by older media (Grusin and Bolter, 2000). Marshall McLuhan postulated that the media have become an extension of our senses, although they may amputate other senses in the process. As we now know with television, different media can also hamper other capacities. As with the television, the Internet’s scope for entertainment, information and communication implies a certain numbing and manipulation, as described by Marcuse. The Internet, just like the television, “hides by showing” (Bordieu, 1997). It has also triggered new social divides that further cause rather alarming medical conditions. If Marshall McLuhan was the visionary of the digital revolution, as promoted at the Wired magazine, Ithiel de Sola Pool, the political scientist from MIT, may well be the prophet of
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  convergence. In Technologies of Freedom (1983) he firstly introduced the concept of convergence, predicting that all media would become electronic (Brand, 1989). Nicholas Negroponte also foresaw that the three industries of telecommunications, publishing and computing would have converged by the year 2000. It was this vision that enabled him to set up the MIT Media Lab in the 1980s. However, Sola Pool foresaw precisely that subscribers would be able to “talk on the phone, have their utilities metered, watch a video picture on their television, and receive their electronic mail, all at once without interference.”




  





  George Gilder predicted that home televisions and computers would be replaced by teleputers that perform both functions, a view that was shared by numerous scholars and analysts. However, although the technology was widely available, this never happened. In any event, the television is more likely to become a computer than vice versa. It is the television that will migrate to the computer screen. For Derrick de Kerckhove, the most probable scenario is that the television will turn into a computer rather than the other way round. Computers and the Internet based/connected devices (phones, tablets, consoles and various types of laptop) will continue to be fundamental for consuming what we call the new media, or new forms of audiovisual consumption. Nevertheless, the home television will still play be a core part of our entertainment, even for digital natives, and it will be the web that goes over to the TV. Although new television sets already have access to the Internet, there is a risk that the net will end up being just another broadcasting network, together with cable, TDT and satellite. The Internet is a new communications channel, but it is not yet a medium. It has created a channel for information, sales and customer services, alongside which a new generation of users has been born. It is a distribution network, but it is not a communication medium.




  





  The scale of these numerous changes and threats is such that many authors believe that the end is nigh for television because its tech-
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  nology, regulation, roles and audience have all shifted (Katz and Scannell, 2009). In this book I argue that content is at the heart of the matter, because it drives demand.Technologies are secondary. Of course, there are major differences between ‘new’ and analogue televisions: the former share the same digital code, allow random access, no quality is lost with copies, they are interactive, and so forth. It will be some time before they are integrated, since the broadcast logic and the network are very different. Thus, while it is still maturing, various complementary models will coexist.The functions of television will undergo even greater metamorphosis and its relationship with audiences will begin to change.




  





  One of the ideals of the digital revolution of the early 1990s was the liberation of the mass media – foretelling a new era in which there would be no intermediaries and a great deal of personalization and individualism. Creators and consumers stood united. The beginning of the digital revolution was not just about collectivism versus individualism; it was also the end of scarcity and the dawn of abundance and diversity. It was the triumph of the global village and the explosion of social networks, the arrival of the much-trumpeted interactivity, and a brush with the utopian dream of democratic production. Technology makes anything possible. The media are no longer merely an extension of our senses; we will be able to create content without having to be professional or work in a productive unit.The aim is to merge the extension of the senses with the body as a content generator.The Wii joystick is replaced by the body itself, which interacts with the image/screen.The potential of technology is vast, but the risks and pathologies associated with this profound change may be too great.




  





  However, if net neutrality is not called into question we may have to accept that its growth will be stunted, given that its infrastructures are already saturated. This debate will be at the heart of the matter in the next few years and will also shape the development of Internet television. At the same time, the lack of Internet monetarization
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  and its unstable business models will determine the way in which this new television will carve out a place for itself both socially and technologically.




  The assets and liabilities of technology will fashion the future development of Internet television. If net neutrality is called into question, we may see the emergence of two types of network and two types of Internet television: one that is very slow, cheap and riddled with adverts, and another that is high-speed and rich in content quality.The former will be open and free, and the latter targeted and subscription based. These two types of television will open up new social divides, not only by generation but also by class and level of education. Premium television is already calling into question this type of divide. Whereas young people who are short of cash seek merely to watch free-to-air TV, their better-off counterparts pursue ease of viewing premium television programme.The former achieve their aim through P2P networks; the latter in the new PVRs. Moreover, for some it is not just about watching a programme that interests them, but about expressing values that are important to their age group: independence, escapism, anti-establishmentarianism, freedom, and so forth. IPTV business models will range from free content financed through advertising to subscription-based or pay-per-view content. Currently, premium television tends to utilize the greater bandwidth afforded by cable and satellite.




  





  Accordingly, the Internet is gradually chipping away at the traditional television industry. It is poaching revenues and audiences, which means less profit from old business models. With hindsight, it will be all too easy to spot where businesses blundered and where they triumphed, but the empirical truth of the present is rather more complex. Moreover, we must strive to think outside our own box if we are to find relevant answers and unbiased approaches to these challenges. The Internet throws up new infections, new semantics and new cognitive theories that are triggering the rise of a virtual communication.
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      Audiovisual multiplatform entertainment


    


  




  





  The last decade has seen a spectacular rise in home electronics, the amount of devices we use and the number of people connected to the Internet.This has profoundly altered personal entertainment and the way we communicate with each other, championing individual, personalized forms in an unprecedented fashion. Use of the multiscreen has confounded product designers by incorporating new applications and greater features. Devices and gadgets are no longer made for the consumer; it is the consumer who decides what is manufactured. This is also the reason why the multi screen consumer/ producer (‘prosumer’) concept is gradually being replaced with multitasking, which combines old and new content and services devised for nomadic entertainment on a range of devices.




  





  Users can now choose from a smorgasbord of screens that range from the 3-inch mobile phone to the 50-inch LED. It is no longer easy to distinguish between product/concepts. Since the convergence of telephones with multimedia players, border-straddling apps, features and services are mushrooming, including notebooks, netbooks, e-books, smartphones, smartbooks, tablets and handheld games consoles.
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  However, too many question marks are hanging over the future integration of these innovative developments in technology. It will no longer be contingent on the technology alone, but on society, the economy, the strategies employed by the old companies of the analogue world that can still produce content, the way in which these companies structure their business for the digital market, and the way in which increasingly demanding and better informed users metabolize new products and services. Broadly speaking, historical situations and technological developments shape the evolution of media and entertainment, particularly in the context of social networking, rampant globalization and large-scale mass exchange.




  





  Despite the current economic crisis, it is thought that Internet penetration will rise sharply in the next few years; that high-speed lines will burgeon; and that the integration of the PC with Internet-connected televisions is just around the corner. Contrary to popular belief, the Internet will increasingly move towards the television rather than the reverse.Almost all large screens on the market today already have an Internet connection. At the same time, we will see more developments in PVRs or the new multimedia discs that can be connected to P2P networks, changing the way we watch the TV. Bringing together activities and converging services will be the dynamic of the future media.




  





  The future for content exchange between Internet-enabled handheld devices is wide open. Changes in consumer preferences mean that the device market is in constant flux. Device manufacturers, aggregators and publishers all face the challenge of how to place the available content. End users are demanding a ubiquitous access. The electronic laptop market is growing inexorably.And all of this is taking place as new forms of entertainment and communication are being integrated (Álvarez Monzoncillo, 2004). Ultimately, mobile devices are fostering what the new individualized, nomadic consumer clearly wants.
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  The industry is working to integrate devices so that services can be merged gradually. However, this will require a major departure from social customs entrenched in the analogue devices of yesteryear, in addition to a boost to the social changes of the last few decades.The Internet also gives rise to new opportunities for companies as well as new consumer logics and trends underpinned by the configuration of the net itself. Although the first crisis of the dotcom economy laid bare many of the early myths surrounding the Internet, many questions still remain, since advertising revenue is still insufficient to finance current content production.




  





  TV consumers have acquired a taste for the on-demand culture. In conjunction with the ‘always on’ trend, this has broken down the old logic of the multichannel television, leading to new content that enables an immediate and virtually à la carte experience. We now have multiplatform formats that match new lifestyles and social relationships.




  





  However, our communication and entertainment experience is not only being reshaped by wireless and mobile devices, gadgets and widgets, but also by new home electronics integrating communications, leisure and domotics, or home automation. New consumption patterns will condition the television of the future, while other forms that fail on the Internet can be adapted to the television and mobile phone environments. Increasingly selective users, new means of communication in one environment and the roll-out of open, integrated architectures all afford major development possibilities.




  





  The structure of entertainment has changed significantly in recent years due to economic growth and the development of communications, giving rise to new forms and models (Vogel, 2004). At the same time, per capita spending on entertainment has climbed, altering the structure of household expenses. Changes in entertainment are quickening the pace of changes to television and computers, bringing them ever closer to multimedia convergence on three
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  levels: technological (networks), machines and devices, and media. Multimedia means the convergence of media.Websites interlace the press, television, radio and photography. However, the multimedia concept seems outdated in the light of the new interlinked television, which goes beyond boundaries and is consumed on numerous devices (cross media), with the attendant integration issues of the differing cultures of each medium (Erdal, 2009).




  





  In the “age of emptiness” new forms of relationship have a knockon effect on all spheres (Lipovetsky, 2003). The unstoppable process of individualization is fostering a new future for entertainment, a departure from the “industrial entertainment” reasoning of the last century. New seduction approaches underpinned by a growing democratic hedonisation whose “paradoxical happiness” (Lipovetsky, 2007) endlessly questions life as a project of individual autonomy. Entertainment shapes the new functions of a home that has been completely overhauled. It is a new environment that enables new forms of relationship, but fosters solitude. As Gilles Lipovetsky has argued, close relationships are waning as we strive to develop a ‘broad sociability’ that is selected, mobile and temporary, in accordance with new individualistic personalities (Lipovetsky, 2003). Although these relationships (conversations and relationships with neighbours, gatherings in a bar, associations and so on) are decreasing in intensity, and new forms of sociability are emerging that are shattering the domestic confinement of media and digital entertainment.We are witnessing a new balance between old and new forms of communication and sociability, of which social networks are the emerging paradigm. There are new virtual relationships that complement personal relations, but also new forms of sociability with differing echelons of disconnectedness.
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  Screens, houses, gardens and nomadism




  Forms of entertainment have changed dramatically in recent years. Not only have we progressed beyond the so-called ‘leisure society’, but entertainment has become a right in modern society. Technology has evolved, broadening the spectrum of ways to play and be entertained. Entertainment and communication now take various forms, each entailing unique characteristics that affect social, psychological and economic parameters linked to price and opportunity costs, consumer habits and technological innovation.




  





  Personal and situational variables are the main factors influencing audiovisual consumption, although the actual decision to consume is obviously influenced by the consumer’s past experience and degree of engagement with a product. This means that each type of consumption has a specific audience with distinguishing characteristics: a cinema audience differs from a television and video audience, and again from internet audience watching films as well as from the audience engaged in consuming videos on demand. However, the Internet breaks the traditional forms of television consumption because it makes possible viewing experience via mobile and wireless devices that are characterized by the ubiquitous access. Television is no longer about finding solutions and profitability that generate new forms of access, but about the qualitative leap entailed in the on-demand ‘whatever, whenever and wherever’ logic that has taken us lock, stock and barrel into the “age of access” (Rifkin, 1999). All of this has fostered the birth of a new, individualized and nomadic television a departure from the old logic of TV that symbolizes a conventional mass society in a traditional family and national environment.




  





  The family as the nucleus of social organization and principal unit of consumption has also undergone major changes. As a result, homogenous television viewing has now been replaced by a rather more individual type of consumption in which market segmentation
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  plays important role.There are also vast generation divides in terms of access, taste and demand. Alongside technological developments, this crisis in the traditional family unit and other social changes have paved the way for new unstructured forms of entertainment within, and, increasingly, outside the home, resulting in both a personalized and niche – oriented viewership trends and virtual communication. Entertainment has become increasingly individualized and housebound, in homes that are now equipped with communication and entertainment devices such as mobile phones and computers. Thus, the family gradually represents both the constructed environment and the unit (Tuan, 2003).The closed confines of the room and the light within, in contrast to the darkness outside, heightens the feeling of togetherness. Physical contact is scant in this modern family model. Perhaps it has become superfluous, now that the built space and its equipment create the feeling of cohesion. Homogenous content no longer makes sense; differing practices have become galvanized in a juxtaposed melting pot of activities.




  





  As a multi-purpose terminal, the television has progressed beyond the commercial tool it was in the past to become a major platform for consumption. Its use is personalized, it features services linked to the information society and e-commerce has been systematically brought in. It is a bulimic attitude in which the new viewer is pursued by companies with vested interests in the converging market. Entertainment is making the leap from outdoors to within the home, triggering a decline in close social relationships (Álvarez Monzoncillo, 2004).There are differences between the two spheres, and content companies may endeavour to displace consumption between them. The type of socialization that takes place in each is just as divergent. In the ‘home window’ we are seeing a departure from conventional mass media such as the radio and TV, because interactivity enables more choice, resulting in new individualization (personalization). Outside the home, the degree of choice is at its height, albeit always intertwined with socialization. This dichotomy is not frontal; unarguably there is an ‘indoor/outdoor’ dialogue with blurred borders,
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  although this displacement is where decisive, corporate interests certainly come into play (Álvarez Monzoncillo, 2004).




  





  From this standpoint, consumption is a social language, in the sense that it dictates differing status groups and segments of society. Consumption types and‘quality’ also dictate forms of relationship through their symbolic and simulation value. The time we spend using media varies according to financial, family and other circumstances (Clark, 2004). The crisis of monopolizing public service television is caused by issues of identity, legitimacy and its financial and economic model. Competition between public and private operators for the same audience generate the rise of premium television. And, with the shift from free subscription to paid subscription viewer, the public’s choice to select content as well as distribution has increased significantly.




  





  The tooth and nail fight for audiences was the second stage in this evolution. Nevertheless, this model has proven to be unstable because the fragmented advertising market has cast doubt upon the survival of general channels. Indeed, there has been a sharp rise in niche channels aimed at minority audiences. However, this multichannel model is giving way to another unstable model based on the personalization of audiovisual entertainment using a range of devices and networks in which the social approach brings together groups of people with similar ‘lifestyles’.The market segmentation of this new stage is not only more efficient but it also undermines the status quo of the old operators. It is advisable to point out that an unsustainable economic model underlies this shift. Furthermore, this social migration of audience causes a sharp reduction in revenue.




  





  The convergence economy requires new strategies to deal with this unstable model because the new digital players are technologically more advanced as compared to analogue media companies. This is the point at which digital and analogue canibalistic worlds clash and where, until now, the winner has been the world that owns the least.
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  Google, for example, has no content or networks and is gradually rolling out a number of services, applications and programmes. It is the victor that gobbles up its opponents.The traditional value chain has been dashed to smithereens.The myths of the single screen and the convergence of networks, services and devices have given rise to new debates on net neutrality and how to sustain the pace of current content production. Households are making new demands for connected, integrated and simultaneously scalable machines that will build bridges between the islands of mobile telephony and IT, the PC and its peripherals, and home electronics. In today’s world, hardware is diverging while content is converging (Jenkins, 2008).




  





  Meanwhile, television is on the brink of unprecedented change that will have ramifications not only on the business but also on audiences. The social functions once fulfilled by TV are in crisis, while new ones have yet to be defined.Whereas the analogue business was based on advertisers and audiences, it is now Internet users who will influence the growth of new and digital media markets. Until now, we watched media only on one screen; now we watch it on several screens. Before, we watched media with our family; now we watch it alone. Network coverage spreads beyond the nation-state; plural, egalitarian access has led to new hyper-segmentation; content is shaped around ‘lifestyle’, shattering the logic of the homogenous, cross-class family audience.




  





  Although the term ‘convergence’ has been widely used, and covers various definitions and processes, technological solutions suggest that television will integrate with IT and Internet-enabled mobile devices, albeit with much uncertainty.The migration from offline to online consumers will curb revenue significantly, hampering convergence. Nevertheless, enormous steps forward have been made with some innovative media technologies.With others, the move has been backward, due partly to the unstable and imprecise economic model that is replacing the old analogue system, and that calls net neutrality into question. Telecommunications operators are taking issue with
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  this open net on which prices and costs cannot be incurred according to content. Indeed, those who make the most profit from the net neither provide content nor own infrastructures, while others endeavour to make money or seek out new business models on the Internet. That is why eventually there will be some kind of trafficbased pricing policy according to content and its demand.




  





  High definition, 3D, OLED backlighting and the spread of wireless networks all clash with the uncertainties of TV-Internet integration, the future of Mobile TV, the stagnation of VOD and cloud computing (DigiWorld, 2009). However, they also clash with the political regulation of convergence itself, where the relationships between network operators, distributors and content publisher/producer/aggregators have yet to be defined (Mosco, 1996; Mansell, 2004 and McChesney, 2008).




  





  Corporations have not yet laid down their own strategies clearly either, for fear of market cannibalisation and dynamism. Instead, they are building locks and ‘walled gardens’, which is piling more uncertainty on to a non-monetized emerging market. This also creates certain ambiguity around technological innovation itself. If the first phase of the web crisis taught us anything, it was that successful convergence would not come through the mergers and takeovers of large corporations, in line with their strategic planning, but that users would decide how and when it would take place.Today, multi-channel and multi-device distribution gives us an idea of where product demand is heading once the ‘early bird’ access phase of connectivity and innovation is over.




  





  Although home networking is inevitable, for consultancy firm InStat/MDR, the timing will depend on ten key factors: broadband development, wireless technology development, smart software integration, online game development, integration of digital audio on all devices and with all formats, an attractive offer of broadband services from differing service operators, home security device development,
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  on-demand video through PVR, the possibility for connectivity and integration through open and scalable standards for all fixed and mobile home terminals and devices, and, lastly, overcoming the critical mass of households that can generate ‘net economies’ in the sense of the well-known Metcalfe’s Law. The technology is available, but its integration remains a problem. Technological, social, economic and regulatory dimensions must all align with each other before there can be a major shift from outdoors to in-home entertainment. Nomadic entertainment is another factor to be taken into account.




  





  After several decades of discussion, it now seems that there is no such thing as neutral technology and that the single screen is a myth. From the technological standpoint, there are many question marks as major industrial interests come into play and many systems can replace each other.This is particularly true given the world recession, where credit shortages and companies’ need for liquidity can put the brakes on innovation. Moreover, the deluge of technological innovations seen in recent years has given rise to technology fatigue – some potential users are dissuaded by the short business cycles of products and their low interoperability and scalability. At the same time, the integrated domestic network has led to open and compatible standards, and challenges business interests based on incompatible, closed systems.




  





  There are several programming interfaces on the market for developing interactive television; compression standards for numerous applications; business models whose barriers to access are technological; and, above all, a range of possibilities, each with its own pros and cons, which are jeopardizing the privileged position of many operators. Insofar as wireless communications are concerned, there is also a need for standardization to bring about sustainable development on high potential markets (with a capacity to reach speeds of 100 Mbps), making local access networks converge with those of metropolitan areas.
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  Social change is the key to understanding what the Internet means in our new society. There are new divides and global relationships within generational groups creating new media and entertainment cultures in general (Strauss and Howe, 1991; Lancaster and Stillman, 2005; Gravett and Thockmorton, 2007;Tapscott, 2009, 2010), or new or imagined “transnational social spaces” (Beck, 1998). Social change in the last few decades has been decisive, and is generally linked to progress and the crisis of post-modernity. Social relationships have clearly veered towards individualism, driven by progress and a shift in values away from the collective and the public.




  





  This new scenario must be viewed against a changing backdrop of the relationship between the sexes and family and of social democratization. However, individualization means that traditional values change, rather than break down, in a process in which autonomy becomes something evident and inescapable (Beck, 1998). We are seeing a new “free subject” who controls his/her relationships and sets up a “psycho-spiritual micro-utopia” that refashions the mythology of individualistic happiness in a new hedonistic environment of “experiential consumption” (Lipovetsky, 2007). It is the leap from the economy of ownership to the economy of experience (Rifkyn, 2000). Nevertheless, this individuality must fluctuate continuously, with flexible identities that require “liquid life” (Bauman, 2006), and no kind of Weberian iron cage in which it is possible to take refuge. This new economy of self-esteem also entails challenges because “happiness is paradoxical”:“on the one hand, a society of hyper consumption exalts the values of greater wellbeing, harmony and balance. On the other, it appears as an overgrown and uncontrolled system, a bulimic order leading to extremes and chaos, with opulence existing cheek-by-jowl with increased inequalities and underconsumption” (Lipovetsky, 2007).




  





  Another emerging pattern is the crisis involving the individual, the conventional family, the community, the institutions and the economic system. As a result, all of these roles must be redefined in a
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  Table 2.1. Social factors at play in the outdoor-indoor leisure activities shift




  





  

    

      

        	

          Accelerators
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          Social hyper segmentation / "long tails"


        



        	

          Entrenched social customs


        

      




      

        	

          Status-related consuming


        



        	

          Technology fatigue


        

      




      

        	

          New urban spaces that diminish levels of sociability


        



        	

          Time limitations


        

      




      

        	

          Greater individualism


        



        	

          Interactivity / non-interactivity passivity


        

      




      

        	

          More single-person households


        



        	

          Low usability


        

      




      

        	

          Homogenous, class-conscious audiences


        



        	

          ‘Walled gardens’


        

      




      

        	

          Personalisation of consumption


        



        	

          Reinforcement of other forms of leisure as a result of social segmentation and economic progress


        

      




      

        	

          Generation gaps


        



        	

      


    

  




  





  new “container society” that functions in terms of epidemics and confrontations between Homo Economicus and Homo Sociologicus (Gil Calvo, 2009). A lack of communication is emerging in the realm of information and communication technologies, along with fresh forms of entertainment bound up with new forms of socialization. The new roles of women in all spheres (social, political, economic and cultural) have altered the organizational structure of the family as well as in other socioeconomic aspects.




  





  Underpinning the new work environment is evident in the growing needs for flexibility and lifelong learning, in a context of burgeoning mobility. Our young people are staying in education for longer and joining the job market and leaving home later.The population is ageing and the birth rate falling. Single-person households are on the up and separations now outstrip marriages. Changes in the way we work and relate to each other are having a knock-on effect on leisure and the urban design of our environment.These are interplays of identity and balance between the opposing notions of past and future, local and global, old and new forms of leisure, old and new values, and so on.
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  Social factors that play pivotal role in the shift from outdoors to indoors leisure activities, are shown in Table 2.1. This transition – which is qualitative rather than radical is changing the face of home entertainment. It will give rise to a new scenario with Internet television at the heart of leisure activities and create new symbolic centres. Traditional social bonds will take on a new form, underpinned by intense, personal experience.




  





  Demand is uncertain, as the business is not just about manufacturing and selling appliances, but about selling applications and contents. As it stands today, the figures for the entertainment industry do not add up.Video on demand is a clear example: for this to take off consumers need the latest generation personal video recorders that can download programmes and films to a hard drive, as well as high-speed transmission lines. Unless they purchase on demand service, television operators are unlikely to make major investments in the forthcoming migration of subscribers or to pay more for rights. In parallel, users are downloading or streaming to their computers various internet content, although this affords no monetization possibilities for the industry.




  





  Companies base their business model on a dramatic increase in Average Revenue Per Use (ARPU). Current trends suggest that per capita spending on leisure and communications will climb in the years to come, and that it will depend on its own rigid ceiling and the development of the general economy. Network operators are also displeased that the companies that do not contribute value are taking almost all of the market.The real demand for services in the information society is uncertain, and monetization of the Internet is impossible. Nobody wants to pay for something that is seemingly free. This is the true challenge of digital migration. And ostensibly, advertising is not enough.




  





  Major innovations in technology, enabling a gradual integration of devices and systems, are pushing this shift forward, enhancing and
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  milking new opportunities for entertainment and communications. However, contrary to the new ‘digital evangelism’, there are peaks and troughs in this progress as it is evident in undefined demand side of the market and the social and economic approach/model. These uncertainties not only affect the consumer electronics industry but also the rollout of new generation networks and so-called convergent technologies.The global financial crisis, coupled with concerns about a repetition of the ‘irrational exuberance’ of the first dotcom bubble, have quashed telecommunications investments so much that state intervention is being requested to prevent them drying up altogether.The lack of Internet monetization and the ramifications of the break in the classic value chain of leisure product distribution are also at play here. Operators alone cannot make all the investments needed to expand the Internet; rather they should come from agreements with content and service providers to make them part of the market. This calls for a new framework of agreement – a departure from the static positions of net neutrality. When the new emerging value chain enables enough revenue to maintain the current level of content production, a new balance may be struck.




  





  Therefore, new, highly lucrative market niches will present themselves to companies. But these ‘long tails’ will not be enough to stem the losses of widespread cannibalisation. Pilot experiences show that consumers across the board are not demanding personalized television and reject the idea of the television becoming a leisure management unit and shopping mall. Advertising is also being fragmented, which is thwarting the consolidation of new business models and the continuation of traditional models with the same economic costs and investment structure.




  





  The supply side is also a source of considerable uncertainties. Companies are investing heavily without knowing how consumers will respond, or at least without pinpointing the critical mass (Bradley and Barley, 2007). New corporate approaches are required to reshape the analogue business to this new, more integrated digital environ-
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  ment since many future services determine today’s very profitable businesses. As a policy, analogue media and entertainment companies’ attempt to distribute the same or slightly modified contents on various channels to be consumed using a range of highly flexible devices is going nowhere fast.




  





  Consumers must be offered new products and services to change their uses, and pay for them if the current investment-productionconsumption chain is to continue. The same goes broadly for socalled digital contents: revenues have levelled off while consumption continues to rise. Companies can keep reinvesting profit into production, but if the return on investment keeps falling disinvestment will quickly ensue. Broadly speaking, strategies are swinging between producing commodities (free content financed by advertising) and producing pay content, aimed at either mass audiences or niche markets.




  





  The figures on home Internet access and PC ownership, interactive television and telecommunications infrastructures (cable, broadband, etc.) differ hugely across the world. However, there is very varied use according to income, education, gender and generation gaps. Despite many uncertainties, it is also clear that maturing times and the level of penetration are fundamental in the development of home networking, for the reasons given above. Nevertheless, it is no longer the case that certain laboratory country/markets are setting the trend for other markets. Rather, convergence will lay down many of the parameters (economic, sociological, cultural, etc.), according to users’ decisions and demands. Users’ ‘media diet’ may not differ significantly from current analogue consumption, but it will be necessary to study “the way people use their mobiles, portable players and all other handheld devices. New consumers will make more specific demands and call for almost universal availability of services” (Artero, 2009). Socioeconomic trends and technological innovation are triggering increasing uncertainty about the classic regulatory aspects of the analogue world: service classification and definition; number of
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  regulation operators; some market conditions; audiovisual consumption lines; business concentration; protection of intellectual property rights; harmonization of regulations; standardization of equipment, and so forth. Convergence law will unarguably be adapted to users’ media consumption practices. Legislation is pivotal not only because of the changes entailed by the Internet, which has re-shaped the economic structure underpinning the media and cultural industries for decades, but its importance comes from the fact that it coincides with hugely significant processes that may shape convergence in general and television in particular.




  





  The possibilities afforded by digital distribution pose a threat to protection systems in the content industry and the defence of traditional windows and sectors. Globalization is pushing us towards free trade exchange, while increasing off shore production and the window of the Internet suggest that the regulations of the analogue era will be swept aside. Free distribution models are destabilizing the system as a whole, besides triggering new patterns of consumption and leisure. The world is not only “flat” now, in the sense that economic, trade and political structures have gone from being rigidly vertical to horizontal, but it is also “hot and crowded”, as Friedman has argued. The Internet may enable more adhocracy, with high user participation and involvement, as well as new organizational and corporate systems that are free from hierarchy. However, from today’s business standpoint, the Internet market is overly concentrated, with just a few giants that can flex their muscles and impose their hierarchies.




  





  Today’s societies accept risk as a driver of development. For Anthony Giddens,“Risk is the mobilizing dynamic of a society bent on change, that wants to determine its own future rather than leaving it to religion, tradition or the vagaries of nature. Modern capitalism differs from all previous forms of economic system in terms of its attitudes towards the future” (Giddens, 1999). The international economy is facing an increasingly cut-throat global competition.The companies that are basing their current competitiveness on market
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