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Foreword

This volume fills a widespread and long-felt need for an authoritative reference
work on broadcast ratings. Because of rating’s influence over programming and
advertising, there is a high degree of interest in broadcast ratings in many quarters:
businessmen, marketers, advertisers,program producers as well as the broadcast
and cable industries themselves. Washington officials, Wall Street analysts,
writers and journalists, and all people have a stake in the pracedures and outcome
of ratings surveys. Yet no authoritative source exists.

Information supplied by each ratings company is limited 1o its specific ongoing
or past services whereas books that refer to ratings devote no more than a chapter
to the subject.

The academic community in the fields of telecommunications, marketing,
and advertising lack a significant source book. Those entering the ficlds of
electronic media, advertising, and other media have no place to turn for a
background on ratings. Few professionals in the tields of broadcasting or adver-
tising are aware of how ratings developed and why and how the present systems
came to be. Hugh M. Beville, Jr., has called on over a half century of personal
experience in broadcast research to put this account into print as a lasting con-
tribution and reference work.

The book is outlined in a relatively straightforward manner. First comes the
historical development of radio and ratio ratings. Chapter 3 deals with television
ratings, which directly drew on radio experience. The treatment is largely by
company because, initially at least, every major rating service advocated and
used a unique technique. Chapter 4 deals with a comparative analysis of meth-
odologies, drawing on many of the significant methodological studies carred out
by rating services and industry groups. The next chapters deal with two areas

ix



X FOREWORD

that have mushroomed in importance in the past five years—qualitative and cable
audience measurements. In Chapter 7 current utilization of ratings is discussed
from the viewpoint of the users—broadcasters, spot representatives, agencies
and advertisers, and program producers. The following two chapters cover public
and governmental concerns with ratings and attempts to meet the many criticisms
and complaints about ratings and their role in programming. Chapter 10 sum-
marizes the lessons learned, while Chapter 11 looks ahead to future trends,
especially as related to the oncoming era of new technologies.



Preface

Programs are the heart of broadcasting, while sales provide the muscle. Rat-
ings with their feedback element are the nerve system that largely controls what
is broadcast.

In 1987, broadcasting and cable were part of a $25 billion industry. A per-
vasive element influencing all aspects of the electronic media is the audience
rating. It is difficult to imagine a successful system of free commercial broad-
casting without this important feedback. The ratings report the size and com-
position of the audience that is reached by a given program, station, or schedule
of commercial announcements. These data are crucial to the activities of broad-
casting management, sales representatives, program producers, advertisers and
their agencies, writers, performers, and their agents. More important, from a
public standpoint, the rating expectation for any program under cansideration is
a major component in network and station decisions as to what programs will
survive and when and where they should be scheduled.

Ratings are a powerful force in broadcasting and telecommunications. They
determine the price that will be paid for programs and the pay that performers
will receive. They govern the rates that advertisers will pay for 60-second or
30-second or smaller commercial units in and around each program. Ratings
determine stations’ audience and rank order in their market. and to a large degree
they dictate the profitability of broadcasting stations and their value when put
up for sale. The salary and bonus compensation of key network and station
officials are also governed by ratings success. Ratings results ultimately deter-
mine whether top managenwnt and program and news management in television
and radio broadcast organizations will retain their jobs. be pramoted. or demoted.

Xi
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In the final analysis, the simple twist of the wrist (or push of the button) of
people switching their sets on and off or tuning from station to station provides
the single most important piece of information about audience behavior.

Why Ratings?

The importance that ratings have in today’s broadcasting has developed over
time as the extent, frequency, and rapidity of ratings results increased and as
the cost of broadcasting spiraled. Nevertheless, the essential considerations
underlying its development were present from the time the first rating service
was envisioned in 1929, Five major factors gencrated a climate favorable to
ratings growth:

I. Broadcasting produced an intangible service. At its beginning it was a
new, exciting, almost mystical phenomenon based on unseen waves shooting
through the atmosphere at the speed of light. No purchase record was created
by the user. There were no newsstand sales or home delivery subscriptions. no
box office. no gate receipts. For advertisers there were no pages to scan, no
dummies to critigue, no tearsheets to prove actual appearance, and no publisher’s
statement or Audit Bureau of Circulation to establish number of distribution
copies. Even today, when we have both video and radio recordings of actual
broadcasts, to a large degree the ratings books with their complete competitive
schedule and detailed audience figures are the industry’s primary record of per-
formance and the basis for a vast spectrum of decisions at every level of
management.

2. Tuning to broadcast programs was free and simple. As the choice widened,
radio listeners selected music of various types, comedy. drama, news. sports,
or serials. Freedom to tune in or out, and to switch stations at any instant, gave
the audience a tremendous power, especially if programmers could somewhow
track that mass activity. One might say that every home with a radio or TV set
is like a voting booth where informed choices are being made constantly—dial
changes are executed, unacceptable programs are tuned out—all with a simple
physical act. Broadcasting was the ultimate in democratic communication—
listening to an opera performance cost no more than tuning in to a pop singer’s
latest album; watching the Superbow! is no more expensive than viewing a debate
on a proposed local nuclear power plant.

3. Originally the advertiser, by his purchase of time and program separately,
became his own program producer. His concern was, theretore. centered on the
specific audience of his program and on its competitive success in a particular
time period. Radio was unlike print media, where measurements of exposure to
a company’s particular advertisements were sketchy at best. Once pioneering
research had proved that adequate broadcast program audience measurement was
possible, advertisers and agencies pushed for such surveys to report on results
of their own and their competitors’ efforts.
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Even today, when the rule is purchase of announcement availabilities rather
than entire time periods of programs, the advertiser (and advertising agency) is
tundamentally most concerned with the degree to which the audience target has
been reached with the advertiser’s particular schedule of commercials. What is
happening to the medium at large is of secondary interest.

4. Because of its unique temporal quality. the broadcast audience is relatively
casy to measure by acceptable survey techniques. A program’s audience is
assembled at a particular time; the program can normally be heard or seen only
during the period ot the broadcast. Listening and viewing habits are keyed o
individual living patterns and are guided by various printed program schedules.
Unlike other mass media, radio and TV audience measurement is greatly sim-
plified, considerably more accurate, and vastly more affordable.

5. The physical range of radio broadcasting was unpredictable, especially in
its first two decades, betore the broadcast spectrum bulged. with stations. The
geographic area in which an individual radio station was received could be
enormous (WLW_ Cincinnati, called itself the “Nation’s Station™ with only a
modicum of puffery). Furthermore. atmospheric conditions so controlled radio
reception that audience potential varied (sometimes widely) by the hour, by the
day, and by the season of the year. Clear channel stations were given frequency
monopolies at night to enable them to cover wide rural areas that lacked local
stations, while regonal and local channels served more restricted areas.

It was inevitable that advertisers who were paying commercial broadcasting’s
bills in the late 1920s should be strongly interested in a method to measure what
they were gettng for their money. It was, therefore, a relatively casy task for
Archibald M. Crossley, in 1929. to interest them in sponsoring a somewhat
revolutionary new research technique: sample recall telephone interviews on a
continuous basis to record home listening behavior.

From the date of the first Crossley survey, over 50 years ago. the general
principles of the ratings survey field have not changed:

1. Services are owned and operated by private entrepreneurs.

2. They are syndicated to as many users as possible in order to spread costs.

3. They use sampling procedures. whatever technique is used to collect audi-
ence data.

4. In preparing their reports, they require and receive a substantial amount
of data about program schedules from stations and networks.

5. They report two fundamental numbers:

(a) Ratings—the percentage of all radio or television households or persons
within a demographic group in the survey area who view a specific program or
station.

(b) Share—during a specific time period the percentage of the total audience
(households or persons using radio or TV) that wned to a particular program or
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station during that period (program rating divided by sum of all ratings for time
period).

Over the past 50 years, numerous innovations and refinements have been
introduced with the inauguration of metered panels and diary keeping being
perhaps the most significant. Nevertheless, as the story of ratings unfolds, one
must conclude that the techniques pioneered in the first two decades have served
and still serve the industry well.

Whether future new techniques will be successtul is conjectural. One thing
seems certain: There can be no perfect rating service. That means that ratings
users are provided with rough estimates by crude tools. Ratings users should
know as much as possible about the frailties and limitations of those tools as
they go about using them in decision making. I hope that this book contributes
to the users’ enlightenment.

Audience Measurement: Only One Aspect of
Broadcast Research

Today’s fields of market, media, communications, and public opinion research
are s0 complex that some explanation is required to properly position the subject
of this book—broadcast and cable ratings. From a marketing standpoint, media
research deals with effective use of major advertising media: electronic (radio,
television. cable), print (newspapers, magazines, and trade journals). outdoor,
and direct mail.

A major element in media research is audience measurement, which is gen-
erally carried out by syndicated services. Normally, for broadcast ratings, the
medium pays a substantial part of the cost of these services, which now totals
over $160 million annually. The combined agency and advertiser share of costs
today is around 15 percent.

Audience measurement, although it receives a large portion of the research
expenditures of both buyer and seller. is by no means the only type of research
in the broadcast media field. Agencies spend considerable time and money on
various forms of “copy tests” of TV and radio commercials. A number of different
techniques are available for this purpose, but they are not the subject of this
book. Nor will we deal at all with the various research approaches to the pretesting
of program concepts, pilots, casting, and so on.

Prior to the emergence of projectable ratings, networks and stations expended
substantial effort in the 1930s in surveying the number of radio families, the
hour-by-hour use of radio, and the geographical coverage of stations. Although
referred to in those situations where such research affected ratings development,
no comprehensive discussion is provided on those studies. Measuring the sales
effectiveness of broadcasting has been a constant challenge, and many such
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studies have been undertaken in the past. Neither are those covered in this
volume.

This book does discuss research projects that have been designed as meth-
odology tests of existing or proposed rating techniques. Otherwise, our concern
1s solely with the regularly conducted and published estimates of audience size
and program (or station) ratings, conducted by syndicated services and available
to any user (station, network, program producer, advertiser, advertising agency.
spot representative, buying service, and so on) at a cost stipulated by a published
rate card.

This book not only documents the growth and research behind today’s audi-
ence measurement infrastructure but it gives personal highlights of the early
pionecrs. The ratings business has always invalved a limited number of key
players, and the interaction of human factors has provided a somewhat dramatic
story that I wanted to include. | joined the National Broadcasting Company as
a statistician in March 1930, the month in which the first ratings survey was
conducted. NBC, with twa networks, was the dominant element in all broad-
casting, so every aspiring researcher or rating service entrepreneur had to see
us. No new development escaped our attention. There is hardly a person men-
tioned in the book whom 1 did not know personally and with whom 1 did not
have a protessional (and in some cases, personal) relationship.

I was instrumental in encouraging new services by initial subscription support,
for Hooper in both radio and television, for Trendex, for Seiler’s American
Rescarch Bureau and for TVQ, and budgeted tor the NBC Cumulative Radio
Audience Measurement project, forerunner of Radio’s All Dimension Audience
Report. | served on, and was often chairman of, virtually every significant
industry activity organized to evaluate or test ratings methodologies—National
Association of Broadcasters Research Committee, All-Radio Methodology Study,
Advertising Research Foundation committees, Committee on Nationwide Tele-
vision Audience Measurement, Committee on Local Television and Radio Audi-
ence Measurement, and Broadcast Ratings Council.

As a result, | have been intimately involved in ratings throughout a protes-
sional lifetime of over 50 years. What | didn’t know firsthand 1 learned from
the principle players by personal or telephone interview, letters, or exchanges
of informal notes. as this book was written. Thus, my statements are based on
confirming interviews with persons involved. If there is any subjective bias in
my reporting, it is attributable to my position as a broadcast executive. I make
no claim to viewing the field from the angle of a ratings supplier or a buyer of
broadcast time.

This revised edition fills the gap between Spring 1984 when the original
edition was finished, and January 1988. This period has witnessed the most
dramatic developments in television ratings in forty years. Nielsen’s Television
Index (NTI) was the dominant monopoly power in network television until 1983,
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when AGB PLC, a British research company, advanced a bold plan for a UsS.
peoplemeter service to be performed with larger samples and at lower costs than
Nielsen’s. Nielsen responded by starting to test its own peoplemeter on an
extensive scale. The race was on, with the result that as of September 1987 there
are two national competitive peoplemeter services operating, Nielsen and AGB
Research.

Despite widespread industry acceptance, there are those. especially the na-
tional TV networks, who are dissatisfied with various aspects of peoplemeters.

Meanwhile two other companies. ScanAmerica and Roger Percy, are working
just offstage to perfect peoplemeter services with added features. All of these
developments are covered in Chapter XI.

There had also been major changes in qualitative ratings as well as local radio
ratings. These, plus other updating (especially in Appendix C, for example), are
the significant revisions in this volume. Of particular help in this revision were
Lee Morganlander of Nielsen, Bob Hoffman of AGB, and Jim Spaeth of Scan-
America.

My account of the early history was aided by George Gallup, Darrell Lucas,
and Frank Stanton. Others who contributed to the historical events of which !
did not have firsthand knowledge include CAB—Archibald M. Crossley. John
Karol. and James Ward; Hooper—Fred Kenkel, Gordon Buck. David Dole,
Frank Stisser: CBS Diaries—Harper Carraine, Charles Smith, Sam Barton; Audi-
ence Surveys—Eugene Kaiz: Pulse—Sydney and Lawrence Roslow; Trendex—
Edward Hynes and Robert Rogers (also for Hooperatings); Nielsen—Arthur C.
Niclsen, Sr.. Henry Rahmel, William Swigert, Gale Metzger, David Traylor,
Marie Austin, Kenneth Mogensen. Edward Schillmoeller. Ruth Betzer, and
William Behana; Arbitron—1James Seiler. Rupert Ridgeway, James Rupp. Wil-
liam McClenaghan, Peter Langhoft, Norman Hecht, Theodore Shaker. A. J.
Aurichio. Shelley Cagner: TRAC VIl—Richard Lysacker and Leslie Frankel;
RAM-—John Patton; RADOX—Albert Sindlinger; Sindlinger—Atbert Sindlinger
and Gerald Glasser; RADAR—Thomas Coffin, Catherine Coholan Manstield.
William Rubens. Gerald Glasser, Gale Metzger, Miriam Murphy; Birch-——Thomas
Birch.

Unfortunately, countless others who assisted me with information and sug-
gestions must go unmentioned here, but [ thank them for their contributions.
Special thanks go to Doris Katz, the pecrless NBC Research Librarian who
cheerfully supplied any and every figure, date, or fact that 1 could not come up
with elsewhere. and Betty Brinkerhoft, who labored loyally and tirelessly in
preparing the manuscript for publication.

Four people read the entire book, and special thanks go to them also: Dr.
Thomas Coffin of NBC Research was an ardent supporter, adviser, and frank
critic; Dr. Samuel Tuchman of NBC Corporate Planning particularly provided
advice on the book’s structure; Dr. Lawrence Myers, Professor of Broadcasting.
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Syracuse University Newhouse School, gave helpful suggestions about historical
and technical aspects; Dr. Jennings Bryant of Houston University contributed to
language clarification and organization.

The sympathy and support of my loving wife, Eleanor, was of crucial impor-
tance in bringing this book to fruition. I am most grateful for her many sacrifices

to a struggling author.
Hugh M. Beville, Jr.
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Radio Services—
Pre-TV (1930-1946)

. HOW IT ALL BEGAN

The early 1920s were a period of relative calm in American society. Life was
simple, and the country had returned to the isolationism that for a long time had
been interrupted by World War 1. The 1920 presidential election of conservative
Republican Warren G. Harding officially ended Woodrow Wilson’s dream of
active U.S. involvement in postwar world affairs.

The political turning point of November 1920 was shared with another less
visible event. Little attention was paid at first to the fact that Westinghouse radio
station KDKA had broadcast the Harding-Cox election returns on November 2,
1920. However, public interest in radio rapidly increased as sccres and then
hundreds of stations sprang up across the land. As ddily schedules were diversified
and lengthened, radio *“suddenly symbolized a coming age of enlightenment. It
was seen as leading to the fulfillment of democracy. . . . It would link rich and
poor, young and old. It would end the isolation of rural life. It would unite the
nation.”" We can readily appreciate today that Harding’s election in 1920 had
nowhere near the impact on the future of American life as did the broadcast of
the election returns on KDKA. The electronic age had arrived.

Unless one lived through this period, it is difficult indeed to visualize what
public excitement this miraculous device created. (The dazzling emergence of
television in post-World War II America was a relatively pallid performance
compared with the phenomenon of radio.) Home conveniences such as electricity
and telephone service and mechanical marvels like automobiles and phonographs
were widely used then, but they were by no means universal. There were no
electric refrigerators or oil burners, no supermarkets or rental cars, no bus routes
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or airlines. The Harvard undergraduate paid $200 a year tuition plus another
$300 for room and board. The New York Times cost 2¢. Men wore felt hats in
winter, straw skimmers in summer; women wore corsets all year round; the
brassicre had not yet been invented; and the computer was decades in the future.

This was the America that now suddenly foupd that speech and music could
explicably be transmitted over the air right-into their homes. The power of
invisible voice transmission hitherto limited to gods and ghosts was now in
human hands. Barriers of distance evaporated as people dialed through the night
to “pull in” stations from thousands of miles away. At first, earphones and sets
powered by crystals or storage batteries were required for home reception. How
ever, separate loudspeakers and normal electrical current soon came into play,
and public interest soared. When Stromberg Carlson, Atwater Kent, General
Electric (GE), Radio Corporation of America (RCA), and others introduced self-
contained radio sets with consoles priced at around $200 (equivalent 10 over
$1000 in 1984 dollars), millions of American famtlies acquired a radio receiver.

The public excitement provided by this miraculous radio medium of mass
communication was soon to be matched by advertiser enthusiasm. The initial
sponsored broadcast over WEAF, New York (now WNBC) was a late-afternoon.,
10-minute period on August 28. 1932, for which the Queensborough Corporation
paid $50 1o promote its Jackson Heights apartments. After William H. Rankin
of the Rankin Advertising Agency tried radio promotion successfully for a beauty
product, advertiser and agency interest picked up. The early straight promotional
talks were replaced in 1923 by the introduction of musical groups, such as the
Cliguot Club Eskimos, the Ipana Troubadours, and the A & P Gypsies, dedicated
to publicizing trade names with no sales message. One writer accounted for the
rapid acceptance of sponsored broadcasts this way: “An accident of history—
the fact that commercial radio began simultaneously with the post-World War |
breakup of Victorian social attitudes—this profoundly affected the development
of broadcasting in America.””

In 1923, American Telephone & Telegraph (AT&T) began experimenting
with networking WEAF programs to stations in Boston, Washington, Philadel-
phia, Schenectady, Providence, and Hartford over existing intercity telephone
lines. By July 1924, u network of 16 stations stretching as far west as Minne-
apolis, Kansas City, Davenport, lowa, and Dallas was being set up. An internal
AT&T statf study estimated it would reach 53 percent of the U.S population
and 62 percent of U.S. radio sets. By 1925, scores of advertisers used network
radio, and the number increased significantly after the formation of NBC in
November 1926. based on the AT&T lineup, known as the Red Network. In
January 1927, NBC acquired the smaller Westinghouse chain of five stations
with WJZ (now WABC). New York, as the “Hagship™ station. The latter group
was known as the Blue Network (predecessor of today's ABC) and was expanded
to parallel the Red Network. The CBS radio network came into being in 1928.
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The new medium was on the threshold of becoming a major national commu-
nications force.

Advertisers who at first had treated radio as an experimental venture (similar
to their recent interest in cable TV) were ready now to grant its potential for
creating sales. There was one major drawback: Pioneer radio lacked any meas-
urement of its unseen audience. Much had to be taken on faith. How many
tamilies had radio? What areas were served by various stations? When did people
listen? What programs were people listening to? And especially what is the size
of my program’s audience? Who is actually listening?

Early Attempts at Determining the Audience

The first effort to provide solid data came when NBC commissioned Dr. Daniel
Starch, a Harvard professor and pioneer market research cansultant, to conduct
an extensive survey east of the Rockies in March/April 1928. Over 17,000
personal interviews in 105 cities and towns-and in 68 rural counties showed that
34.6 percent of the families owned a radio, a penetration that if projected to the
total United States (including the unsurveyed area) would yield 9,640,000 total
radio families.” Although this was a valuable benchmark, by the time the study
was released in early 1929 NBC was estimating there were more than 11 million
radio families. The Starch study did nothing to measure listening patterns insofar
as stations and programs were concerned, so it had a minimal impact on the
advertising world.

Strong evidence of radia’s grip on its audience was evident in such a national
phenomenon as the nightly suspension of all normal activities for the 7:00 P.M.
“Amos 'n’ Andy” broadcast. In order to get patrons to the first show at local
motion picture theaters, the program was piped in before the movie.

Audience mail indicated significant audience response, but such nonsystematic
feedback was inconclusive because much of it was in response to over-the-air
offers of such material as autographed photos of the star, a free sample of the
product, a booklet, or some premium (early forms of what today is termed
“hyping”). One use of mail was to plot a station’s coverage pastern but even
that was unreliable because no trustworthy data on radio ownership by counties
was available. Only when the 1930 census provided such figures (in 1932) could
letters per thousand radio families be calculated for coverage purposes.

Nevertheless, lacking any other yardstick, the number of fan letters for stars
was an important clue to the unparalleled audience response that radio generated.
NBC received 1 million letters in 1929, 2 million in 1930. However, such a
crude feedback mechanism was not in the league with the circulation statements
issued by the Audit Burcaun of Circulation for the print media. Consequently,
publishers and many in advertising were not convinced that radio should be
considered a serious medium. Nevertheless, in 1929, 200 advertisers used NBC,
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a figure double that in 1928. By 1930 the client count went to 263 while the
network’s gross sales soared over 50 percent to $22 million.

More and more members of the Association of National Advertisers (ANA)
were concerned with the degree to which radio time purchases had to be made
on faith, with no way to evaluate either the network’s performance or the size
of audience to the program developed by their advertising agency. Claims by
networks and stations varied widely, and documentation was flimsy or non
existent—but relief was on the way.

Il. 1930—THE CURTAIN RISES:
THE COOPERATIVE ANALYSIS OF BROADCASTING
AND TELEPHONE RECALL INTERVIEWS

On February 7, 1930, a fateful meeting was held at the Yale Club in New York.
The advertising executives present were prospective participants in a survey of
radio program audiences due to go into the field in March of that year. Archibald
M. Crossley, head of a market research firm which had developed the survey
plan with the assistance of the Association of National Advertisers (ANA).
proposed that the survey be supported basically by advertisers. He agreed to
undertake financing and responsibility if the ANA would give him its endorse-
ment, which it did. The Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting (CAB) thus inau-
gurated its 16-year run. The world of advertising would never be the same again.
By creating advertiser confidence in the audience delivery of radio, the CAB
ensured rapid growth in future radio investments, heralding the electronic media
era.

In March 1930, CAB field interviewing inaugurated a 12-month study in 50
cities with three 4-month comprehensive reports, each covering 17.000 user
radio families. Each telephone call was to cover the previous 24 hours, deter-
mining when sets were used, who listened, what programs and stations were
heard, and what programs were preferred. Advertisers agreed (0 pay $70 per
month ($60 if an ANA member). In the first year 49 advertisers subscribed,
producing a revenue of $33.045. The cost was about 37¢ per telephone call.

Archibald Crossley’s introduction to the problems of measuring radio audi-
ences came from Sam H. Giellerup, an executive with Frank Seaman Advertising.
Giellerup in 1927 asked Crossley to check on which radio stations in the pur-
chased network of one of his clients, Davis Baking Powder Co., actually carried
the program. This was done via household telephone interviews. Consequently,
when Giellerup approached Crossley early in 1929 for a somewhat similar effort
for another client, Eastman Kodak, Crossley persuaded him to go further and
try to determine what percentage of the radio families had heard the Kodak
program.
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Carleton Healy, Eastman Kodak’s advertising manager, was enthusiastic about
the amount of radio audience information Crossley’s survey produced. Healy
described it at a meeting of the ANA, where considerable interest was generated,
resulting in Crossley s receiving about a dozen radio audience assignments from
individual clients. Meanwhile, Giellerup, in a magazine article, had proposed a
subscription measurement service supported by advertisers.*

In mid 1929, Crossley added a Harvard graduate to his New York staft who
had previously served as an occasional Crossley interviewer. John Karol quickly
discerned the significance of audience measurement for radio and urged Crossley
to move into the field aggressively because of its growth potential and Crossley’s
strong starting base. Crossley and Karol then met with A. E. Hasse, managing
director, and A. L. Lehman of the staff of the Association of National Advertisers
to explore the ANA's interest. Lehman suggested that a compilation of Crossley
findings from his various tndividual surveys would be a useful basis for deter-
mining the direction of further steps.

Crossley and Karol then prepared a report, “The Advertiser Looks at Radio,”
which was widely distributed by the ANA in late 1929. The 102-page report,
based on 31,000 interviews, contained information on the potential radio audi-
ence (60 percent of set owners used a set sometime during an evening), the
popularity of individual pragrams and program types, audience variation by hours
and by cities, and so on. It did much to show advertisers what Crossley’s
telephone technique could do if employed on a continuous basis

Events moved quickly. In November 1929, Crossley presented a detailed
operating proposal for a year’s study to be spread over each of the next |2 months
to Sam Conybeare, advertising manager of Armstrong Cork and chairman of the
ANA Radio Committee. The total cost was to be $1800 per month. Conybeare
offered the proposal to the ANA Radio Committee, but it was rejected. However,
the ANA promised its endarsement if Crossley would go ahead with the proposal
independently, assuming all financial risks. Crossley did and by the end of
January 1930 he had secured enough subscriptions to cover his budget. The
meeting on February 7, 1930 provided final joint subscriber suggestions and
official ANA endorsement. Crossley’s suggestion for appointing a liaison com-
mittee of subscribers was accepted, and the initial interviewing began one month
later.

Although the Association of National Advertisers stopped shert of commis-
sioning Crossley to conduct the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting, it main-
tained a deep proprietary interest in the project. When the rating service was
later chosen to receive the prestigious Harvard Advertising Award for outstanding
research, the formal award was made to the ANA.

The ANA’s willingness to participate to this degree in a somewhat speculative
media research effort reflected the strong need of its members for audience
measurement of a new medium that experience showed had vast potential as an
advertising tool. Market research was still in its infancy, public epinion polling



6 1. RADIO SERVICES—PRE-TV (1930-1946)

was unknown, and sampling techniques were crude and considered untrustworthy
by many in advertising. For the ANA to participate in the formation of the Audit
Bureau of Circulation in 1914 on a tripartite basis (advertisers, agencies, and
publishers) was one thing; to unilaterally take on a continuous media audience
measurement system using sample telephone calls was another. It was a bold
pioneering move that set standards and precedents for all advertising research.

Initially. only advertisers were accepted as clients. Although a number of
agency representatives attended the historic Yale Club meeting of February 7,
1930, they were not solicited as subscribers. However, a year later agency
subscriptions were accepted. and by the end of the third year agencies were
paying about two-thirds of the total budget, which had remained constant. Cros-
sley’s initial concerns about the degree to which advestisers would continue when
their agencies became subscribers were valid. Compared with the original 49
advertiser subscribers, the third year showed 21 advertisers and 18 agencies,
while in the fourth year advertiser subscribers dropped to 17 and agencies rose
1o 27. Networks were not accepted as subscribers at that time.

In an effort to find new revenue sources, on October 5, 1932, Crossley
submitted to the ANA a report entitled “Detailed Recommendations to the Gov-
erning Committee Regarding Network and Station Participation.” The report was
based on experimental work for several radio stations and a written offer of
$10,000 from NBC toward such costs, with the understanding that another
$15,000 would be made available.

Crossley’s proposal for doing network and station geographical audience
studies was not acceptable to the ANA. Instead, in October 1933, a membership
corporation was organized to take over all contracts and assets of the Cooperative
Analysis of Broadcasting, and A. W. Lehman of the ANA staff was appointed
its executive director. Crossley, Inc. was commissioned to perform the survey
work.

Although many subscribers were opposed to it and Crossley was reluctant to
accept it, this new arrangement had several advantages for both Crossley and
the ANA. Crossley, Inc. was relieved of the problem of sales and certain service
aspects. Crossley had always been more interested in his market and opiniorn,
research activities. This freed him of some responsibility for the administration
of the radio rating service, which by now was less challenging to him than it
had been intitally when the techniques and procedures were being introduced.

Insofar as the ANA and the CAB Governing Committee were concerned, it
assured them of continued control over the service. This meant that it would be
safe from the threatened broadcaster influence inherent in Crossley’s 1932 expan-
sion proposal. At the same time, the new organization might be able to do
something about the popular penchant for referring to the CAB’s output as
“Crossley ratings,” a practice frowned on by the ANA.

It did not take long for “ratingitis™ to appear on Madison Avenue, Michigan
Avenue, and Sunset Boulevard. First, such trade journals as Variety began
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disclosing and discussing Crossiey ratings. Then the gossip columnists (Walter
Winchell and Ed Sullivan) picked up the practice. soon to be emulated by
newspaper radio edifors and columnists. The CAB was a faceless abstraction,
but Crossley was the creator of the ratings. Even among advertisers and agencies
the audience numbers were “Crossley ratings.” Despite the CAB Governing
Committee’s unhappiness, nothing could halt this trend, the new administrative
structure included.

Archibald Crossley played no part in promoting his name in the trade and
press. Nevertheless, he is the first to admit that the publicity benefited his market
and opinion research business as well as generated custom radio surveys. Inas-
much as the rating service was never very profitable (and often showed losses).
he considered the unsought publicity a major recompense for his extensive and
continuous eftort.

As we see in Section 1V, the next entrant in the radio ratings field was a man
of a different stripe, a man eager to have his name attached 1o rating numbers

. COOPERATIVE ANALYSIS OF BROADCASTING
DEVELOPMENTS: 1930-1946

A look at the CAB service following its first report shows these highlights:’®

1931  The second-year survey expanded into many more interview points: 49
station cities and 98 towns and villages remote from stations. Fifty-three
percent of the telephone subscribers surveyed owned radios with Arling-
ton. Massachusetts ai a high of 77 perceat and Natchez, Mississippi at
a low of 12 percent. The CAB estimated that out of 66 mitlion total
listeners, an advertiser, with a single evening network program, could
average 3 million but go as high as 8 miltion. New programs were reported
to start with a rating” of about 5 but if suzcessful could rise to 20 or 25
in six months. “Amos 'n” Andy” was tops, with a 38 rating.

1932 The sample design was drastically altered In contrast to interviewing in
simall towns and villages, the survey now concentrated in c ties each of
which was served by t1e NBC Red, NBC Biue, and CBS networks. Thus.
the concept of ratings as a relatively pure program measure. unaffected
by station coverage amd varying lineups. was initiated. Sincz no ratings
were truly projectable to actual audience size until the lzte 1940s,.a strong
case could be made fer considering ratings as strictly a gauge of relative
program popularity.

1933 Thirty-nine cities of “fairly equal™ network competition were used, with
atotal of 75,030 telephone calls. Audience size by socioeconoemic groups
(determined by rent and occupation) was instituted.
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Radio ownership among telephone subscribers was up to 96%. but only
31% of the nation’s families had telephones.

Surveying was now reduced to 33 cities served by all networks. The day-

part method that Crossley proposed (to reduce memory loss) was intro-
duced. Instead of covering the entire preceding day’s listening in one
call, separate calls were made at four periods of the day: At 12:15 inter-
viewers covered listening up 0 noon; at 5:15, listening from noon to
5:00 P.M.; at 8:15, listening from 5:00 to 8:00 P.M. At9:00 the following
morning listening data for the previous evening after 8:00 P.M. was
collected. Total day-part samples were close to a quarter million annually .
As we see in the following section, the CAB service was facing its
first competitor: the Clark—Hooper service, which in the fall of 1934
introduced the coincidental telephone call technique (reporting listening
as of the minute of the phone call). It seems likely that Crossley's day-
part refinement in recall interviewing was partly a response to the Clark—
Hooper claims of greater accuracy through immediacy; it was CAB’s
first step toward the ultimate adoption of the coincidental technique a
decade later.
NBC and CBS were accepted as subscribers but without representation
on the CAB governing board. During this period D. P. Smelser, research
director of Procter & Gamble, was chairman of that board and wielded
great influence in molding CAB policies and procedures.

The problem of representation of nontelephone homes became a major
concern of the CAB in 1938. In 1929, there had been relatively few radio
owners among nontelephone households, but now the penetration of radio
ownership went far beyond telephone homes. Crossley's random call data
showed Class D homes (the lowest socio-economic group) with only one-
fourth the number of telephones needed to properly reflect it in his sample.
The solution was to move to a quota sample to get the proper proportion
of Class D homes in the total. Crossley indicated that “now over one-
half ot the calls were made in the lower income groups instead of less
than one-quarter.”

In a further step toward immediacy, the listening day was now divided
into eight parts (instead of the four inaugurated in 1935). Calls were
made five minutes after the hours of 11 AM.and 1, 3,5, 7, and 9 P.M.
Each interviewer covered listening for the previous two hours. Calls at
9:05 A.M. covered both after-9:00 P.M. activity the previous evening
and pre-9:00 A .M. listening the current morning.



1942
1943

1943

1944—
1945

1945-
1946

lil. COOPERATIVE ANALYSIS 9

The “overlap method” was introduced, utilizing 32 sets of interviews per
day (compared with the original four and later eight day parts). The
procedure covered each half hour, by interviews at four different times.
For example, 1:00-1:30 P.M. listening would be covered by four calls
obtaining two-hour records made at 1:30. 2:00, 2:30, and 3:00 P.M. The
purpose of this methodological change was to average the time span
between listening activity and interview to 75 minutes on a consistent
basis for ali-time periods. The CAB emphasized that it was measuring
“conscious program impressions,” 4n contrast to Hooper's coincidental
ratings, which tended o be higher.

Crossley recognized the need for a true national cross-sectional survey
that could be validly projected to U.S. totals. He developed a plan that
would employ persanal interviews and telephone calls and cover small
towns and rural areas, calling it the Full Program Coincidental. The
estimated annual cost was $384.,000, which he considered within rea-
sonable limits, but the CAB Governing Committee did not accept it. Had
it succecded, it might well have changed the outcome ot the survival
contest with Hooper and later with Nielsen.

The CAB overlap method apparently failed to give the service a viable
competitive too! with which to fend off Hooper’s steady gains in accept-
ance. Despite some members who favored its so-called conscious impres-
sion ratings, in 1944 the CAB Governing Commitiee decided to meet
Hooper’s competition head on by adopting his coincidental technique.
At the same time, apparently to differentiate its product somewhat by
implying greater projectability, the CAB abandoned its equal network
coverage concept (which Hooper also used) and increased its survey scope
to include 81 cities of 50,000 population or over, divided into four city-
size groups. A cautionary note stated: “The ratings cannot be projected
to total U.S. population since they do not include data for cities under
50.000, rural or farm calls or nontelephone homes.” As valid as such
warnings were, they were universally ignored. CAB ratings from 81 cities
were the most representative available. True projectable ratings were four
years in the tuture, and there was only one way to estimate national radio
audiences: use CAB ratings based on 81 cities or Hooper ratings based
on 36 cities with equal network service or some “do-it-yourself” formula
for merging the two.

As the CAB completed 15 years of service to the advertising and broad-
casting industries. it faced several serious problems. Even though network
subscribers were now providing a major portion of its funds, advertisers
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and agencies retained control of the Board of Governors. Financial prob-
lems had existed for several years, and there was indebtedness to Crossley
for past work. The Hooper service was less expehsive and was gaining
wider acceptance all the time. A. C. Nielsen’s meter service. which
promised ultimately to produce projectable U.S. ratings on a daily basis,
was expinded to an area comprising 63 percent of U.S. households and
it was becoming more widely used.

Now that the CAB had adopted Hooper’s coincidental telephone technique.
it could be assumed that the ratings would be reasonably close, even though the
arcas covered were not the same. Actually, Hooper showed higher radio usage,
and thus higher ratings on the average, of 20 percent.

The CAB'’s Final Downfall

Late in 1945 Dr. Hans Zeisel of the McCann-Erickson research department
conducted an intensive study to determine the cause of the consistent CAB-
Hooper difference. The details of the research appear in Appendix D, but the
conclusions were inescapably bad for the CAB. The study found that three factors
operated to create the 20 percent higher ratings reported by Hooper:

1. The Hooper interviewer waited for six rings before classifying a home as
unoccupied (and not listening); the CAB interviewer stopped after four rings.

2. CAB used an unsatisfactory system of handling listeners who did not or
could not identify the program turned on.

3. CAB and Hooper used different statistical treatments of “busy” homes.

The Zeisel findings were presented at a meeting of the Radio Executives Club
on February 7, 1946, by Marion Harper, Ir., then vice president for research
(later president) of McCann-Erickson. The findings proved to be the thunderbott
that felled the CAB. Nielsen made a competitive speech on March 21, extolling
the supeniority of his Nielsen Television Index (NTI) meter-based service over
the CAB and Hooper ratings. The CAB asked a three-person committce for
recommendations. The committee concluded in a report issued in April 1946:
“the present CAB rating service should not be continued because it does not
meel the specifications of an ideat rating service.” The CAB governors met with
Hooper and Nielsen and then polled the membership. By mid May the CAB
membership voted to continue.

At a May meeting, the Board of Governors, then headed by Bernard (Ben)
Dufty, president of Batten. Barton, Durstine & Osborn, with each of the four
radio network members represented, voted on whether the CAB should continue.
The board favored continuation, but at least three networks said they would
withdraw and that proved the tatal financial blow. because by this time networks
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supplied a major portion of the revenue. A deal was quickly made with Hooper
on June 17, 1946, to take over serving CAB subscribers, effective July 31.

After 16 years, the effort to produce a ratings service by a committee of users
proved no match for the eftorts of private entrepreneurs Hooper and Nielsen.
The first round was over: there was one more to go.

Iv. C. E. HOOPER AND THE TELEPHONE
COINCIDENTAL

“Were you listening to the radio just now?” This is the way the Clark—Hooper
interviewers began their short telephone interview in 1934, The next questions
were: “To what program were you listening, please?” “Over what station is that
program coming?” The simplicity of the questions, the immediacy represented
by data collected at the moment the person was listening, the relative randomness
of sampling, and the elimination of all buf a limited noncompletion problem
(busy signals and refusals) were significant elements favoring the coincidental
telephone interview method over the 24-hour recall interview then used by the
Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting.

In the fall of 1934, the new research firm of Clark—Hooper Inc. launched the
first syndicated coincidental survey conducted in 16 cities. It was financed by a
subscriber group of magazine publishers who were feeling the competitive heat
of radio and who became convinced that the ratings provided by the CAB service
overstated the audience of network radio programs. Early that year, Montgomery
Clark and C. E. Hooper had lett the Daniel Starch research organization to set
up their own shop to produce what they considered an improved survey of
magazine ad readership.

The group of magazine executives who encouraged them to measure radio in
competition with the CAB was led by Don Parsons. promotion director of McCall's
magazine. Parsons urged Hooper to produce a more valid measurement of radio
audiences that would *start with total number of sets as 100 percent and then
show the number of people not at home and at home but not listening, followed
by the percentage of sets tuned in and the division of listeners according to
programs—the reporting to show program ratings as percentages of total sets
rather than merely of the identified listening audience.” The first Clark—Hooper
ratings showed a significantly lower level than those presented by the CAB for
most programs.

Although Hooper was the foremost exponent and practitioner ot the coinci-
dental telephone technique for 20 years, he was not its inventor. Just who was
is a matter of some mystery. George Gallup employed personal coincidentals
for radio surveys at Drake University from 1929 to 1931. He set up a countrywide
system for conducting telephone coincidentals soon after he joined Young &
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Rubicam (Y&R) as director of research in July 1932.* Hooper often acknow!-
edged the assistance he received from Gallup while making his initial plans.
When Hooper’s service became established, Gallup abandoned the private Y&R
eftort.

Some attribute the first coincidental telephone technique to either Percival
White or Pauline Arnold. early market researchers. Both were conducting coin-
cidentals in the early 1930s.” Pauline Arnold conducted a nationwide coincidental
phone survey of daytime listening for NBC in April 1934,

The first published coincidental survey results appear to be the product of a
study conducted in the early summer of 1932 in Boston. Spansored by the Yankee
Network, the study involved 12,404 telephone interviews. The survey was planned
by John Karol, and the results were tabulated by Walter Mann, a market researcher.
A parallel study under similar auspices was conducted later that summer in
Providence, Rhode Island. Thus. a number of researchers pioneered the telephone
coincidental technique.

Hooper’s contributions to the coincidental technique were (1) to establish an
“available audience™ (which meant the percentage of households with someone
at home and awake; in other words, any home that answered his interviewer’s
call) and (2) to develop a method of prorating “busies” and refusals (which were
in the available audience). (The technical details of these contributions are dis-
cussed in Chapter 4))

Once the first Clark—Hooper radio report had emerged, Hooper began to sell
it to advertisers, agencies, and networks. He was aware that publisher support
was unlikely to continue for long and that he was bucking an entrenched “estab-
lishment” operation in the CAB, with its support by the ANA and the American
Association of Advertising Agencies. and the track record of four years of
Crossley surveying. Progress was slow, but he found early support from the
networks. The radio networks had not been accepted as subscribers by the ANA-
dominated Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting. which wanted no part of media
influence (at that time). Despite the fuct that CAB reports were discreetly cir-
culated and analyzed at network offices, their public use was forbidden. No such
restrictions were attached to the Clark—Hooper data. Moreover, network research-
ers were convinced that despite the smaller rating numbers produced for most
programs, the coincidental was a more accurate and valid measurement tool.

After working harmoniously with Clark for four years, Hooper decided to go
it alone. He saw a great future tor radio measurement, while Clark was more
interested in the print field. Despite the fact that radio represented only one-fifth
of the company’s billings, Hooper was willing to risk the loss of his share of
the magazine business to concentrate on radio with his own small staff of nine
employces. In 1938 C. E. Hooper, Inc. opened its doors and the Hooper ratings
era began.

As noted carlier, the press tended to refer to the “Crossley ratings” and
“Crossley points” when reporting CAB information about radio stars and pro-
grams. Since the CAB Board of Governors frowned on and discouraged use of
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Crossley’s name, the charismatic Hooper realized that here was a vacuum to be
filled. He had a natural flair for publicity, and whereas the CAB style was
secretive, Hooper’s style was the opposite. He assured himself of continuous
press coverage by releasing every month the First Fifteen highest-rating evening
programs (and later the Top Ten Daytime Shows). Not only the trade press but
columnists and radio editors were quick to quote the Hooper standings and to
trace the trend of top performers. Unlike Crossley, Hooper was not interested
in market, opinion, and other forms of commercial research. His niche was radio
and he became one of its best-known industry figures. Known far and wide as
“Hoop,” his ratings became “Hooperatings” and he welcomed becoming the butt
of many jokes and cartoons. Hooper claimed to be doing “audience measure-
ment,” not research.

By 1938 the Hooperating service covered 32 cities with station aftiliates of
the three networks. The number of calls in each was roughly representative of
the city’s size, with a minimum for the smaller cities. Daytime ratings were
introduced.

Analysis of the five questions from the interview could yield much data on
audience behavior: houscholds with people at home and awake (available audi-
ence), sets in use, hours of listening, network program ratings and share of
audience, composition of the audience, audience trends by time period, day,
month, and year, and sponsor identification.

Up to this point, syndicated rating survey activity had been confined to national
network programs. What littke had been done at the local level was especially
commissioned, as the Yankee Network 1932 studies had been. Hooper saw an
opportunity to produce local ratings by combining interviews in a metropolitan
area over three or four months. The samples were thin, but he promised improve-
ment if stations would support the service. Attending the 1940 NAB convention
in San Francisco, Hooper presented his package to as many station managers as
he could. In 1946, when he sold his network rating service to Nielsen, C. E.
Hooper, Inc. maintained a flourishing and growing local radio market business.

In 1941 Dr. Matthew N. Chappell, a Columbia University psychology pro-
fessor, was retained by Hooper as a consultant. Chappell examined the CAB
and Hooper’s methods and ratings figures and his analysis revealed that a major
problem affecting the telephone recall was the “no answers.” In the coincidental
technique, this became a “not at home” in the sample base, while the Crossley
system ignored it. Chappell thoroughly explored the inherent memory variable
in a 24-hour recall. (For details, see Appendix D.)

Professor Darrell B. Lucas of New York University further examined Chap-
pell’s findings. In 1942 he wrote to the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting
outlining the weaknesses of the recall technique. To Lucas, the fact that the day-
part recall always rated less popular shows below the coincidental level was a
fatal law. He reasoned that the coincidental “average audience” by definition
must be smaller than the recall “total audience” assuming total recall. Unques-
tionably, the Chappell/Lucas findings were a potent factor in the CAB’s decision
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o go first to the overlap method in 1942 and ultimately to the coincidental
technique in 1944,

During World War 11, Hooper’s position in the ratings field became steadily
more secure. He instituted another common-sense innovation: the ratings pock-
etpiece, which quickly became a fixture in the network rating field. For more
than a decade, ratings reports had appeared in a conventional 84" X 11" booklet
(although Hooper's were in a horizontal torm rather than the vertical form adopted
by the CAB). Hooper realized that these reports, although useful for research
analysts al networks and agencies, were too cumbersome and detailed to receive
much executive attention. New packaging was needed, and in 1943 he brought
out an eight-page 3" X 6" green pocketpiece with a page for each night’s network
schedule (with sponsor’s name) including the latest rating and share and the
change from the previous report. It was small and convenient to carry in an
mside suit pocket where it could be casily referred t0. Hooper subscriber exec-
utives quickly adopted the Hooper pocketpiece, which became a Madison Avenue
status symbol.

With the publication in 1944 of Chappell and Hooper's “Radio Audience
Mcasurement,” ratings service competition intensified. While Hooper gained
ground over the CAB, a new competitor—A. C. Nielsen. with his mechanical
meter system—was slowly but surely gaining acceptance. Hooper’s greatest days
of glory were still ahead. however.

The immediate post-World War Il period (1946—1950) was the most eventful
in the history of radio ratings (as well as in the radio industry). As we stated,
the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting, after 16 years, folded in July 1946.
Hooper acquired and agreed to service all CAB accounts.

C. E. Hooper and his Hooperatings were now preeminent, a supremacy that
was contirmed by several milestones of radio programming. In October 1946,
Bing Crosby. in a contract with Philco, in order to obtain the right to prerecord
his ABC show (all network programs were then live), agreed that his program
would have to go live if the Hooperating dropped below 12. After an opening
rating ol 24. Crosby dropped successively to 18.3. 15.1, and 12.2. A hasty
infusion of bigger-name guest stars saved Croshy from going live.'” A later
instance was William S. Paley’s deal 1o move Jack Benny, network radio’s No.
I program, from NBC to CBS in January 1949. Said Robert Metz: “The only
way Benny’s sponsor, the American Tobacco Company, would go along with
the switch was it Paley guaranteed them $3000 for every point that Jack Benny
fell below his Hooper rating at NBC—$3000 per point per week. At that time
Benny’s Hooper rating was a formidable 24 plus, but Paley never had 10 make
any payments.”"" The Saturday Evening Post, then a top weekly magazine,
carried an article (November 22, 1947) by Collie Small about Hooper entitled
“The Biggest Man in Radio,” stating: “He makes 10,000,000 telephone calls a
year and radio’s top councils plot their course by his charts.”

Nevertheless, Hooper could not and did not rest on his laurels. His radio
measurement was taced with two serious problems:
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I. The continued expansion of the Nielsen Audimeter service, which by 1947
sampled 68 percent of U.S. radio homes and was targeting 97 perceni coverage
by 1948. This would provide the industry with day-long, minute-by-minute meter
data on a truly projectable basis for the first time.

2. The rapid growth of television, which was most pronounced in telephone
households in major cities where Hooper’s measurements were taken. This meant
that Hooperatings were now understating national radio audiences, because an
abnormally high proportion of his respondents had TV and had therefore dras-
tically reduced their radio usage.

Where it had been an accepted practice 1o project Hooperatings to produce
national audience estimates. this was no longer even remotely justified, because
the Hooper universe no longer approximated total U.S. radio. The Federal Com
munications Commission had put a freeze on television expansion (pending
development of today’s allocation system). so that between September 1948 and
April 1952 TV service was limited to 63 markets. Hooper operated in the local
call arca of 36 cities, 34 of which had one or more TV stations (only Hartford
and Portland, Oregon, were without local TV). Ad:led to the problem of asym-
metrical geographic TV growth was the question of what to do about television
audience measurement, which Hooper was being pressured to produce.

Hooper recognized his strategic weakness in the coming tace-oft with archrival
Nielsen over U.S. projectable audience tigures and set out to find his own answer.
His attention focused on listener diaries, of which he had some knowledge trom
work done by CBS beginning in 1940. As carly as 1945, Hooper disclosed work
on what later became Projectable U.S. Hooperatings. In early 1946 Hooper hired
Gordon Buck to head up the Area Surveys Division of C. E. Hooper, Inc. Buck
had about 5 years of diary experience with Industrial Surveys and provided
Hooper with the expertise he needed to get started. However, the two disagreed
over Hooper’s proposed use of diary results. and Buck resigned in October 1946.
Hooper then hired David Dole. who had no diary experience but had worked
for 10 years in radio at the Henri Hurst and McDonald Advertising agency in
Chicago and placed him in charge of the U.S. Hooperatings production.

U.S. Hooperatings were designed to merge the results of two techniques—
coincidental telephone interviews and diaries—to produce projectable national
ratings and audience figures. Hooper’s formula was:

94 city coincidental ratings  U.S. Hooperatings

94 city diary ratings U.S. diary ratings

In other words, U.S. diary guarter-hour figures were converted to the coin-
cidental average-minute base by the ratio of coincidental and diary ratings for
each program in 94 cities. Hooper was wedded to the coincidental average-
minute concept and was adamantly opposed to publishing pure diary figures.,
which he distrusted because they were selt-administered.
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The first U.S. Hooperating study was conducted in January—February 1948
with a total of 1,734,000 coincidental telephone calls and 4800 household diaries
mailed out (about 2000 returned). A one-time-per-week half-hour program was
covered by 12,780 coincidental calls, a 5-day daytime quarter hour by 17,475
calls. Three diaries (one tor each radio set) were furnished each home. Projections
were made to the latest available (1946) estimate of U.S. radio homes—
33,998,000. This study was released in April 1948 and met with limited accept-
ance. (Three shows were reported reaching more than eight million homes:
“Fibber McGee and Molly,” “Charlie McCarthy,” and “The Jack Benny Show.™)
For the first time Hooper was able to provide U.S. audience figures in terms of
number of homes.

Hooper was ahead with projectables but could he stay there? He originally
planned three studies a year; however, the second was not done until January—
February 1948. It used a mailing of 6000 diaries, with names and addresses
supplied by the Hooper-Holmes Burcau. Dole reports that the usable diary return
was 2436. A third survey was conducted later in 1949, but by that time Hooper's
attention was on other matters.

In September 1949. Nielsen announced that he would issue four reports a
month, an attempt to speed ratings data to subscribers and overcome one of
Hooper’s greatest advantages—fast delivery. Nielsen had achieved his 97 percent
geographic coverage of U.S. homes and was gaining clients. CBS canceled the
Hooperating service to rely on Nielsen. Hooper's profits were tumbling fast. and
since the service had never accumulated a financial reserve. drastic action had
to be taken.

Arthur C. Nielsen had on several previous occasions suggested a buyout of
Hooperatings and had offered $250,000 for it in 1938.'* Now, in December
1949, there were indications of a Nielsen—Hooper deal in the making. By January
1950, the two parties confirmed discussions, and the official announcement came
in early March.

The price paid for U.S. Radio and Television Hooperatings was said to have
been between $500.000 and $750.000. Hooper retained his City Hooperatings
(radio and TV), his Area Coverage Indexes, and Sales Impact ratings. C. E.
Hooper, Inc. could not reenter the national rating field for 5 years, and Hooper
personally agreed to a 10-year ban. Both companics reported losing money on
ratings at the time (a fact more than likely attributable 10 their efforts to taunch
viable television measurements with limited client support).

Hooper denied that he was quitting the tield. He insisted that because of the
manner of TV growth, only local market ratings were meaningful and that he
could continue interviewing in 100 cities. Time magazine quoted him as saying:
“We rode network radio up, now we’re letting someone else ride it down.”"?
Hooper hoped to carry on the battle on his own ground, but few of his former
clients were interested in that approach. For a time Hooper toyed with an instan-
taneous Hooperecorder as well as other new products, but none of them readily
absorbed his restless nature.
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V. A.C. NIELSEN AND THE METER

Radio broadcasting had introduced the electronic age on a broad scale,
so what could be more fitting than an electronic solution to the problem of
measuring radio audience. The idea of metering the tuning of radio sets goes
back as far as the telephone recall interview and the coincidental telephone
method.

Claude E. Robinson, then a student at Columbia University, applied on
November 7, 1929, for a U.S. patent on a meter device he had invented.
In the patent application, after a short description of objectives, are these
paragraphs:

It is the object of the present invention to provide a device for producing a record
indicating the wavelengths or frequencies to which a receiver has been tuned when
it is turned on, the time of day when it is turned on and the length of time it is
turned on.

It is another object of the invention to record the time during which a receiving
set is operated and more particularly the wavelengths to which one or more receiving
scts are tuned during the time that they are operated.

It is a further object of the invention to provide for scientifically measuring the
broadcast listener response by making a comparative record of the wavelengths of
broadcasting stations to which each of a plurality of receiving sets is tuned over
a selected period of time. By staking out a geographical or population for a survey,
and taking a radio census to determine who the radio listeners are. and then
providing radio receiving sets equipped with tuning recorders for a selected sample
of these listeners, a comparative record will be made which will be a scientific
measurement of listener response. The relative populanty of programs being broad-
cast trom different broadcasting stations will be recorded. The record will show
the length of time during which each set is tuned to each wavelength, the hour of
the day during which each set is operated and the various programs that the set is
tuned to receive.

Certainly this indicates that Robinson had a complete understanding of the
use of his meter as an audience measurement instrument. The third paragraph
of the foregoing extract could be a brief description of either of today’s local
meter services (with TV substituted for radio).

However, nothing tangible came of the Robinson patent. According to George
Gallup, Robinson, who later was Gallup’s partner in opinion research, was so
hard up for money to complete college that he sold his patent to RCA tor a few
hundred dollars. Oddly, RCA seems not to have appreciated the value of the
meter as a practical device. There is no evidence that RCA made any attempt
to develop Robinson’s meter or even to call it to the attention of its broadcasting
subsidiary, NBC."*
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The Elder-Woodruff Audimeter

The meter that is now known as the Nielsen Audimeter had its beginnings with
Robert Elder, marketing instructor at Massachusetts Institute of Technology. In
the winter of 1933-1934, Elder had become involved in the problem of measuring
radio’s effectiveness as an advertising medium because of interest expressed by
Grafton Perkins. advertising manager of Lever Brothers. and by CBS vice pres-
ident Paul Kesten. Elder had conducted two mail surveys, one in 1930 and
another in 1931, both published by CBS under the title “Does Radio Sell Goods?”
Postcard questionnaires yielding product use data for radio and nonradio house-
holds were the base for strong affirmative conclusions regarding the aural medi-
um’s sales power. "

Elder reports that these studies got him “really hipped on the idea that the
effectiveness of advertising could be measured if we could be just smart enough
to figure out how to do it.”'® The crude technique he had used would not work
because radio ownership was becoming virtually universal. The obvious answer
“was to isolate regular listeners to a program, occasional listeners, and nonlis-
teners and to make running measurements of the brand-buying habits of these
groups . . . for comparison with their program-listening habits. And the most
accurate method appeared to be electronic measurement of radio listening and
diaries or home inventories of product usage.” Elder made such a proposal to
Paul Kesten of CBS in 1932.

In the winter of 1933-1934, a pair of MIT seniors seeking a senior research
project expanded on Elder’s concept and started to design an electrical instrument
to accomplish their goal. Their enginecring background was not adequate, so
they sought help from Elder, who was by then assistant professor of engineering
and business administration, and Louis F. Woodruft, an associate professor of
electrical engineering at MIT. The two professors agreed to supervise the stu-
dent’s project. with Woodrutf concentrating on instrument design and Elder on
a technique for using it. A single crude instrument (which was on a par with
the Wright brothers” first successful flying machine) was built and tried on several
sets with the graphs laboriously decoded.

Woodruff became intrigued with the development of a commercially feasible
meter based on Elder’s encouragement that there was a market need for the
meter data. Together the two professors financed construction of halt a dozen
experimental models, which were attached to friends’ radios for testing and
gradual moditication. Elder describes the instrument that they finally concluded
would work dependably:

[t worked this way: an eccentric cam was attached to the tuning shaft of the radio
set. and connected by a Bowden wire to a stylus mounted above a perforated tape
passing over a sprocket actuated by a synchronous electric motor. The stylus moved
faterally in either direction as the tuning dial turned to change the wavelength, and
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the tape moved continuously horizontally with time. The stylus was brought into
contact with the tape magnetically when the sét was turned on. When installing
the device on a set. the set was successively tuned 10 each clearly received station
across the dial and the position of the stylus mark on the tape noted with the call
letters of the station. Finally the time of starting the tape was noted exactly.
Originally, we tried a paper tape and a pencil-lead stylus, but this did not work
dependably. Afier much searching we found a red paper tape with a thin white
wax coating (I think low density polyethylene, but | didn’t know much about
plastics then). That, with a sharp metal stylus, produced a clear sharp mark that
left us differentiate stations that were quite close together. This material was made
by the Haloid Company. (It was long before the birth of Xerox.)"

The worst problem encountered in operating the model was having the current
interrupted so that the time record was destroyed. This happened most frequently
when the Audimeter plug was disconnected but also took place with blown fuses
or power blackouts. An arrangement to lock plugs into wall outlets solved the
problem to some degree.

When Elder instituted a patent search, he discovered that RCA had been
issued a patent (June 5, 1934) tor the Robinson device that interfered with the
Audimeter. After several negotiating sessions, Elder received a letter from RCA
patent attorneys “‘essentially giving us a royalty-free license to make and use a
limited number of instruments.” Elder coined the name Audimeter, and he and
Woodruff trademarked it.

Elder and Woodruft filed for their basic patent on August 17, 1936 and
received it on October 10, 1939.

First Commercial Use of the Audimeter

According to Elder, the first commercial use of the Audimeter was in the fall
of 1935 after John Karol, CBS research director, who was acquainted with the
Elder—Woodruff invention, “suggesied (o John Shepard (owner of WNAC, Bos-
ton) that a survey with our instrument might be useful.” The survey was con-
ducted for and at the expense of Shepard, who also owned other New England
stations and operated the regional Yankee Network.'® A total of 110 Audimeters
costing about $100 each were employed.

The Boston survey got quite a bit of publicity and resulted in interest from
Paul Stewart, a market researcher who knew Elder Stewart (formerly with the
U.S. Department of Commerce and later a partner in Stewart-Douglas, man-
agement consultants) was then employed by the New York engineering/man-
agement consulting firm Anderson-Nichols. Anderson quickly agreed to a contract
lo take over the Audimeters for a New York area study for station WOR.
Anderson-Nichols ran into many difficulties. however, and the survey was never
completed.
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Nielsen Acquires Audimeter

In the spring of 1936, Elder spoke at a meeting of the Market Research Council
held at the Yale Club in New York. Arthur C. Nielsen had been urged by several
major advertising clients of his marketing service to attend the luncheon, so he
was present with an associate, Beverly Murphy, later chairman of Campbell
Soup Company.

Nielsen, who had established a successful market research business with his
Drug and Food Indexes, was impressed enough to begin negotiating immediately
for the Audimeter. As an electrical engineer, Nielsen quickly recognized both
the advantages of meter measurement and the shortcomings of the existing Audi-
meter. Moreover, as an experienced market researcher he realized the need for
a substantial number of meters to produce radio ratings with a commercially
acceptable degree of statistical accuracy and the need for careful and accurate
analysis of the meter records. A a businessman he was acutely aware of the need
for a substantial capital investment. (Little did Nielsen appreciate, at that time
how large that investment would become.) Therefore, he proposed that the
Nielsen Company acquire ownership of the Audimeter realizing that much work
needed to be done.

A deal was worked out with Elder und Woodruff and signed in the spring of
1936. The two men signed over the existing stock of meters. the patent appli-
cations that had been filed. and the trademark rights to the name Audimeter.
Nielsen paid the legal and patent costs incurred by the inventors and a modest
sum for the work they had done and the cost of the instruments (which was
repaid to John Shepard, who had financed the 1935 Boston survey). Niclsen
agreed to pay Elder and Woodruff 15 percent of the pretax profits of the business
done based on the patents transterred. The two professors agreed to do consulting
work on an agreed hourly rate. Most of the consulting was done by Woodruff
because Elder joined Lever Brothers as manager of market research in 1937,
The Audimeter inventors never actually collected royalties under the contract,
because the patents expired while the Nielsen Radio tndex still showed red ink.
In 1962 Nielsen made them a single payment of $25.000 (Woodruff had died
in 1960, so his share went to his executor).

Elder had always considered the Audimeter and its record of viewing as a
means to an end—determining advertising effectiveness—rather than as an end
in itself. In fact, he commented: “I think that television broadcasting suffers
greatly from the misuse of the NTI and for that reason | am not too happy about
my part in getting it started.™® He went on to describe techniques used at Lever
Brothers in the years 1938-1945 10 determine the varying sales effectiveness of
their sponsored programs and others as well. Nielsen shared Elder’s enthusiasm
for such use of the Radio Index by tying it to consumer usage pantry surveys.
However, early efforts in this direction proved that obtaining reliable information
on low-consumption items required sample sizes well beyond economic possi-
bilities. Eventually, this concept of the Audimeter gave way to its near universal
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acceptance as an excellent source of audience data when installed in a continuous
panel. The vast variety of data available from such an operation is detailed in
Chapter 7.

Once the Audimeter was acquired, Nielsen launched a major research and
development effort under Hugh Rusch, a Nielsen vice president. This encom-
passcd the Audimeter itself (especially timing and recording aspects); field tech-
nigues for sampling and gaining family acceptance; editing, keypunching, and
tabulating of tapes: determining and recording household purchases, and a host
of legal problems associated with a continuous pancl. In Nielsen’s words: “The
difficulty which became apparent very quickly was that an average of over 40
percent of the households used experimentally suffered one or more power
outages in the four-week interval used for measurements, and the Audimeter
had not been designed to take account of such outages which, of course, rendered
unacceptable the graphic records produced by the meters. A tremendous amount
of executive and technical time and effort—and money—were expended over a
long time interval before we succeeded in developing methods which solved the
power outage problem.”*

Forwnately for Nielsen, his Food and Drug Indexes (founded in 1934 and
1933, respectively) were becoming widely accepted and furnished a cash flow
that could be tapped for tunding the Audimeter project. In 1938, by which time
the Audimeter had been substantially redesigned, what was called the Chicago
pilot was launched as a full-scale field test involving a 200-home sample. The
sample was divided into two areas tanning out from Chicago—one through
Wisconsin in the direction of Minneapolis, the other southeast across Indiana
toward Cincinnati. This was intended to encompass all kinds of household meter
situations—urban, small cities, towns, rural villages, and farms. The pilot was
operated for four years, during which time the Audimeter was refined; means
were developed for hooking up the many types of receivers in use and by which
ficld and recovery and editing procedures could be tried and evaluated.

In December 1942, despite wartime equipment shortages, Nielsen went com-
mercial with an 800-home sample in the east central portion of the United States—
an area accounting for approximately 25 percent of households. Acceptance was
limited for a service predicated on such limited geography, but by 1945 the
service had acquired 47 subscribers, mostly large advertisers and the networks.
The pantry inventory was an attraction for advertisers and, coupled with his
reputation and credibility with sponsors, Nielsen developed a strong position in
the rating field. His service provided analytic value not possible elsewhere, and
all knew he was working toward a national projectable service. At that time,
reports were generated monthly (covering 4 weeks), geared to tape collections
by field workers. Report delivery was originally 12 weeks after close of the
measured month, but this was gradually reduced to 10 and then 8 weeks.

In 1946. when the end of World War I made it possible to obtain additional
Audimeters, Nielsen Radio Index (NRI) coverage was expanded to 63 percent
of all U.S. homes. The sample covered all arcas except the following: New
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England and virtually all of the Middle Atlantic, Southeast. Mid-South, Plains,
and Rocky Mountain states. A total of 1300 Audimeters were placed in 1100
homes. Nielsen was now ready to compete head on with the Cooperative Analysis
of Broadcasting and C. E. Hooper. In a speech, Nielsen explained that his
company had spent nearly 10 years and $2 million to refine the original Audimeter
“to a point where it produces accurate results under all conditions . . . . and to
get the instrument into successful production on a quantity basis and at a rea-
sonable cost.”™*' He cited the exhaustive 4-year pilot test, which had eliminated
“most of the hazards usually encountered in the inauguratian of a highly technical
business™ before launching the NRI service in 1942, “While coverage of the
remaining areas is definitelv planned,” he said, “the present area is considered
sufficiently representative to provide a sound basis for solving” a number of
major problems (especially those related to national network programs).

Nielsen then detailed the characteristics of the NRI service and the types of
information furnished. He next launched into an item-by-item comparison with
the coincidental services (Hooper and the CAB) on accuracy of basic data, sample
size, sample quality. diagnostic potential, sales effectiveness measurement, and
delivery speed. Nielsen’s speech was delivered only 6 weeks after one given by
Marion Harper, referred to earlier, comparing CAB unfavorably with Hooper in
executing the coincidental technique.

Nielsen, recognizing that the CAB’s existence was precarious, on April 12,
1946, addressed to all CAB governors a letter to which was attached a printed
copy of his speech “New Facts about Radio Research.” Nielsen believed that
“discontinuance of CAB ratings service, accompanied by endorsement of Nielsen
Radio Index by the CAB governors would give the industry—promptly—the
‘ideal’ radio research service” recommended by its three-man committee. Nielsen
issued both his letter and the printed speech to the industry and the press with
the explanation that “at last we feel obliged . . . to speak publicly, and with
complete frankness, on the whole subject of radio research.” Thus, a month
before the demise of the CAB, Nielsen was throwing down the gauntlet to
Hooper, who he doubtless suspected would win round one. Round two had
already begun, and Nielsen was now going to use the press in much the way
Hooper had been doing for years. About this time Nielsen began releasing lists
of top-rated shows, another move to elbow Hooper out of center stage.

In April 1949, when the NRI was expanded to cover 97 percent of U.S.homes
(only the Mountain time zone was excluded on the basis of extreme ficld costs).
Nielsen had achieved his long-sought objective of national projectable ratings.
Hooper had beaten him to this goal by publishing his first U.S. Hooperatings
study a year earlier; but Hooper’s technique was not widely accepted, and he
did not complete a second survey until April 1949. So now Hooper’s ratings
were in direct competition with Nielsen’s. Nielsen won handity because he had
a continuous meter service that operated around the clock, 48 weeks a year.
Hooper’s somewhat jerrybuilt combination of coincidentals and diaries was not
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truly competitive. Combined with the troubles he had with his regular 36-city
monthly service because of the incursion of television in his sample cities, Hooper
now knew he was beaten. Nielsen started discussions with Hooper in the fall of
1949 and by March 1950 had closed the deal to acquire Hooper’s national radio
and television services.

The industry once again (as between 1930 and 1934) had a single national
radio rating service, something for which many spokesmen had often pleaded.
In eight years Niclsen, the third starter, had outdistanced Crossley and Hooper
and stood alone on the national radio ratings field. One outcome was a sharp
increase in Nielsen’s rates to networks, which nearly doubled in 1951 to cover
increase in sample size to 1500 homes and speedier delivery. (CBS’ rates went
from $56,000 to $100,000.)

The field was now becoming more complex. The emergence of many more
local radio stations and the growth of spot radio had increasedthe market for
local ratings, and there Hooper was still supreme. In addition, the Pulse, a new
local service developed by its president Dr. Sydney Roslow, was getting under
way. Automobile and portable radio sets were steadily increasing the volume of
out-of-home listening (unmeasurable by Audimeter). The household was no
longer a fully satisfactory unit of radio measurement. Advertisers’ attention was
turning to demographic analysis. Then there was that new electronic medium—
television—whose spiraling growth was captivating agencies and advertisers.
Nielsen, as a result of the Hooper deal, had already positioned himself well to
be the industry’s national service, but because of the FCC frecze on new stations,
local ratings were assuming even greater importance in TV than in radio. Perhaps
Hooper was right: Could it be that he had sold Nielsen *“a dead horse.” as he
asserted?

VI. THE MEN WHO MADE THE RATINGS: CROSSLEY,
HOOPER, AND NIELSEN

Probably few fields of commercial activity owe their development to such a
small coterie of individuals as does broadcast audience measurement. Archibald
M. Crossley, C. E. Hooper, and Arthur C. Nielsen each made major contributions
to ratings in their determination to see a particular methodology established and
used in a field that after 1934 became highly competitive.

These three pioneers, although close in age, differed widely in personality
and temperament. Nevertheless. they shared certain qualities that not only con-
tributed to their professional success but also benefited the ratings field. They
were men of integrity, intellect, vision, and persistence, who placed a high value
on professional ethics and entrepreneurial independence. They were rugged inno-
vators who started their own businesses trom scratch. Each fought hard, in his
own way, to generate audience measurements that they believed were superior
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to those produced by other techniques. Their high moral standards were perhaps
their greatest legacy to the ratings field. Such healthy competition resulted in
advances and modifications to the advantage of users. Radio was a new medium
introducing new aspects of time and space into communications; market research
was in its infancy; public opinion polling was virtually unheard of; and models
for syndicated audience measurement services were nonexistent.

Crossley and Hooper in particular maintained a warm personal relationship
during the competitive years in which Hooper enierged victorious. Crossley,
always more interested in market and public opinion research than in the CAB
radio service, delegated much of the radio operation to assistants. Moreover,
his relationship with the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting deprived him of
the freedom to exercise his judgment and to meet competitive thrusts from
Hooper. One can only speculate whether the developments of the 1930s and
1940s would have been more favorable to Crossley had he controlled his service
completely, rather than having to bow to decisions of the CAB Board of Governors.

In contrast to Crossley, always a low-key, fatherly type tigure, Hooper was
a truly charismatic individual: handsome, debonair, exuberant, and witty, a man
of infectious enthusiasm, a great salesman with a natural flair for public relations
and showmanship. He had scores of industry friends from coast to coast with
whom he shared his love of outdoor sports. Members of his organization were
part of the “Hooper family,” and he maintained a parochial interest in their
personal lives. Radio research was Hooper’s forté, and he worked constantly to
put his service on top. even though he was bucking the “establishment”—the
tripartite (ANA, 4A’s, Network) nonprotit Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting.

Arthur Nielsen, on the other hand, was a professional electrical engineer
whose philosophy about audience surveying was that it should be an observation
of specific action by consumers, rather than answers to questions where human
elements could influence results. Before tackling radio, he had built a successful
market research business measuring the retail movement of drug and grocery
brands by regular store audits. In contrast to Hooper’s ebullient personality,
Nielsen, although equally articulate, was scholarly and reserved in demeanor.
He graduated from the University of Wisconsin School of Engineering with a
scholastic grade average never equaled. Thoroughness and attention to detail
were hallmarks of Nielsen’s approach. Whereas an agreement with Hooper could
be closed over lunch with a handshake, contract discussions with Nielsen often
resembled a labor-management negotiation. Whereas Hooper loved flying and
took planes whenever possible, Nielsen, who also traveled thousands of miles
a year, never flew because of the higher rate of fatalities in air travel.

Both Hooper and Nielsen were excellent salesmen but used diametrically
opposite approaches. Hooper would take one issue, simplify it to his advantage,
and play the results hard in the press and in personal solicitation. Nielsen, on
the other hand, always presented an exhaustive (and to the recipient sometimes
exhausting) array of facts and carefully reasoned (and numbered) arguments.
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Nielsen focused his atention on the advertiser as the key client; Hooper’s greatest
efforts were directed to agencies, where he was widely known and liked. Crossley
had no need to sell his ratings; the CAB handled that, and Crossley’s contact
with users was negligible. He was more concerned with measurement method-
ology and became willing to consider the merits of other techniques.

In contrast to the bond between Crossley and Hooper, the relationship between
Hooper and Nielsen was one of coolness and increasingly tense rivalry. During
much of the time between 1934 and 1946, Hooper was the underdog. Then, just
as he was able to enjoy an unchallenged position as “The Biggest Man in
Radio, * Nielsen began to threaten with his meter service.

The slow but thorough development of the national projectable meter ratings
finally gave Nielsen the edge needed for victory. His methodology, financial
position, organization and widespread industry acceptance rendered him nearly
invincible. The ratings conflict that had lasted for nearly two decades ended at
last in 1950, with Nielsen victorious.

These three men had dominated radio ratings for 20 years: from March 1930
when Crossley conducted the first rating survey, using telephone recall, through
the rise and fall of Hooper and his coincidental technique, to the final ascendancy
of Nielsen’s Audimeter service with the Hooper—Nielsen deal of March 1950.
The industry had progressed from surveys that provided only crude “‘ratings.”
showing relative popularity of programs in limited areas, to a national sample
providing projectable estimates in millions of households.

But radio ratings were not to settle down; several new factors would see to
that. Television would rapidly draw advertising dollars and rating attention away
from radio to the new medium. The mushrooming growth of car radios and the
miniaturization of portable radios created a sizable and growing out-of-home
audience not measurable by the Audimeter. The advent of thousands of new AM
and FM radio stations provided a greater need and more opportunity for /ocal
radio rating services. Hooper expected to capitalize on that development.

None of the 1930s trio is still active in the ratings field; only one is living.
Crossley, who abandoned the field in 1946 to concentrate in market and opinion
research, is retired, but his firm, Crossley Surveys, Inc., continues to operate.
Hooper died on December 15, 1954, killed instantly when he slipped and fell
into an unguarded airplane propeller while duck hunting. His name still lives in
the firm of Starch-INRA-Hooper.

Arthur Nielsen, Sr., the last to remain active, died in June 1980 after a long
illness. From the mid 1960s, he left television ratings to others and concentrated
on expanding his company’s overseas rescarch activities and on diversifying at
home. The A. C. Nielsen Co.—by far the nation’s leading market research firm,
with annual revenues over $600 million—merged with Dun & Bradstreet in
1984.

Nielsen made more contributions to market and media research that are widely
recognized but several are not often appreciated. He firmly believed that quality



26 1. RADIO SERVICES—PRE-TV (1930-1946)

research was expensive (by the cost structure stundards of the day) and that
clients should be prepared to pay the full price (and yield the supplier a reasonable
profit). Nielsen’s prices were always higher than those of any compeltitor, and
long-term, ironclad contracts were required. Therefore, subscriber top manage-
ment was invariably involved in Nielsen negotiations. By this approach Nielsen
assured that his company would prosper and that funds for experimentation and
new service developments were available to cope with improved technology.

A second (and somewhat corollary) Nielsen principle was that his research
results should reach top management. He recognized that relatively low-level
research directors were seldom able to get the attention of presidents and operating
vice presidents. Therefore, at least once annually, Nielsen would ask clients for
an audience with all involved top executives, at which he would present a lengthy
presentation on NRI results, including many special Nielsen analyses.

These presentations were his way of ensuring that top management was cog-
nizant of the depth of the valuable data in NRI reports, which justified the high
expense for the service. Nielsen’s detailed presentations became a hallmark of
the Nielsen services throughout the industry .

The broadcasting industry owes much to Crossley, Hooper, and Nielsen: Just
how much would take volumes to record. The foregoing brief look into their
personalities and methods provides readers some understanding of their immensely
important personal roles in pioneering the broadcast ratings field.
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I. EARLY RADIO DIARIES—PRE-TV
(CBS, HOOPER, SEILER)

A written diary of a family’s or person’s listening experience for a complete
week, returned by mail, was long a measurement technique without an advocate.
Unlike the telephone recall, the telephone coincidental, the meter, and the roster
recall, no syndicated radio diary service emerged to market this technique.

James Seiler, an early pioneer of the diary technique for radio, used that
experience in developing the household television diary he employed when he
formed the American Research Bureau (ARB) in September 1949. Seiler thereby
Joined those individuals who championed their individual technique, but it was
not until 1967 that ARB began its syndicated radio diary service.

The diary requires the respondent (either individual or household member)
to enter his or her listening activity throughout a prescribed time period in a
booklet supplied by the rating service. Most diaries are kept for 7 days, but there
are variants from | to 14 days. Diary keepers can be recruited by mail, telephone,
or personal interview or in combinations of these approaches.

The diary, because it is self-administered, has never been accepted as being
on a par with the coincidental or the meter in terms of accuracy. People can
forget to record all listening or make entries well after the listening event and
commit errors in time, program name, channel number, or call letters. Errors
of commission are also possible, in which the respondent fills in the diary either
ahead of time or after the fact with “usually tuned programs” rather than actual
behavior. The possibility that diary keepers want to please or “look good” can
influence their entries, a conditioning element that is less prevalent in most other
techniques.

28
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Nevertheless, the diary technique had been used in one form or another for
individual radio studies over many years. The first on record was a national diary
study conducted for NBC by Pauline Arnold (later, partner with her husband,
Percival White, in the Market Research Corporation of America) in April 1934
and published in August 1935 under the title “Sales Begin When Programs
Begin.” This was really an activity diary kept by a sample of 3042 housewives.
The diary recorded—by half-hour periods 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. for an entire
week—the listening of household members plus the housewite’s other activities
(whether accompanied by listening or not) such as preparing meals. doing laun-
dry, housekeeping, shopping). The purpose was to demonstrate a significant
level of daytime listening by housewives. and that listening often accompanied
or preceded activities in which advertisers’ products were used (soaps, cleansers,
food, etc.). Audience data by half hours for men, women, and children were
published.'

Wayne University Research Project, 1938

Professor Garnet R. Garrison” of Wayne University conducted a survey in 1938
using a “listener’s table,” which comprised three sheets for a day (divided into
six-hour time frames), each sheet broken down into quarter hours. The 21 sheets
were provided to families to record stations, programs. and listeners as they
listened. The study was carried out by students at the elementary. secondary,
and college levels of Detroit public schools. This was an early and crude form
of the diary.

CBS—Industrial Surveys 1940-1948

No further use of the diary seems to have been made until an experiment in
1940 done by Industrial Surveys in Oak Park. llinois, under commission from
CBS. Industrial Surveys was a small market research firm that had been estab-
lished in Chicago in 1937 by Sam Barton.

CBS had been utilizing a mail ballot for annual network coverage surveys,
and Frank Stanton, then research director and later president of CBS, engaged
Industrial Surveys to handle the mailing and tabulating for the 1939 study.
Between 1938 and 1940, Barton and CBS research executives John Churchill,
Harper Carraine, and Charles Smith developed an improved procedure called
the Controlled Mail Ballot technique introduced by CBS in the fifth series of
station listening areas, in 1940.

Eight controls raised response level to 75 percent for U.S. returns representing
a cross section of U.S. radio families: (1) ballot personally addressed, first class;
(2) all postage prepaid; (3) a small gift with first mailing; (4) adequate instructions
for full family cooperation; (5) postcard “Thank You™ 48 hours after questionnaire
mailing; (6) follow-up on nonresponders atter two weeks: (7) further follow-up
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with premiums; and (8) return of incomplete ballots with additional instructions.
It was the combined CBS—Industrial Surveys experience with this mail ballot to
determine station listening patterns that led to the experimentation with diaries
to obtain program listening data. Stanton wanted listening audience data for
early mornings, late evenings, and weekends, which were not available from
coincidental Hooperatings. Samuel Gill, a pioneer radio researcher, conducted
pilot roster studies for CBS in 1940.

After Barton’s tests proved that the diary procedure worked, the first full use
of the diary technique for program audience measurement was carried out for
CBS in Washington in the fall of 1942." Then CBS commissioned Industrial
Surveys to conduct diary studies in all five of its company-owned radio markets.
Each study involved the station’s entire coverage area, with nontelephone as
well as telephone homes included (thus going well beyond Hooper's measurement
universe).* CBS, in releasing the results in May 1943, strongly stressed the
diagnostic aspects of the results: the ability to chart audience flow from program
to program, audience turnover ratios, audience composition, and lead-in/lead-
out factors. CBS envisioned the diary studies primarily as internal program tools
and urged its affiliates to “apply the technique in their own surveys.”

Mail placement was used in all CBS diary studies before the spring of 1947.¢
The network research department explained its 1947 switch to personal interviews
saying that the interviews:

1. Obtained a more representative sample—lower socioeconomic families
and “nonradio fans™ can be more readily recruited.

2. Improved the quality of diary returns—interviewers can show family rep-
resentative how the sample diary is to be kept.

3. Obtained more information and greater accuracy—interviewer can probe.

4. Field work can begin on shorter notice—3 weeks versus 6.

In 1947 CBS used Benson and Benson, a market research firm of Princeton,
New Jersey, for its interviewing work. The original sample for each station area
was 1200 families, of which about 1000 returned completed diaries by mail.
From these 1000, Benson and Benson selected 750 cases that represented the
radio families in the area based on six factors: geography, family size, occupation
of family head, home ownership, race, and hours of listening. A ruled, closed-
end diary was used, asking for station call letters by quarter hours, with four
demographic factors—men, women, and children 12 to 18 and 5 to 1 1—provided.

Eugene Katz—Audience Surveys Inc., 1946—1947

An early convert to the listener diary was Eugene Katz, then president of the
Katz station representative firm. His experience in the Office of War Information
during World War IT had interested him in survey research. Katz learned about
the CBS pioneer diary experiments from Sam Barton of Industrial Surveys and
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decided that they offered an enormous asset to help broadcast stations understand
program listening phenomena by analysis of audience turnover, inheritance, and
so on. He hired Robert Salk, one of the researchers who had warked on the
early CBS studies, and organized a subsidiary, Audience Surveys, Inc., to con-
duct station diary studies on a custom basis. These studies cost $12,000 to
$15,000 each, but the operation never broke even, and it was liquidated after
several years (although Salk subsequently carried on some studies as an inde-
pendent consultant). But like the CBS effort. Audience Surveys was not syn-
dicated so as to provide for sharing of costs. Whereas CBS could atford such
studies on a custom basis for major market stations, others could not. Syndicated
radio ratings based on diaries were still in the future.

In 1945 and 1947 Dr. Charles Sandage, University of Illinois professor,
conducted individual listener radio diary studies in three central lllinois counties.

U.S. Hooperatings, 1948-1949

The experience of C. E. Hooper in use of diaries to produce U.S. Hooperatings
was described in Chapter |. In these 1948 and 1949 surveys, the diary rating
value from the U.S. cross-sectional survey served the purpose only of adjusting
the coincidental average rating in 94 cities. As Hooper said: “The function of
the diary in producing final results is merely to serve as a device in establishing
relationships between those areas that can be reached by telephone anc the country
as a whole which cannot be reached practically by telephone.”

U.S. Hooperatings were never widely accepted by the trade because Nielsen’s
national projectable meter ratings on an ongoing regular basis appeared in 1949.
Thus the first attempt by a syndicated service to utilize diaries to measure radio
listening ended in failure, not necessarily, however, because of rejection of the
diary technique itself. In fact. some of Hooper’s staff and critics found fault
with his decision to adjust coincidental findings rather than use straight diary
results.

Seiler and Radio Diaries

In 1946, Seiler, research director of NBC-owned station WRC in Washington,
D.C., became familiar with the CBS and Hooper diary experience but was
convinced that the proper rale for diaries in radio was to measure individual,
not total household, listening. With the aid of the NBC Research Department,
a pilot project using a probability sample of total population was developed and
conducted in Washington in February—March 1948.

Unfortunately, no great interest was aroused by this pioneering venture in
technique and demographic measurement, probably because all eyes were then
on the brilliant new star—television. It was only after 20 years of local radio
measurement by Hooper and Pulse that the personal open-ended diary was finally
launched by the American Research Bureau as a local radio service. Today the
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open-ended diary dominates the local radio rating field (see Section VII). More-
over, the household diary technique, so long frowned on, is the preeminent local
television market measurement tool.

il PULSE AND THE PERSONAL
INTERVIEW ROSTER RECALL®

In the 1930s the conventional “approved” manner of conducting market and
media sample surveys was the personal interview. Crossley with his telephone
recall procedure and Hooper with the telephone coincidental were bold pioneers
who recognized the intrinsic merits of interviewing by using the rapidly expand-
ing telephone system, which was reaching an ever-increasing share of the U.S.
population. Nevertheless, the personal interview had many merits (and adher-
ents), and most special studies of radio audience dimensions, aside from syn-
dicated ratings, used some form of personal interview. That included such surveys
as the CBS annual Starch studies of total radio listening by individual half hours
throughout the day and the NBC Summer vs. Winter listening study of 1935.

In 1940 and 1941, Dr. Sydney Roslow, a psychologist who had worked at
the Psychological Corporation (a research company largely composed of aca-
demic social scientists), experimented with the roster recall technique. This
consisted of using a roster (complete daily schedule) of all programs broadcast
on local stations the previous day as an aid to people’s recall ability. A “time-
line” association between daily pursuits and listening was followed to aid
respondents’ memory. Several advertising agencies had experimented with the
technique, and the Psychological Corporation had used it in a study commissioned
by WBEN, Buffalo, New York, in 1939,

Roslow’s pilot work and encouragement from a number of people in radio
research (e.g.. noted sociologist Paul Lazarsfeld) convinced him that he should
concentrate on radio rather than market research in developing the small company
he had formed in 1940. He was particularly impressed by the likelihood of bias
in Hooper’s local market telephone coincidental service in New York. Sidney
Fishman, then research director of WNEW, a nonnetwork station, was convinced
that popular music and ethnic stations (in those days Italian, Yiddish, and Polish)
were shortchanged because resident phone subscription was below 50 percent
of radio ownership, and ethnic respondents could not or would not cooperate in
telephone interviews.

The first official New York Pulse report covered the period October—Novem-
ber, 1941. Its subscribers were WCBS (then WABC), WNBC (then WEAF),
WNEW, WOR, and N. W. Ayer (whose research director, Bill Rickets, had
been one of the experimenters with aided recall). The sample was 300 completed
interviews for each day, 2100 for the week. However. the day was divided into
three day parts, with equivalent samples for each. The reaction was mixed:;
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agency media researchers saw little purpose in challenging the Hooper
coincidentals.

World War 11 interrupted Pulse’s progress because, in January 1942, Roslow
Jjoined the Program Surveys Division of the Department of Agriculture in Wash-
ington; Mrs. Roslow carried on the business as a caretaker in his absence. Two
large studies were done for WCAU, Philadelphia, in 19441945, Shortly there-
after Roslow added Boston, Chicago, Cincinnati, and Richmond to his roster of
regular subscribers. It was generally the nonnetwork pop-music and the network
owned and operated stations that took the lead in supporting Pulse in major
markets. Advertising agencies and “old-line” network affiliates resisted and stuck
with Hooper.

Nevertheless, Pulse expanded gradually until it became the dominant local
radio service. Several factors accounted for this growing acceptance. Pulse’s
personal interview roster recall procedure included all radio listening, for all
hours, including automobile and other out-of-home listening for al// homes
(including nontelephone). Hooper’s coincidentals were limited to in-home lis-
tening in telephone households during the hours 8:00 A.M. to 10:30 P.M. Pulse
also offered more in demographic detail, whereas the Hooper service was largely
limited to household ratings and shares for day parts. Moreover, Pulse was
unaffected by the competition that involved the big three—CAB, Hooper, and
Nielsen—and by the problems of TV bias in telephone-only samples.

At the time of the Harris Committee® hearings in early 1963, Sydney Roslow
stated that Pulse was publishing reports on 250 radio markets and had as clients
150 advertising agencies and 650 radio stations. Roslow reported that the Wash-
ington, D.C., survey for November-December 1962 was based on 3330 roster
interviews, 1495 not-at-home contacts (unoccupied homes), and 1291 house-to-
house coincidental interviews, with the sample distributed in 49 separate clusters.
At that time, Pulse used the personal interview coincidental and 15-minute recall
to secure about 20 percent of its data. As demographic data became more impor-
tant, as did audience figures for black and Hispanic stations, Pulse was in the
best position to provide them. Later Pulse added broad weekly cumulative figures
based on unaided recall.

After hitting a peak in the 1960s, Pulse experienced a steady decline in the
1970s. Various explanations have been advanced to account for the supplanting
of Pulse by Arbitron as the paramount and eventually sole local radio service.
Sydney Roslow attributed it to the following factors: (1) agency acceptance of
the diary technique for measuring television audience and their subsequent
acceptance of the ARB personal diary method for radio; (2) the fact that radio
was not profitable enough for agencies to afford more than one service; and (3)
Arbitron, with its Control Data Corporation parent, had greater computer power
and expertise to provide speedier service and special tabulations faster and cheaper.
Laurence Roslow, former vice president of Pulse, believes that the industry All-
Radio Methodology Study (ARMS; see Appendix D), while giving the Pulse
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technique good marks, legitimized the ARB diary method, introduced in 1967.
The latter had a competitive economic advantage, obtaining a week’s record
with each diary and mailing diaries to measure areas outside of the metropolitan
area, the limited universe used by Hooper and Pulse.

In the 1970s, Pulse also had to adjust to changing radio listening patterns
brought about by the increased number of radio stations, including FM. The
program roster was replaced by a station roster as the interviewing aid, a move
Roslow says was in keeping with changed listening habits but that weakened
the amount of respondent aid. Delivery speed was an important factor, too: Pulse
covered eight weeks and often had difficulty in completing its interviewing quota
on schedule. Another aspect was ARB’s simultaneous “sweep” of all markets,
which agencies had embraced based on TV experience. As cumulative weekly
ratings and various demographics became more important selling tools, many
stations became convinced that the diary, with whatever deficiencies it might
have, was superior to week-long recall in Pulse’s personal interviews. Laurence
Roslow also believes that stations that were relatively well rated in Arbitron
(beautiful music, talk, news) were more aggressive in selling to agencies than
stations rated better by Pulse (rock and ethnic formats), so that diaries became
the accepted methodology.

The Pulse downtrend had been accelerating during the early 1970s. Various
management changes in 1975 and 1976 sealed Pulse’s fate. Dr. Sydney Roslow,
who owned and controlled the business, retired to Florida in 1975 and named
his son, Richard, as president. In 1976, two veteran Pulse officials, Laurence
Roslow (nephew of Sydney and its first full-time employee), who had directed
all operations, and George Sternberg (Sydney Roslow’s brother-in-law), sales
manager, left the organization. There was no way that Richard (and his younger
brother, Peter) could turn Pulse around. In April 1978, after 37 years, Pulse
stopped operations. Arbitron was now supreme and unchallenged in local radio
measurement, and despite various potential competitors remained so until the
emergence of the Birch service.

. NIELSEN’S RADIO SERVICES, 1946-1964

Prior to 1945 the Nielsen company farmed out technical Audimeter development
projects. Early that year Henry Rahmel, a newly hired, MIT-trained electronics
engineer with eight years of agency experience, mustered enough courage to
recommend that the Nielsen company “either find a better meter or discontinue
NRIL.”'® Much to his surprise, A. C. Nielsen agreed and assigned Rahmel the
task of developing a new meter. Rahmel organized an engineering group that
year. This group improved the recording device and electronic means of meas-
uring set tuning so that better than 90 percent usable information was obtained.
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A device measuring variable radio-band widths and dial positions and yielding
digital (instead of analog) outputs was developed.

A major breakthrough was the development of the Mailable Tape Audimeter,
using 35mm film in a small mailable cartridge suitable for changing and mailing
by the sample household. Installation of this Audimeter began in 1949 and was
completed for the entire sample by 1954. The household was compensated on
the spot when two quarters automatically popped out into the cooperator’s hand
as the new tape cartridge was inserted to replace the completed one. which was
mailed to Nielsen in Chicago for processing. This mailable Audimeter model
permitted great improvement in speed of reporting (time lag reduced from 12 to
8 weeks) at reduced cost. This meter could record four receivers (radio or
television) in the form of binary codes on the single film. The film record was
suitable for automatic reading by a flying spot scanner for data entry to a computer.

Another technological advance came from the outside in the form of the
computer. Arthur Niclsen first recognized computer potential for ratings pro-
duction at the close of World War 11. In 1949 he contracted with Mauchly and
Eckert, the inventors of ENIAC (the first electronic digital computer in the United
States, built in 1946 to calculate artillery firing tables). for the first commercial
UNIVAC computer they would manufacture. Mauchly and Eckert, however,
lacked the tinancial resources to complete the contract, and eventually Remington
Rand took over UNIVAC. General Leslie R. Groves (of Manhattan Project fame),
now in charge of the computer project for Remington Rand, said costs had been
underestimated by the inventors. Nielsen would either have to pay considerably
more or accept a return of the 80 percent already paid down on the contract,
which Nielsen reluctantly did.'' The first computer installed by Nielsen was a
650 IBM in 1954. The Nielsen media group obtained its own computer, a
UNIVAC, in 1959.

By 1945, Nielsen also realized that marketing a media measurement service
such as NRI required a different strategy than he had used so successtully with
his store audit indexes, for which the advertiser was the target. Most advertisers
relied on their advertising agencies to make media plans and decisions. Con-
sequently, they expected their agencies to purchase and use the NRI service with
minimal financial support out of their own pocket. Nielsen’s initial policy had
been to sell his radio service only to networks and advertisers, with agencies of
clients receiving limited data. Therefore, Nielsen’s approach was not working;
he needed experienced “outsider” assistance, and he hired two new executives
to provide it. Norwood Weaver and Charles Woleott both had backgrounds in
advertising and research. Wolcott especially contributed “many useful sugges-
tions to Nielsen about sales practices and packaging the service. He—more than
any single individual—was responsible for changing Nielsen’s mind about otfer-
ing NRI to ad agencies.”"?

Arthur Nielsen, like Hooper, distrusted the accuracy of listener or viewer
diary measurements. He believed that respondents failed to fill them out as they
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listened. On the other hand, rising client demand for “people data™ forced him
to consider a diary service auxiliary to the NRI meter service to provide data on
network program audiences by sex and age. He assigned the engineering group
the problem of developing a reminder mechanism to accompany diaries. The
result was the Recordimeter, a device placed on top of or adjacent to each
household radio receiver and wired to the set. The Recordimeter had two tunc-
tions: (1) to remind diary keepers to make entries current (by three short light
flashes plus three short buzzes each half hour) and (2) to provide a measurement
basis for rejecting diaries that materially overstated or understated tuning as
measured by the meter. The rejection procedure was based on a Veeder Counter,
a device that was much like the odometer on a car speedometer, which aggregated
the hours of set usage during each day the diary was kept. Respondents, by
entering the daily and weekly beginning and ending figures on the diary, provided
a basis for a crude verification of the level of diary-entered usage of that particular
set. If Nielsen’s standards were not met, the diary in question was discarded.

NSI Service

Once the Recordimeter was developed in 1954, Nielsen inaugurated the Nielsen
Station Index (NSI) to include both radio and TV audience measurement for
households recruited by personal calls. Reports averaged eight weeks of field
work. The first six markets scheduled were Los Angeles. Philadelphia, San
Francisco, Boston, Chicago, and Seattle. Early in 1955 the first two reports (Los
Angeles and Philadelphia) were released.

In the fall of 1955 NSI launched its service in the 30 top U.S. markets with
these unique features:

Measurement of entire coverage area.
All-houschold sample frame.

Personally placed diaries; call-backs where needed.
Recordimeter-controlled, closed-end diaries.
Exclusive NSI area market-by-market (DMA).
Eight-week averages.

Four-week reach and frequency estimates.

Radio and TV measured in same households.

AR N R P2

Audience demographics were initially composed of men, women, teens, and
children but age groups were gradually introduced and expanded. To accom-
modate client demographic needs, larger samples were introduced.

In 1957 and 1958 NSI added 24 more markets, but without the Recordimeter.
Further extensions occurred in 1959—77 markets; 1960— 146 markets; and 1961—
219 markets. In 1962 Nielsen discontinued quarter-hour ratings because of declin-
ing radio listening levels and the rapidly increasing number of radio stations.
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This cost many client cancellations, which sparked the NSI decision to abandon
radio. Not only was television seriously diminishing prime-time radio audiences,
but the advent of automobile and portable receivers, plus many new independent
stations, was rapidly changing basic radio listening patterns.

In 1963 the local radio service was discontinued. The TV aspect had always
been the major interest, and Nielsen’s radio ratings had never been able to
compete with the more widely used Hooper and Pulse data. Sample size, delivery
speed, and price were all negative factors.

The Rise and Fall of the Nielsen Radio Index

With his buyout of Hooper in March 1950, Arthur Nielsen became king of radio
ratings. He had long aspired to that position and had worked tirelessly to achieve
it. It proved to be a position that lasted fewer years than anyone then imagined
it would.

During those years, however, Nielsen made a series of major moves to over-
come the two greatest shortcomings of the NRI national service: slow delivery
and lack of people data. Delivery was speeded by the technological breakthrough
perfected by the Niclsen development laboratory in the mid 1940s: the mailable
film cartridge described earlier in this section. The second major innovation—
to introduce demographic data as a supplement to household meter figures—was
the Recordimeter, which was incorporated in Nielsen’s National Audience Com-
position (NAC) service, which started as a sister service to NRI, in 1954, A
parallel sample panel of 2400 households. selected like the NRI sample, furnished
the intormation on a basis of 800 keeping a 1-week diary 13 times a year. The
NAC demographic data on a base of 1600 for 2 weeks (the NRI reporting period)
were published for 38 weeks a year, not the 50 used in the NRI.

In 1954, along with the development of the home-set Recordimeter, one was
developed for car radios. This made it possible for Nielsen to add an automobile
listening component to the NRI household ratings. Unfortunately, Nielsen's auto-
plus measurement was developed on a small sample, not for individual programs,
but for broad day-part averages. Thus it was a crude add-on measurement, but
it served its purpose for a time. Although it covered only a portion of the mounting
out-of-home audience, it temporarily assuaged restive industry clients.

By the early 1960s the skyrocketing growth of television and Nielsen’s heavy
stake in the future of that medium, plus the growing problems of measuring
radio audiences accurately, caused serious concern about the future of NRI, both
at the Nielsen Company and among major clients such as networks. Nielsen,
who had entered radio audience measurement in 1936 because of advertiser
interest and pressure, was well attuned to the diminishing interest in radio on
the part of these same major companies in 1963. That was the year that the local
radio service was abandoned. and the handwriting was on the wall. Finally,
there was the matter of personal pride and corporate image. The Nielsen Company
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had not fared 100 well in the congressional committee hearings of 1963 in fact,
the Nielsen Company, as top dog, had been the investigators’ prime target. In
explaining his decision to drop the NRI, Nielsen wrote:'?

As you know, the company which [ founded, and which bears my name, has
recently been lambasted unmercifully by broadcasters, and others. [ feel that a
rather substantial portion of the criticism was predicated on the limitations (actual
and/or alleged) in the techniques we are using for radio, both network and local;
since we were losing money on these services and saw no prospect of ever elim-
inating the losses, | felt that we could not justify to our stockholders a course
which would have continued to subject us to criticism which tends to damage our
professional reputation. . . . I'm sure you know that the outcome of our long effort
in radio has been a great personal disappointment to me. . . .

The Nielsen Company from time to time still reviews the situation regarding
possibly reentering radio measurement. A recent examination took place in the
fall of 1980, when several national networks attempted to convince Nielsen
management that it should again measure radio audiences. The answer, however,
was “no.” as it has been ever since 1964.

IV. THE C. E. HOOPER LOCAL COINCIDENTAL
RADIO SERVICE

Post-TV (1946-1971)

The Hooper local radio service continued after the Nielsen deal and did indeed
thrive for a time, as Hooper had predicted. Radio reports for over 100 markets
were produced, but they were limited to sets in use and shares on a day-part
basis for 7:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M. (no one was interested in radio during TV’s
prime time).

Hooper modified the coincidental questions to include television as well as
radio usage (with the two media alternated in first position). Thus he could
acquire data for both services in a single interview. In 1949 Hooper instituted
another basic change with the introduction of a coincidental—immediate (15-
minute) recall method using a “duplex-coincidental” interview, which omitted
the traditional men, women, or children question as well as “what was adver-
tised.™"* It became clear that telephone interviews would tend to shortchange
radio audiences because the telephone sample was heavily skewed toward TV
ownership. Radio industry confidence in the service was gradually undermined
as Pulse capitalized on its ability to measure a sample including nontelephone
households. Nevertheless, Fred Kenkel, who retired as executive vice president
of Hooper in 1961, says that at that time “we had a greater income from many
more station subscribers than ever before in Hooper history.”'> By the time of
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the 1963 Harris Committee hearings, however. Hooper’s regular syndicated
service covered only 60 markets, with others on a custom basis.

Frank Stisser, who became president of C. E. Hooper, Inc. in 1958, sold the
company to what then became Starch-INRA-Hooper in 1969. During the late
1960s, Pulse had surged ahead as the primary ratings guide because of Hooper’s
competitive disadvantages. Stisser recognized the need for a new approach to
measurement of the total radio audience and wanted funds to develop a new
service (which in effect ARB was then also launching). Stisser left the new
organization in March 1971 out of disappointment that his development proposals
tailed to receive management support. For all practical purposes, the Hooper
syndicated radio rating service was no more. Starch-INRA-Hooper still offer
coincidental audience measurement services (using the Hooper name), but only
a few stations are users on a custom basis.

No syndicated radio rating service employs the telephone coincidental tech-
nique today. Cost is undoubtedly a factor, because labor and telephone costs are
no longer at the levels they were in the 1930s and 1940s. However, other factors
(such as out-of-home radio listening. late-night audiences, and need for cumu-
lative ratings) are at issue: these are discussed in Chapter 4.

The telephone coincidental does, however, play a very important role in the
ratings field. The technique is simple, relatively easy to conduct, speedy, and
lends itself to use for measuring single programs or quickly assessing the eftects
of talent or time-period changes on a special-order basis. Its use on a custom
basis by stations and research services is widespread in radio and TV as well as
in cable measurements (see Chapter 6).

As we discuss in Chapter 4. this method. despite its limitations, oflen serves
as a benchmark in methodological surveys when employing refinenients in the
form of the so-called Industry Sponsored Research (ISR) Coincidental. With its
high response rate and low error factor, this type of coincidental is given high
marks for validity and thus is a good reality yardstick against which other
techniques can be gauged.

V. SINDLINGER TELEPHONE RECALL—1962-1967

After the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting abandoned telephone recalls in
favor of a clone of Hooper's coincidental method in 1944, this recall technique
tell into disuse. Sydney Roslow used personal recall in Pulse, but this was
accompanied by a complete roster of local program schedules as a memory aid
to respondents.

Unaided telephone recall, therefore, had not been used in radio measurement
for 18 years when Robert Pauley, president of the ABC Radio Network, induced
Albert Sindlinger to institute a syndicated service for network radio in July 1962.
Sindlinger (following his out-ot-court settlement with Nielsen over RADOX in
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1952; see Chapter 3), had entered the custom market and economic research
field based on use of continuous telephone interviewing. Topics reported on
included buying intentions for durables, readership of daily and Sunday news-
papers in major markets, brand use of over 100 household products. After starting
in 1959 with limited TV measurement, Sindlinger had increased it to a daily
service in 1961. Some of his clients (such as DuPont and Ford) ordered checks
on radio and TV audience trends for internal evaluation (with no privileges of
promotional use or public release.) Early in 1961 Sindlinger announced a TV
service using telephone recall and large samples (see Chapter 3).

When 4 confrontation developed between ABC Radio and Nielsen over NRI's
inability to measure out-of-home audiences accurately, Pauley abandoned Niel-
sen and appealed to Sindlinger to enter the radio field. Because he had an ongoing
service, Sindlinger agreed. They were both sure that Nielsen would soon quit
radio and that the other networks and agencies and advertisers would welcome
a national service that (1) measured out-of-home as well as in-home listening,
(2) used not households but people (12 years and older) as the unit of measure-
ment, and (3) was based on significantly larger and continuous sampling. For
example, the Sidlinger Radio Activity Service (RAS) report for September 1962
was based on a sample of 16,313 (7680 males and 8633 females) out of 21,600
attempts for Monday—Friday average data. The survey plan involved:

Daily attempts (776), 5400 weekly, covering 287 U.S. sample counties.
Permanent employees (388) who worked an average of 21 hours per week.
Centralized, monitored calling, continuous seven days a week, year round.
Interviewers alternating survey questionnaires (radio and other surveys) 15
minutes per interview.

Sindlinger’s “call-back-feedback” system on no-answers: all numbers dialed
six times on scheduled day; if no answer, number is recalled on same day
of week two weeks later, with repeat calls until answered.

* Male-female balance maintained.

Separate Monday—Friday projections.

* No weighting factors used.

Sindlinger was then using an IBM 1620 computer with 40K memory to turn
out reports quickly.

For the next five years Sindlinger was the sole radio network rating service.
But few users were very happy with the service, and agency acceptance was
difficult to achieve. The networks at first believed Sindlinger’s figures to be
unrealistically high, but when they came down markedly several years later,
their confidence was further shaken. Sindlinger, while collecting $750,000 annually
from the four radio networks, was losing money, because agency interest in
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radio networks declined as their audiences diminished in the face of new com-
petition (TV and many new local AM and FM stations).

In July 1963 Sindlinger’s RAS was the subject of an evaluation by Dr. Gerald
J. Glasser, professor of business statistics at New York University (who had
been retained by William Rubens, NBC director of audience measurement). Dr.
Glasser’s report'® had several comments of significance. He viewed favorably
the people-rating concept as preferable to the household measures for most
purposes. Nevertheless, he pointed out that a “rating for individuals will be
numerically lower than a rating for households that counts a household in the
radio audience it at least one individual member of the household is in the
audience.” Sindlinger’s measurement was a total audience measurement for 15-
minute units.

After cautioning about possible biases from use of listed telephone households,
Glasser mildly criticized several features of the RAS, on which he strongly urged
methodological testing. Interviewers were given more telephone numbers than
the number of completions specified, so they had some leeway in selecting
numbers to call. The selection of individuals within a household was determined
mostly on the basis of availability. If a female answered, the interviewer asked
to speak to a male 12 years or older. This Glasser contended was unsatisfactory
“from a theoretical standpoint” because *“the plan should call for the selection
of individuals by a probability-sampling design.” On Glasser’s advice, NBC’s
Cumulative Radio Audience Mcasurement (CRAM) and the subsequent Radio’s
All Dimension Audience Report (RADAR) surveys introduced this probability
feature into telephone recall radio measurement in 1965 and 1966 (see Section
VI, following).

A major element in Sindlinger’s daily recall technique was his “call-back,
feedback™ system of dealing with nonresponses (refusals, busies, and language
difficulties). Glasser characterized the six-call-back rule as *“commendable” but
raised questions about the degree to which field interviewers adhered to the
schedule. While Sindlinger’s reported experience was that 50 percent of original
no-answers became completed interviews two weeks later, that does not over-
come the nonresponse bias for the original period called. Glasser concluded that:
“The use of the feedback plan is likely to provide better results than doing
nothing about non-response. In essence, however, the plan is a substitutional
technique in the sense that any not-at-home households are being replaced and
represented in the sample by households that are available.” He advocated an
analysis of the plan “from the standpoint of mathematical statistics™ tc determine
under what conditions a feedback system may actually be expected to provide
some gain in the accuracy of survey results.”'’ (Note, however, that the feedback
system would perhaps be more acceptable for most of Sindlinger’s market- and
business-related interviewing, where the “time-sample” element is not the factor
it is for radio measurement.)
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The industry’s experience with Sindlinger’s service was not a blissful one,
but he introduced (or reintroduced) several commendable features:

I Serious etforts to overcome a major weakness—nonresponse—in resus-
citating the telephone recall interview (which had disappeared in 1949).

2. The use of persons, rather than households, as the base sampling and
reporting unit. This was not a unique idea, but it had never before been
used in syndicated audience measurement.

3. Continuous interviewing 365 days a year so that the service results com-
peted with the output of meters in coverage of network schedules.

4. Considerably larger samples than any previous radio measurements.

In the first quarter of 1967 Sindlinger dropped the Radio Network Service in
a comprehensive corporate reorganization to get into the black. By that time,
however, the radio networks had a new horse in the stable, ready to approach
the starting gate: RADAR.

VI. RADAR: THE COMMITTEE METHODOLOGY—
1962-1984

Daily Personal Telephone Recall

The gap in network radio ratings left by Nielsen's withdrawal from the field in
June 1964 had not been satistactorily filled by the Sindlinger service, at least
not in the opinion of several networks. In the words of one radio researcher,
they faced a paradox in “that all the attributes which were assuring radio’s survival
in a television world—radio’s compactness. its mobility, economy. ubiquity,
and diversity—these were the very factors that were progressively making the
radio medium more and more of a nightmare to measure.”"*

At the NBC research department this problem had been a major concern as
carly as 1962, before NRI folded. The two existing syndicated services (Nielsen
measurements of houehold listening by meter and Sindlinger measurements of
personal listening by telephone recall) showed disappointing correlation even
when adjustments were made for the known differences in base and method. An
intensive search was instituted for a better method of measuring radio: a method
designed to measure all listening, by all persons, accuratelv on a weekly cumu-
lative as well as an average quarter-hour basis.' The objective was to develop
a method credible to networks, agencies, and advertisers, one that would generate
contidence and acceptance of radio audience figures. NBC first launched a tele-
phone coincidental survey that (1) interviewed everyone in the home and (2)
arranged for recall interviews to contact all not-at-home persons to secure reports
of out-of-home listening at the time of original coincidental. Thus a combination
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method was employed: For at-home family members the measure was coinci-
dental; for members away at time of original call a recall measure telied on the
individual’s memory of his or her activity at the moment of the original sample
call. The findings in the March 1963 national experiment, conducted by Trendex,
with usable data from 90 percent of sample homes, showed that whereas Nielsen
understated radio audiences, Sindlinger then overstated them. More important
to future efforts was learning how to handle some problems involved in radio
audience measurement.

The problem of measuring radio’s cumulative audience was now addressed
by NBC. Alternate ways of obtaining an individual respondent’s cooperation
over a full seven-day period were tested in a small-scale Cleveland pilot test
early in 1964. Daily telephone recall of the selected respondent was tried and
resulted in twice the cooperation rate of typical diary procedures.

The NBC Radio Network then decided to make a major commitment of
resources to develop a new radio survey method that would produce cumulative
audience data for individuals and would evaluate recent Sindlinger radio usage
levels. which had dropped drastically since 1963.

The Trendex study that followed in April 1965 was in fact two surveys:

1. An augmented coincidental (like the 1963 study) limited to six one-hour
time periods. This provided a criterion or benchmark of maximum accuracy
against which to check the results of the recall study (which provided much more
extensive listening data than could be obtained by coincidental means).

2. A daily telephone recall survey in which each person selected was inter-
viewed every day for seven days to produce round the clock quarter-hour and
cumulative numbers. This procedure in effect provided the advantages of a diary
while avoiding some of the problems of diaries, in that control of making the
entries was in the hands of the interviewer rather than the respondent.

To construct the sample, every tenth number in a Trendex list of 100,000
telephone homes (controlled by geographic region and city size) was selected.
Up to six calls were made to obtain family composition data. This listening
provided 27,000 names of individuals, which (after stratification for family size
and demographic composition) were sampled on an every-eleventh-person basis
for participation in the daily telephone recall study. Usable listening information
was obtained from 71 percent of the selected sample of 2474 persons as a result
of the multiple follow-up eftorts.

The results of this study., known as CRAM (Cumulative Radio Audience
Measurement), successfully solved the problem of repetitive daily callbacks to
a sample of individuals). It was the first radio cumulative survey of individual
listeners ever conducted. The contributions of CRAM were: (1) the development
of a successful technique for achieving a probability sample of individuals and
(2) the successful implementation of a recruitment and daily call-back procedure
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10 obtain seven full days of listening data (in home and out) in order to produce
valid weekly cumulative figures. NBC published the 1965 CRAM study in 1966
and presented it widely as a new and more accurate way to measure network
radio audiences. Moreover, approaches were inaugurated to generate support by
other radio networks for a continuous service of the CRAM type.

RADAR (Radio’s All Dimension Audience Report) was born in June 1966
when research representatives of the four radio networks formed a steering
committee® to design a new joint survey. Dr. Gerald Glasser, professor of
business statistics at New York University. was engaged as consultant. Dr.
Glasser’s guidelines for the study, dated November 3, 1966, proposed a prob-
ability sample that could facilitate computation of standard errors. His other
recommendations included consideration of random-digit dialing in preference
to telephone lists (the first such proposal in broadcast audience measurement).

Brand Rating Research Inc. was selected for the field work, and the initial
RADAR study was launched in the spring of 1967, using a design somewhat
improved over the pioneer CRAM. The prelisting was carried out by personal
interviews in 1200 separate interviewing clusters, one of the most widely dis-
persed samples every used in commercial research. Prelisting secured 87 percent
completion; 78 percent of these supplied full-week data. The recall-coincidental
comparisons were more reassuring than had been the case in CRAM, so the
validity of the call-back procedure appeared established.

The 1967 RADAR report was tollowed by two more in 1968 and two in 1969
and on an annual basis in 1970 and 1971 by Brand Rating Research. In each of
the latter two years, Statistical Research Inc.. a research firm founded early in
1969 by Dr. Glasser and Gale Metzger, former research director for the Nielsen
Media Division. took over more of the sample selection work. The network
sponsors in 1972 shifted the entire RADAR project to Statistical Research Inc.
SRI introduced a variety of improvements in the methodology. The most note-
worthy was the employment of random-digit dialing rather than telephone direc-
tory listings. Random-digit dialing (RDD) employs computer-generated telephone
numbers based on telephone company central office assignments. This procedure
not only produces a statistically random sample but also ensures that unlisted
and newly connected subscribers are included. It is a major improvement because
it removes a serious bias in listed telephone samples: the tendency to under-
represent young. mobile, ethnic families.?'

Another significant SRI contribution was the use of centrally supervised tele-
phone interviewing using rigid supervisory controls of daily recall interviews.
At first 18 locations were used but gradual reductions lead to use of only SRI's
own WATS telephone center.

The measurement period progressed over the years from a 2-week interval in
1972 to continuous measurement (48 weeks) in 1983. The sample size increased
from 4000 to 6000 respondents over the same period of time. In 1976 RADAR
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began issuing two reports a vear (spring and fall), with each report composed
of the two most recent studies’ averages.

SRI’s approximate 74 percent rate of response for the tabulated RADAR study
1s the highest among standard ongoing broadcast audience measurements, and
the results have been consistent over the years. Since 1973 SRI has collected
commercial and program clearance data from subscribing networks and merged
that data with respondent quarter-hour listening information to produce each
report. A person listening to a station during a quarter hour in which a network
commercial is carried is considered to be in that commercial audience. SRI is
currently processing more than two million clearance records for each RADAR
report. To check on the accuracy of the clearance information, SR1 conducts a
monitoring study with a sample of stations for each network.

RADAR On-Line offers direct client access to RADAR network audience
information, via computer, and provides immediate tabulations to network audi-
ence data. Tabulations include analyses of published data, multiweek reach and
frequency, network duplication analyses, and optimization plans. Other additions
have included expanded demographic breakouts, socioeconomic variables, and
special analyses including postanalysis. SRI now processes clearances for an
advertiser’s specific commercials to provide estimates for a specific network
schedule.

VIl. ARBITRON—LOCAL MARKET RADIO SERVICE

James Seiler, director of research for NBC-owned WRC, Washingten, D.C.. in
1947, had advocated that: (1) Radio audience measurement should be switched
from the sets-in-use concept used by Hooper coincidentals and Nielsen meters
to ratings on number of persons; and (2) diary studies be used as the most
economical way to provide such measurements.”” A successful pilot test of
Seiler’s proposal was financed by the NBC research department in February-
March 1948. A response rate of 90.5 percent of all names selected by probability
methods showed what could be done with good controls and supervision.? This
pioneer radio survey was not followed up, because measuring television audi-
ences became a bigger challenge. Seiler became smmersed in use of household
diaries for TV measurement and formed the American Research Bureau™ in
September 1949 to institute a syndicated TV rating service. Consequently, it
was not until 1967 that a syndicated service utilizing individual radio diaries
was launched, by ARB. That diary service is now the preeminent measurement
of local market radio and represents a major arm of Arbitron’s audience survey
activities. Probably this 19-year hiatus in the implementation of a personal radio
diary service stemmed from two developments: (1) the rapid growth of television,
which diverted Seiler’s efforts to the TV household diary, to the formation of
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the ARB, and involvement with meter developments and (2) the entry into the
field of Pulse, Sindlinger, and RADAR services, all of which provided radio
audience data on a “people” basis.

With Nielsen out of local and network radio measurement, Hooper declining
in significance because of inability to cover away-from-home listening data, and
Sindlinger abandoning network radio ratings, a substantial void existed in the
local radio medium in 1967. Only Pulse was offering available local service. At
the ARB, which had begun radio experiments before Seiler departed as president
in September 1964, William McClenaghan. assistant research head, saw an
opportunity to launch a local market radio service using open-end personal radio
diaries. He convinced the new president, George Dick, that he should back the
effort (which ultimately proved a heavy drain on ARB profits before success
was achieved). These diaries were placed much like television diaries, using
preparatory telephone interviews. However, instead of receiving a household
diary for each set, each person in the household received an individual diary.
These were open-ended diaries with a page for each day of the week. (An
open-ended diary is one that is not ruled and contains no printed time divi-
sions; the listener-respondent fills it in as he or she listens, whether in or out of
home.)

The radio-only diary had been tested by ARB in an extensive pilot survey in
Detroit. conducted in February 1964 and designed to compare radio listening
estimates obtained by the individual diary (multimedia and radio only) with
estimates obtained by more widely accepted techniques (telephone coincidentat
and telephone recall). (Appendix D gives further details about this study.) Although
the study had serious limitations (including very low cooperation and response
rates), its conclusion was clearly that “if the radio-only diary were used, it would
show inflated levels of household exposure™ when average-minute comparisons
with telephone coincidentals were developed. Based on these results, ARB pur-
sued a multimedia diary study in 5 markets in April 1964 and added 10 markets
in 1965. However, serious radio-industry resistance developed to a multimedia
measurement in which newspaper. magazine, and television exposure would be
recorded along with radio listening. Much of this revolved around the relatively
low levels of out-of-home listening developed by the multimedia diary. When
Peter Langhoff replaced George Dick as ARB president in 1966, he quickly
arranged a test of degrees of attentiveness. which demonstrated that hearing was
“a major factor in total radio audience . . . respondent failure to list incidental
listening or hearing might be a major failing of the multimedia method.” In
addition. the All Radio Methodology Study (ARMS) had given poor marks to
multimedia measurement but radio-only diaries scored well. The radio-only ARB
diary service was launched in the fall of 1966, with 28 markets surveyed.

The ARB Radio Local Market Service was accredited by the Broadcast Rating
Council (BRC) in 1968 and showed slow but steady gains in competition with
the Pulse. In the opinion of McClenaghan, who headed ARB’s radio service,
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the major breakthrough came in 1971 and 1972, when ethnic interviewing and
weighting systems were introduced. The special interviewing designed for blacks
provided that an ARB interviewer call each day and record the previous day’s
listening in each family member’s diary. For Spanish-speaking areas, personal
interviews were used to place and explain the use of bilingual diaries. The
interviewers returned at week’s end, when they could ensure that the diary had
been properly completed.

For years, ethnic radio stations, the Broadcast Rating Council, and others had
expressed concern over the limitations of diaries in measuring blacks and His-
panics, because problems of literacy, language. and culture led to extremely low
response ratios from those groups. Nevertheless, serious attention to its ethnic
problems was finally galvanized at ARB in 1971 by a suit filed against the
company by station WDAS, Philadelphia, claiming that business losses were
due to faulty survey results. The weakness of ARB in this area had been a strong
sclling point for Pulse, with its personal interview daily recall techmique. With
ARB's adoption of the new procedures, advertising agencies that had previously
supported only Pulse now accepted ARB.

The American Research Bureau continued to improve and expand its radio
service. One example is the advent of a form of random-digit dialing to bring
nonlisted telephone subscribers into the sample. The nonlisted (voluntary unlisted
plus new numbers) account for about 40 percent of all subscribers in some major
markets. All test studies show that nonlisted subscribers are younger, more
ethnic, and listen more than listed people. so the Arbitron move is a trend toward
a better sample. At present the Arbitron technique, called Expanded Sample
Frame (ESF). is employed in the metropolitan areas of all markets served. A
second major advance came in 1981 with completion of a massive and expensive
replication study to determine with greater precision the estimated standard error
for Arbitron’s radio ratings. Implementation of these results took place in the
fall of 1981.

Another improvement was Arbitron’s move to replace monthly surveys with
quarterly ones in all radio markets in 1982. This followed testing of the procedure
over a two-year period in several markets. The prime objective was 1o spread
interviewing over three months and thus produce a more representative report.
The opportunity and incentive for special promotiens and programming 1o hype
ratings, and the effect of unusual weather and local events on results are severely
curtatled.

Beginning in early 1982, Arbitron implemented new procedures for handling
black respondents. Replacing the telephone retrieval technique introduced in
1971, Arbitron went back to a diary for blacks, using a Differential Survey
Treatment (DST). The DST, which provided added premiums and follow-up
reminder telephone calls, raised the black response rate to a level not far from
that for whites. The same technique was introduced for Hispanics’ listening in
place of personally placed diaries, the procedure that had been in use since 1972.
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This meant that nontelephone Hispanic households in high-density Spanish areas
were no longer included.

In July 1984, Arbitron inaugurated its Arbitrends system in the top 23 markets.
Arbitrends utilizes a station’s IBM-XT computer to deliver Arbitron report data.
“Before the books are even printed Arbitron can do the averaging, trending, and
analyses™* that stations need. This makes possible not only the quarterly report
but a rolling average report that combines the most recent three months. The
station subscriber can select the data and form it finds most useful; the proper
data will be downloaded from computer to computer.

Beginning in 1986, all nonethnic households not accorded DST were sent a
presurvey letter enclosing $1 and a follow-up letter during the survey with a $1
household premium. To households identified as having a male 18-24, a $2
premium was sent to each household member. The average market response rate
(percent of potential individuals in-tab) rose 10 43 percent in the Fall 1986 survey .

As of mid-1987. Arbitron measured 259 radio markets, 130 twice a year,
and 79 four times annually.2® Arbitrends is available to all subscribers in the
latter group.

VIIl. THE BIRCH REPORT

Arbitron maintained uncontested dominance in syndicated local radio audience
measurement after Pulse ceased operations in April 1978. A number of potential
challengers appeared at various times, but none achieved much industry support
or real staying power until Thomas Birch founded Radio Marketing Research in
the early 1980s.

While a college student, Birch began his radio carcer working as a part-time
disc jockey for several Rochester stations. After graduation. Birch moved south
and honed his interest in audience call-out research as an aid to music program-
ming at several stations.

In 1975 a system he developed tor KMOA, Oklahoma City, for tracking
market shares and results from music call-out research was launched with two
other participating stations, one providing important computer access. The exper-
iment worked, and when Birch moved 1o Miami in 1978 he followed the same
procedure. Soon, other cities wanted the service, and Birch, who by now had
also acquired computer expertise, decided in 1979 to launch a rating service.

At first it was largely a programming tool, but Birch purchased one of the
first microcomputers available and reprogrammed the service for sales as well.
By the fall of 1980, Birch was serving 18 markets with a monthly service and
began adding experienced executives to his staft.

Birch's acquisition of all Mediatrend subscribers from Media Statistics in
March 1982 (following James Seiler's death) gave a tremendous boost to the
service. Mediatrend used a similar technique and was easily absorbed. Seiler
had major market subscribers, which Birch needed badly.
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In September 1984 Birch made a significant move toward becoming a viable
Arbitron competitor when he hired two former Arbitron executives, Richard
Weinstein as President and William Livek as Executive Vice President. They
shifted Birch strategy to focus on agency use of the service as primary buying
service. Their initial success came with Kenyon and Eckhardt and BBDO, and
soon others followed and station subscriptions mushroomed.

In July 1986 Birch acquired added capital when United Dutch Publishing
(VNU) acquired a significant minority interest in the firm. Weinstein left at that
time, and Livek moved up to President and Chief Operating Officer; Birch, as
chatrman, is CEO. As of April 1987 the company served 230 markets with its
standard reports.

The Birch technique is a telephone interview to obtain by recall the listening
activity of one designated person per sample per hausehold for the past 24 hours.
The interviewer probes for start and stop times, location, and station heard for
each listening period with day parts 6:00 A.M.—10:00 A.M. and 10:00 A.M.
3:00 P.M. today and 7:00 P.M.-midnight the previous night.

Weekly cumulative figures, developed by formula, were added to the quar-
terly reports in 1984. The formula involves asking *‘yesterday listeners’” what
stations they had listened to the day before (done by day part). “*Knowing the
percentage who listened on both days, says Birch, permits projecting audience
estimates to the full week. using an algorithm developed by James Yergin,
former Group W rescarch executive, from a diary study.’ 27 The methodology
involved has yet to receive wide technical acceptance. Birch applied for ac-
creditation from the Electronic Media Rating Council.

For its sample, Birch uses the A. C. Nielsen probability Total Telephone
Frame listing developed for the Nielsen Station Index (see page 74). Predesig-
nated households selected at random from the TTF listing are called during
evening hours. A single respondent in each household is selected. using the “last
birthday” technique. No other household member is eligible. Three calls are
made 1o reach houscholds and three to track down designated respondents. These
follow-ups mean that completion often occurs on a day other than that for which
the original selection was made. Birch claims 61 percent response.

Weighting procedures include design weights to compensate for different size
houscholds and for various groupings of days in reports. Sample balancing is
also used for ethnic, age-sex, and county location factors. Ratings, shares, and
cumes are reported on an average quarter-hour and/or day-part basis.

The basic Birch report is the monthly/quarterly service. The quarterly reports
are detailed (100 or more pages), covering average quarter-hour, daily, and
weekly cumulatives by day parts and demographic groups in addition to location
of listening (home, automobile, other) and limited product usage results. Monthly
reports are really a composite of the latest two months of interviewing (March/
April, for example). A Birch advantage is speedy delivery—iwo weeks after the
close of the interviewing period.

The Birch report, like Burke and Sindlinger, went back to the original day-
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after unaided telephone recall interview methodology pioneered by Archibald
Crossley in 1929, despite evidence over the years (CAB-Hooper comparisons,
1934-1944; ARMS, 1964-1965) that the technique possessed two serious short-
comings. As an instrument for recording personal radio activity, an unannounced
recall interview invariably produces faulty information: Some listening is not
recalled while in other cases usual patterns (not actually followed yesterday
because of either personal or station program changes) are erroneously reported.
This memory bias tends to depress overall listening levels. The second serious
biasing factor are the unanswered telephone numbers from the original sample
selection. There is no possible way to account satisfactorily for this group;
discarding them and substituting answerers tends to raise listening because heavy
not-at-homes are omitted from the sample base. Reinterviews that may be com-
pleted on days other than that initially predesignated are in effect used as sub-
stitutes for sample respondents predesignated for the later day but unreached on
that date.

Birch’s significant headway toward becoming an established “second service”
to Arbitron is based on such features as a single random interviewee in each
houschold, monitored data collection in three Birch interview centers, and ¢claims
of higher response rates than Arbitron. Other factors are lower cost, monthly
data, two-week delivery, and qualitative data. The product and service data cover
20 categories over three months” interviewing (see Chapter S for further details).

IX. OTHER RADIO SERVICES 1930-1982

The previous sections presented a synopsis of the radio rating services that, at
one time or another, were in the mainstream of industry use (i.c.. services widely
employed in evaluation ot audience delivery by networks and stations, advertisers
and agencies). There were many other aspirants for such a place in audience
measurement. Some were only ideas, never actually tried: others operated on a
contract basis in regional areas. A small number got to a pilot stage and floun-
dered; a handful actually became for a time marginally viable as supplements
to the major operations. Producing a truly comprehensive list of all such efforts
is beyond the scope of this book. Nevertheless. some are noteworthy or interesting
because they lend additional texture to the scroll or because of what their failure
contributes to our understanding of what has not worked. as well as what has.
Moreover, some innovations went into the deep freeze, only to emerge later
when the marketplace accepted them.

The two major groups of interest are (1) various efforts to produce a meter
measurement service to compete with A. C. Nielsen and (2) a number of entrants
in the radio field seeking to offer an option to Arbitron. which enjoyed a near
monopoly status after the demise of the Pulse in May 1978.
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IAMS (Instantaneous Audience Measurement Service)

Under the direction of Dr. Peier Goldmark, a CBS development engineer, and
with the active input and support of CBS president Dr. Frank Stanton (formerly
its research director), the CBS Engineering Research and Development Labo-
ratory developed IAMS in 1947. Stemming from the radar work of World War
II, the Instantaneous Audience Measurement Service was designed to report
continuously for a sample on a minute-to-minute basis at the very moment of
listening. Audience size data was then recorded on tape as fast as it took a radio
signal to go from central control point and return from an installed home. It was
comprised of:

* A high-frequency audio signal of very brief duration (a few millionths of
a second) transmitted in all directions from an existing standard radie station in
the arca.

+» Throughout the area, a cross-sectional sample of households, equipped with
a transponder the size of a portable typewriter, automatically signaled by ultra
short wave from the control point once each minute, reporting whether the radio
is in use and the station to which it is tuned.

* The tape recorder within the central location produces minute-by-minute
sets in use, station shares, and ratings, using an electronic binary computer
capable of counting 250,000 units per second.

The TAMS device provided for a nine-way breakdown of the sample homes
(e.g., three socioeconomic levels and three geographic locations) so that the
*“who and where” of audience could be ascertained. The costs of recruiting and
equipping such a sample would be substantial.

Stanton envisioned IAMS as ancillary to the Nielsen Radio Index. Its primary
plus would be speed: instant results versus months-old reports from NRI. Stand-
ing alone, IAMS was really not much better than the results of a coincidental
telephone survey available within 12 hours of program air time. Its distinctive
virtues (aside from the use of radio waves rather than the telephone lines involved
in other proposals) would be the ability to cover nontelephone and nonmetro-
politan homes not surveyed in coincidentals. CBS never implementec the IAMS
system, nor was there any great interest in its introduction. Hooper was still
going strong, while Nielsen was moving rapidly to complete national coverage
and to decrease delivery lag by use of mailable cartridges.

Sindlinger's RADOX

The earliest serious challenge to Nielsen’s dominant position in meter audience
calibration came from RADOX, a system invented by naval Commander Harold
R. Reiss and developed by Alfred Sindlinger, a lifelong friend of Reiss. Although
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Nielsen had demonstrated an instantaneous rating panel of 24 homes in the New
York area using telephone lines connected to a central office, in 1946, this had
been in the nature of a provocative look at the future.

Therefore, when Sindlinger inaugurated the RADOX service in Philadelphia
in September 1948, after many months of preparatory work, it represented broad-
casling’s first instantaneous service. Alfred Politz, a prominent market rescarcher,
designed the sample. which was targeted at 500 persons, but it took many months
for that total to be reached. The operation covered all radio and TV station
activity between 8:00 A.M. and 10:00 P.M. for seven radio and three TV stations.
Reports were teletyped to clients daily

The RADOX system matched the audio signal being received in the home
set (transmitted by a transponder attached to the set) with the output of all local
stations every two and a half minutes. In the initial installation, this was done
manually; employees did the matching with headsets having one earpiece tuned
to euach signal. Reiss had designed an electronic matching device, but its use
awaited an expected influx of new capital. According to Sindlinger, this capital
was 1o come from a group of private investors that included Ralph Bard, former
undersecretary of the Navy.

The challenge to Nielsen's meter monopoly was too real to be taken lightly.
Charles Wolcott, a top executive of A. C. Nielsen wrote to Mr. Nielsen: 1 fail
10 see how we can turn our backs on the possibility that RADOX could complicate
our situation—that is, it RADOX continues to develop, we are no longer exclu-
sively the proud possessors of measurement by electronic means.”® It did not
take Nielsen long to move. RADOX was vulnerable on two fronts—patent and
finance—and each front was quickly attacked. Regarding patents, it turned out
that both parties had patent applications pending, and the U.S. Patent Oftice
ultimately declared that an “interference™ existed. Nielsen's major thrust, Sin-
dlinger maintained, was to use the cloudy patent situation to chill the interest
of the investor group in any financing help for RADOX. In April 1950, Sindlinger
& Co. sued A. C. Nielsen, Inc. in federal court, alleging that the following
factors existed:

lllegal use of a confused patent situation.
Interference with investors and potential clients.
Monopolistic practices and restraint of trade.

w o -

Possible damages were limited to $1 million. An out-of-court settlement was
reached in January 1952, prior to court trial. Sindlinger & Co. gave up all patent
rights to RADOX and cleared the Nielsen patent. In return for this. and for
abandoning the damage suit. Nielsen paid Sindlinger & Co. $75,000 plus costs.
Sindlinger agreed that if RADOX were continued he would pay 30¢ per month
for each wired home in the sample.
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Since 1952 the only challenges to Nielsen’s meter dominance have come in
television from Arbitron (see Chapter 3). first in 19571961 and then beginning
anew in 1976.

DAX

An all-electronic system named Data Accurately Cross-Checked (DAX) was
proposed for radio by Dr. Sydney Roslow of Pulse in July 1954, DAX was an
invention of William Horn, with assistance from Dr. John Ragazzi of Columbia
University. The device used ordinary telephone lines to send data to a master
control all-electronic calculator that recorded minute-by-minute set usage. Each
home unit could accommodate four or more sets and utilized transistors and
printed circuits. Only a pilot hookup of six TV sets was reported; Pulse lacked
the resources to pursue the development.

Radio Ratings Initiatives, 1964-1982

The past decade has seen a multitude of attempts to challenge the largely monop-
olistic position held by the Arbitron Ratings Company diary service in the local
market radio field. The list of aspirants include large and small research entities.
Nevertheless, as of April 1987, there is only a single survivor, the Birch report.
Mediatrend (by Media Statistics), Trendex. TRAC-7 (Audits and Surveys), Burke,
and RAM all failed. All of these actually produced reports. some like Media
Statistics over a long period, others such as Trendex and TRAC-7 hardly beyond
the pilot stage. The interesting aspect of these developments is that, with the
exception of RAM. which used a one-day diary, all employed some form of
telephone recall—the original Crossley CAB methodology pioneered in 1930
and after 1940 used only by Sindlinger from 1962 10 1967. As we see in
Chapter 4. the limitations of this technique, which neither Crossley nor Sin-
dlinger could successtully overcome. are still present. Only RADAR, which is
in effect a difterent technique, found the solution 1o the two major problems of
recall—memory loss and statistical base. Birch is trying hard but still has to pass
a true research test.

Mediatrend—A Service of Media Statistics

When in September 1964 James Seiler was abruptly released as president of
American Research Bureau, he made some fast decisions. A group of five loyal
ARB executives (all of whom supported Seiler’s efforts to buy ARB back from
CEIR) joined him to start a new venture in the ratings field. Media Statistics
Inc. was organized in November, 1964 and plans were designed to establish a
new rating service in 1965.
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A large-scale methodology test was conducted in New York in March 1965
to validate a two-media (radio and TV) diary. The test left many questions
unanswered, but Media Statistics pushed ahcad with the new service. It involved
weekly cumulative figures, expanded demographics, and the opportunity to deter-
mine cross-media audience patterns. Starting in 15 markets in the fall of 1965,
Media Statistics signed up 40 agencies and scemed on the way to a successful
future. But ARB (Arbitron), which had tentatively flirted with the multimedia
diary concept, switched to use of a separate personal radio diary in 1966. This
had broadcast support because of its higher ratings, and Media Statistics in July
1967 forswore its plans to launch a major new rating service and sold its sub-
scriber contracts to ARB.

Seiler then began developing a stable of flexible services that could serve
some need for just about any radio station in the country,® services that consisted
of local surveys using telephone recall. Areas covered could be cities or parts or
groups of counties, with sample sizes varying for reports.

Out of this activity, Media Statistics developed its Mediatrend reports. Unlike
the customized studies (largely used in medium-sized and small markets), Media-
trend was a regular monthly syndicated service covering a number of major
markets. In each metropolitan area, a sample of 500 to 1000 persons aged 12
and over were interviewed each month with a 24-hour recall radio questionnaire.
Reports, delivered one week after fieldwork completion, included a 6:00 A.M.
to 12 midnight share (Monday to Friday), daily cumulative figures, breakdowns
by day parts. and demographics. This service was never designed nor sold as a
stand-alone rating service but as a supplement to Arbitron, which issued reports
only two to four times yearly for these markets. Mediatrend was used for program
tracking and as a predictor for Arbitron’s next rating book .

When James Seiler died suddenly in January 1982, the future of Media
Statistics was cloudy. Seiler and Thomas Birch had already held preliminary
discussions about a possible joining of interests. Now Birch moved in with an
offer to take over the firm’s radio client contracts. much as Seiler had at one
time taken over Hooper’s clients. John Landreth, Seiler’s successor as head of
Media Statistics. was left free to continue custom studies and research in areas
such as video cassette recorders (VCR) and cable. Media Statistics would collect
a percentage of the revenue produced by the ongoing Mediatrend contracts taken
over. Media Statistics went out of business in January 1984

TRAC-7

Radio broadcasters. in the love-hate relationship typical of station attitudes toward
ratings services, were especially disenchanted with the Arbitron syndicated radio
service in the mid 1970s. The demise of Pulse, having bequeathed Arbitron a
virtual monopoly, made stations feel “locked in.” their entire fate in the hands
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of an outside service that was replete with shortcomings. Arbitron’s surveys
were generally conducted only once or twice a year, and poor numbers—due
perhaps to a statistical bounce based on small sample—could clobber a station’s
sales and profits for months to come. Dissatisfaction with Arbitron was also
based on the perception of large, unexplained, and often temporary changes in
audience position. Disenchantment with the diary procedure sometimes resulted
from visits to Arbitron’s operational center in Beltsville, Maryland, to review
actual diaries used in tabulation. Improperly filled-out diaries, illegible and incon-
sistent entries, and weak editing procedures were criticized. Some wanted more
marketing data to help radio stations compete with newspapers.

In 1977, under the leadership of the Radio Advertising Bureau and with
support from the National Association of Broadcasters, a determined effort was
launched to develop an acceptable method ot measuring local radio station audi-
ences through telephone interviewing. Equal importance was given to average
quarter-hour and weekly cumulative audience estimates. Audits and Surveys,
Inc. was engaged (o carry out the necessary methodological testing and feasibility
study.

Audits and Surveys, Inc. started by reviewing past studies using the one-
interview, seven-day recall and focused on cumulative measurements with new
questioning techniques. The results of this feasibility study led to the design of
a proposed new radio ratings service christened TRAC-7.

The Audits and Surveys feasibility study had clearly indicated that weekly
recall (up to 168 hours) produced vast understatements and inaccuracies because
of memory loss and people’s tendency to report average experience, forgetting
actual behavior during the past week. If accurate weekly cumulatives were to
be obtained, they had to come from an individual-day buildup such as the diary
or the RADAR procedure provided. TRAC-7 followed the latter as a model.

Upon completion of the Audits and Surveys study,” the Radio Advertising
Bureau (RAB) asked for bids from research companies to implement a ratings
service. RAB, however, quickly withdrew from further participation for legal
reasons, but it strongly encouraged Audits and Surveys to launch the service it
proposed. Broadcast stations and groups associated with the RAB promised
subscription support. As a result, Audits and Surveys announced in the spring
of 1978 that it would inaugurate the TRAC-7 service in October embodying
these features:

» Computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) utilizing computer ter-
minals in centralized locations. All instructions came to the interviewer from
the computers, and all inputs went directly to the computer.

« Sample of one person per household (12 years or older) randomly drawn
from all telephone households in metropolitan, DMA, and total station area
coverage and projection to those households.

* Sample (division}—65 percent of respondents/25 percent of interviewing
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days devoted (o single-day, 24-hour listening records for average quarter-hour
and daily cumulatives; thirty-five percent of respondents/75 percent of inter-
viewing days provided 24-hour listening records collected on each of seven days
to obtain average quarter-hour, daily, and weekly cumulatives.

* An original and six follow-up call-backs were made to reach designated
households. Interviewing was conducted continuously 12 weeks per quarter.

* Quarterly reports total sample size of 7225 daily and 3700 weekly.

With the endorsement of the RAB, TRAC-7 quickly signed $700.000 in
business and started the service in October 1978, with the 20 top markets sched-
uled for coverage within a year. There were some glitches in the CATI system
and reports were delayed, and that lost Audits and Surveys important momentum
in its competitive battle with Burke Broadcast Research, which entered the field
almost simultaneously with a cheaper telephone recall methodology. TRAC-7
with its many quality features, was more expensive than both Arbitron and Burke.
The latter, with smaller samples, only two call-backs, and cumulatives reported
by a single seven-day recall interview. was the least expensive service.

Audits and Surveys management viewed Burke's entry as the “‘spoiler”
without it they felt confident that TRAC-7 would have succeeded.™ With Burke
active, many prospects withheld decisions in order to compare results before
deciding whether to accept a new service or retain Arbitron or both. Some
promised station support did not materialize, and, facing continued losses, Audits
and Surveys suspended TRAC-7 in June 1979.

Burke Broadcast Research

Burke International Research Corporation of Cincinnati is among the leading
market and media research firms in the United States. Burke scores on recal] of
TV commercials obtained by telephone interviews are widely used by advertisers
and agencies as a form of copy registration. Burke’s decision to enter radio
ratings research, a new field for them. was probably prompted by several cir-
cumstances. The single Arbitron service was surely a major factor but so was
the radio industry’s determined search for a telephone recall system (a field in
which Burke held great experience and expertise). Also timely was the availa-
bility of Harry Bolger, formerly director of development for A. C. Nielsen, who
had attempted 10 interest the Nielsen company in reentering the radio audience
measurement field. Bolger was hired 1o head the Burke Broadcast Rescarch
(BBR) service in 1977.

The Burke methodology bore many characteristics in common with TRAC-
7: 24-hour telephone recall, one respondent per household, inclusion in sample
of nonlisted telephone households. continuous interviewing, quarterly reports,
top 20 markets scheduled, all interviewing done by employees of the service.,
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service start about October 1, 1978, computer tape comparable to quarterly report
available.

Relative 1o TRAC-7, Burke suftered from several comparative weak nesses:
Weekly cumulative audience estimates were based on a separate set of interviews
during which seven-day recall was employed; the Burke “plus 17 technique of
bringing nonlisted households into the sample is not true random-digit dialing
(RDD) as practiced by Audits and Surveys; sample sizes were lower than those
of TRAC-7 with greater sampling errors; and Burke carried limitations in sample
balancing and in product usage data provided. Burke’s advantages were more
markets in the beginning (10 in October 1978, 10 more in January 1979) and
availability of individual respondent data via an on-line system. Burke’s meth-
odology had been tested on a limited scale in Cincinnati in the spring of 1978.

In the head-to-head competition tor subscribers. Burke fared second best,
because Audits and Surveys had the longer record of involvement and the TRAC-
7 technique had industry endorsement. In reality. it was an impossible situation
for both firms in a field where the viability of even one new radio service was
questionable. Burke reports showed average quarter-hour and weekly cumulative
figures higher than those of Arbitron or TRAC-7, a development that cast some
doubt on the methodology employed. Burke suspended operations for seven
weeks during the summer of 1979, hoping to obtain more contracts after TRAC-
7 withdrew. When this proved unrewarding and the outlook for a profitable
operation faded, the service was folded with publication of the October—Decem-
ber 1979 quarterly reports.

RAM (Radio Audience Measurement)

The RAM ratings service, founded by Jack McCoy, originated with McCoy’s
interest in research for radio programming purposes. especially record selection
and rotation. Arbitron data were not precise nor frequent enough, and McCoy,
combining his programming and computer talents, initated a one-day diary that
secured listening data plus music preferences and product information. At first,
this was a supplement to his program consulting work, but in 1976 the RAM
rating service was organized in San Diego. McCoy was president and John
Patton, marketing director (later vice president).

RAM grew rapidly in individual station acceptance in medium-sized markets
in the West and South. However, the service obtained no suppart from important
station groups nor much acceptance in the top 20 markets. Here it was not only
competing against heavily entrenched Arbitron but several new and vigorous
competitors (Burke and TRAC-7), which had set their sights on penetrating
major markets tirst—the reverse of RAM’s strategy. Nevertheless, by June 1978
RAM claimed subscribers in 63 markets (including all top 50). In 1979, Donald
Cole. a West Coast investor and entrepreneur, acquired RAM from McCoy as
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an investment for a reputed payment of $1.5 million, and John Patton moved
up from marketing vice president to president. Many management changes were
needed—better quality control, budget, and financial systems, etc.—but essen-
tially the business was overextended, growth had disappeared, and capital was
vanishing quickly. When it became obvious that Burke was going to leave the
held, Cole and Patton attempted to fashion some sort of merger or takeover but
tound no interest on Burke’s part. A last desperate and completely unsuccessful
effort was made in mid 1980 to interest a number of major station groups in
acquiring a stake in RAM as an Arbitron competitor. Following this strikeout,
Cole sold what was left of RAM back to McCoy tor whatever use he could make
of it in the music consulting activity he had continued.™

The RAM technique consisted of several major basic elements: (1) a one-day
personal pocket-size diary with instructions on the front, qualitative questions
on the back, and the double-spread rules with spaces for all radio listening; (2)
50 wecks of data were collected daily, thus permitting weekly and monthly, as
well as 13-week, data composited to cover the last three months; and (3) returned
diaries were entered on the computer immediately—flash ratings were available
within 90 hours. A major plus was control and weighting of sample by zip codes,
important in extensive metropolitan areas with heavily populated counties such
as New York and Los Angeles.

RAM secured its sample households from Metro Mail tapes. and a preplace-
ment computer-generated datagram was sent to each household. Interviewers
made up to five calls to reach each designated household. When reached the
callee was asked to supply names of all family members so a diary could be
sent for each. A placement call prompting respondents was made the day the
diaries should arrive at the household.

RAM. like the other services that emerged in 1978 in an effort to share the
radio ratings field with Arbitron, was partially a victim of bad timing. After a
period of complete Arbitron dominance, it was too confusing for the radio
industry, relatively unsophisticated as it was in research. to deal with three new
competitors at once. When the Birch report came into the picture after TRAC-
7, Burke, Ram, and Mediatrend lett, it fared tar better as a viable Arbitron rival.

TRACE (Traffic Radio Audience
Coincidental Enumeration)

The TRACE radio service was inaugurated in Honolulu, Hawaii. in 1952 by
Survey and Marketing Services (SMS). M. D. Myers, owner of SMS, originated
the plan to measure automobile radio listening by a coincidental technique and
combine the car data with home listening data obtained by conventional telephone
coincidental interviews. Interviewers were stationed at key intersections on main
routes throughout the Honolulu metropolitan area during morning and evening
rush hours.
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Points selected had either stop signs or traffic lights, providing an opportunity
for the interviewer to note (1) if the radio was on, and (2) the number of occupants
in the car (men/women/children). By observation or question, the station tuned
in was ascertainable. The results were issued in a report that presented in-home
and automobile results separately.

Seven Honolulu stations subscribed, and Myers tried to expand the service
to California in 1962—-1963. but experiments in several cities were not successtul
in gaining support.” TRACE went through several ownership changes and even-
tually suspended operations in 1973,

The traffic interview procedure worked well in Honolulu’s mild climate in
the 1950s and 1960s because car windows were generally open; air conditioning
was not then in use.

The TRACE service successfully served a special local market need. It was
a carefully conducted survey operation and enjoyed accreditation by the Broad-
cast Rating Council for a number of years.
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Television Services
(1946-1987)

I. INTRODUCTION

RCA/NBC introduced commercial television in the United States at the New
York World’s Fair in 1939, but its budding growth was halted by World War
II. NBC managed to keep its New York station, WNBT, running on an abbre-
viated schedule of evening programs during the war to serve the few thousands
of sets in use in the area. Several other stations also supplied limited service.
No newspapers furnished TV listings, so NBC oftered to mail its weekly schedule
regularly to anyone requesting it. The postcard program listing was arranged for
mail-back, with boxes for people to check which programs they had viewed and
a few lines for comments or suggestions.

This, then, became the basis for the first crude TV ratings. The simple
feedback worked fine under the circumstances and was a useful tool to pro-
grammers. Nevertheless, if telelvision was to become an accepted advertising
vehicle, better audience measurement would be necessary and it was logical to
build such measurements on the established principles and technologies tested
in radio.’

[l. TELEVISION COINCIDENTALS:
HOOPER AND TRENDEX

C. E. Hooper, who had emerged at the head of the radio ratings field in the mid
1940s was the logical service to handle television audience measurement. Unlike
Nielsen’s meter, Hooper’s telephone instrument was usable for a few hours an
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evening on a periodic basis in a few markets, an ideal arrangement because the
rating service could be expanded in hours, frequency, and geography to match
the growth of the medium as well as industry need and support. Moreover,
because he was making thousands of coincidental calls every day, Hooper was
in good position to develop a list of television set owners.

Nevertheless, early in 1947 Hooper showed no interest in TV ratings; at the
time he was thoroughly immersed in trying to get his U.S. radio ratings launched
to beat Nielsen in the race for nationwide projectable ratings. Moreover, Hooper,
still a deep-dyed radio fan, was skeptical that television would go over with the
public—a view shared by many in advertising at the time. NBC had what it
considered a trump card to play to induce Hooper to start a New York TV
service—its list of set owners, which was now growing each week by new
requests as well as by names of new set purchasers received from the New York
RCA distributor. A list of 20,000 set owners was enough to give any researcher
a start on a New York ratings service.

The author invited Dr. Peter Langhoff, newly appointed research vice pres-
ident of Young and Rubicam, to join him in an appeal to Hooper to initiate
television Hooperatings. Hooper could have the NBC list and their immediate
subscriber support; or NBC and Y&R would joinily undertake to intzrest another
firm in entering the TV rating field. Even this threat failed to produce a com-
mitment from Hooper. It was obvious that his reluctance was partly due to a
lack of enthusiasm for television. The situation changed dramatically when Hooper
saw his first Yankee baseball game telecast on a brand-new model 10-inch RCA
set. Being the sports buft he was, Hooper now enthusiastically accepted the
offer, and by the end of the year was ready to start a New York rating service
for television. Coincidental calls would be confined to evening hours, but diaries
would also be used to develop overall viewing, reception quality, and the like.

Hooper’s TV service was expanded during 1948 and 1949 as set sales soared
and new stations emerged in all major cities. Unfortunately, Hooper never saw
that television was the big future of broadcasting. Had he retained network TV
when he sold the radio service to Nielsen in early 1950, he could have prospered.
Instead, the day after the deal was announced Hooper held a press conference
in which he said that “to make the deal attractive {we] threw in the national
television ratings.”” Hooper had almost scornfully thrown away the ticket to the
future of his company.

C. E. Hooper, Inc. continued in the local TV field after the Nielsen deal and
until Hooper’s death in December 1954. In 1955 the firm, then headed by James
Knipe, sold the local TV service to the American Research Bureau. Fred Kenkel,
then executive vice president, wrote, “I believe if we had held out a little longer,
TV Hooperatings would have gained greater acceptance. The very day before
the deal was signed, we received subscriptions from leading stations in three
cities. . . . C. E. Hooper, Inc. was now limited to local radio, but for years
it collected income paid oft by the ARB deal. Daniel Starch and staft acquired
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the company in 1969.° Now known as Starch-INRA-Hooper, the firm offers
audience measurement services on a custom basis to stations but does not supply
a regular syndicated service.

Trendex

If Hooper didn’t see the potential for television in 1950, there were some in his
company who did. At a champagne party that Hooper gave his staff to celebrate
his “victory” over Nielsen, two of his key employees immediately began devel-
oping their own new TV service to do telephone coincidentals: Trendex. Edward
G. Hynes, Jr. and Robert B. Rogers had joined Hooper in late 1945 after World
War II. Their experience there complemented each other ideally: Hynes worked
in sales out of New York; Rogers headed production in Norwalk, Connecticut.

Soon after starting Trendex as a replacement for Hooper’s TV service, in
June 1950, Hynes and Rogers were encouraged by NBC and CBS to inaugurate
a regular syndicated coincidental service. This was started as a 10-city operation
in 1950 but quickly expanded to 27 markets for a program popularity report
measuring network audiences under equal opportunities of viewing (where all
three national networks had local outlets). In June 1961, because Nielsen’s
speeded-up Audimeter service precluded the networks’ need for regular overnight
coincidentals, Trendex discontinued its syndicated service. For many years there-
after. however, networks purchased overnight Trendex coincidental ratings to
get readings on each fall’s revised program schedule and at times when new
series schedule changes or specials were launched.

Trendex throve because it was fast, fiexible, and relatively inexpensive. The
three networks were especially addicted to Trendex numbers because overnight
reports on new shows were imperative. This provided a number of weeks of
competitive ratings for program evaluation before the first NTI report was received.
(Nielsen reports covered two weeks and had a six-week delivery schedule; a
rating for a September 15 broadcast was not received until November |.) Trendex
reports were generally based on 1000 coincidental dialings per half-hour time
period.

As the heir to the Hooper tradition, Trendex carried on its syndicated coin-
cidental service until the basic limitations of the technique could no longer
compete with projectable meter data covering all time periods and delivered with
reasonable speed. Henceforth the telephone coincidental technique would be
confined to custom surveys and validation measurements. Trendex continued in
business, doing a variety of regular and custom surveys using telephone interviews.

ll.  ARBITRON AND THE VIEWER DIARY

No technique for measuring audiences has had a checkered career to match that
of the listener diary. Ironically, it was the advent of television that sparked
widespread acceptance of the household diary as a valid measurement tool and
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led to the success of the American Research Bureau (now Arbitron Ratings Co.),
first and foremost syndicator to employ diaries. As we saw in Chapter 2, the
radio household diary had been well developed by CBS in the 1940s and had
been utilized by Hooper in U.S. Hooperatings in 1948 and 1949. Although James
Seiler, when he was director of research at station WRC, Washington, D.C., in
1947 and 1948, had conducted several surveys using personal radio diaries, these
efforts took a back seat with the rapid emergence of television and its need for
household audience numbers.

Seiler produced his first household diary study for WNBW (the Washington
NBC-owned station, now WRC-TV) in 1947 and continued these surveys on a
quarterly basis. Other local TV stations became interested and began participating
by sharing NBC’s costs. Seiker, still an employee of NBC, managed the studies
during 1948 and early 1949. At that time, he decided to set up his own survey
business and obtained NBC’s permission to use the name American Research
Bureau, the identification used by interviewers with respondents in the original
diary work.

Seiler formed the American Research Bureau as an independent proprietorship
in September 1949. Based on previously obtained commitments, surveys were
conducted that month in Washington, Baltimore, and Philadelphia. In October,
New York was added, followed by Cleveland and Chicago in 1950. Support for
ARB developed slowly, but overhead was low (half an office in the National
Press Building and three employees), and the company remained afloat. Seiler
attributed his survival to the low TV penetration at the time (about 15 percent
in the above markets). Hooper and Pulse were the big local market radio ratings
services, but their regular sampling activity did not yield enough TV households
to provide much measurement potential. The ARB, on the other hand, used a
random telephone sample to obtain several hundred TV homes needed for its
diary survey of a week’s viewing.

The Nielsen—-Hooper deal of March 1950 left Hooper in the local market for
both radio and television. However, despite his pioneering start in TV, Hooper
never was able to achieve a strong position in the medium. Perhaps it was partly
due to his long love affair with radio and lack of trust in television’s future. On
the other hand, Seiler’s view is probably correct: More substantive factors were
at work. The diary was a more economical tool per unit of information collected,
because one diary measured every quarter hour of the week. Its sample distri-
bution could readily be expanded to cover the entire station areas at the small
added cost of one or two tol! calls per diary. Moreover, it provided many of the
analytic possibilities of household meter records: the opportunity for audience
flow analysis on a common sample and for cumulative audience computations
of program and commercial combinations. Later, audience composition data
gave diaries a strong unique dimension of their own.

One of Seiler’s first moves proved crucial to achieving his ambition to provide
a uniform service in all TV markets. In the early 1950s there were no truly
national networks because the American Telephone & Telegraph coaxial cable
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did not extend to the West Coast. As a result, television on the West Coast grew
up largely as separate local operations. In Los Angeles, where there were seven
very high frequency (VHF) stations competing, a diary service called Tele-Que
had been inaugurated in 1947 by a young research company named for its
principal officers: Joseph Coffin, Henry Clay, and Roger Cooper. After numerous
discussions, Seiler arranged a merger and the reports were combined in 1951.
This gave ARB local reports for Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego;
an office on the West Coast to complement the newly established New York
office; and a coterie of talented Tele-Que research executives, who played impor-
tant roles in the growth of the ARB for several decades: John Landreth, Roger
Cooper, Henry Clay, and R. R. Ridgeway.

What exactly did ARB offer? An early report, one for Washington covering
the week of May 11-17, 1949, is typical. A sample of 455 diaries was placed,
and 364 or 80 percent were recovered and usable. Random calls to local telephone
subscribers were placed to secure the TV-owning sample. TV homes were selected
at random from manufacturer warranty lists outside of the local telephone zone,
but within the metropolitan area. Ratings were reported on a quarter-hour basis
beginning whenever the first program appeared on any of the four local stations.
On weekdays, this was at 5:00 P.M. with “Howdy Doody,” an early children’s
show with ratings around 30 at 5:30. Ratings of 65 were credited to Milton Berle
and Ed Sullivan, while Arthur Godfrey (a former top local radio personality)
came in with 55 to 60 for his two CBS shows. Shares for these shows, not
shown in the report, were 80 to 90. Baseball drew a 40 rating on Tuesday evening
and on Saturday afternoon, while “Crusade in Europe” hit 50 at 9:00 P.M.
Thursday.

ARB added to its list of markets through the early 1950s. Then in 1955 the
Hooper local TV service was taken over in a deal by which ARB supplied its
diary reports to Hooper subscribers and paid C. E. Hooper, Inc. 50 percent of
the revenue received from those subscribers for 10 years.

In 1957, cramped for space to accommodate a rapidly growing staff, Seiler
moved to larger quarters in Beltsville, Maryland. (After several building expan-
sions there, Arbitron in 1979 found it necessary to acquire additional executive
office space in nearby Laurel, Maryland.)

By 1961, ARB was measuring every U.S. TV market and twice annually
producing national sweeps (measurement in all markets simultaneously). Clients,
numbering in the hundreds, included stations, representatives, networks, adver-
tisers, and agencies. The basic techniques remained the same except for greatly
increased demographics (there were none in 1950) and computerization.

On June 30, 1961, ARB merged with CEIR, a highly successful Washington
computer usage firm headed by Dr. Herbert Robinson. A British economist,
Robinson held govemment liaison posts in Washington during World War II.
As the war ended, he saw the potential of the emerging computer for handling
the vast array of jobs generated by the Washington bureaucracy. Having spotted
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this need, Robinson became, in etfect, a service bureau to handle the compu-
tational needs of the U.S. government on a highly profitable contract basis. CEIR
(Committee for Economic and Industrial Research) was formed in 1950 and was
incredibly successful for a decade. Then, gradually, as computers became more
competitive and computer service spread, federal agencies began acquiring their
own hardware and software. The future of CEIR was threatened.

In 1961 Robinson proposed 4 takeover of ARB 1o offset this loss, with payment
to be made in CEIR stock, then selling (over the counter) at 65. Seiler, who
controlled virtually all ARB shares, accepted the offer along with a three-year
contract as president. This, for one who had built a successful and profitable
firm from scratch, proved to be a disastrous business decision. Seiler reported
that “CEIR had financial and other problems and was of limited help to ARB.”
By the time the three-year employment contract expired, the stock price had
fallen to single-digit levels, and relations with Robinson were strained. Seiler
and associates proposed buying ARB back, but on September 1, 1964, Robinson
peremptorily replaced Seiler with George Dick as ARB president.

This move proved as disastrous for CEIR as the sale of ARB had been for
Seiler. The first result was that the entire top echelon of ARB executives left to
join Seiler in a new firm, Media Statistics. The group included virtually all the
executives who had contributed to the success of ARB as a rating service and
as a useful tool to the industry.’

It developed that Dick, whose experience had been primarily with computers,
was totally inexperienced in his new position. His contacts with ARB staff and
with clients and prospects quickly disclosed his ignorance of the television busi-
ness and of ratings research. Within two years ARB went from an $800,000
profit to a $600,000 loss. In May 1966, Robinson replaced Dick as president
with Dr. Peter Langhoff, who for 18 years had been vice president for research
at Young & Rubicam. In 1967 CEIR and American Research Bureau were
acquired by Control Data Corporation, a major computer manufacturer.

Langhoff moved to strengthen the ARB staff, which had not yet recovered
from the loss of key executives to Media Statistics. In July 1967, a large del-
egation of agency and other research people met at a conclave at which several
new ARB features were announced, the most significant being the addition of
product use data. As aresult. ARB, which had slipped seriously behind Nielsen’s
NSI in sales, recovered the lead it had held when Seiler was in charge. Unfor-
tunately, however, Langhoft was not as successful in wooing broadcast stations
as he had been with advertising agencies, where he was known personally and
respected for his research credentials. The latter did not impress TV station
managers, who found Langhoff’s understanding of their problems scant and his
manner austere. In Langhoff’s view, their major complaint was that the numbers
were too low (which they were, relative to Nielsen’s).

By the fall of 1970, ARB was in serious trouble; broadcasters (especially
such major station groups as Taft, Storer, Cox, Corinthian, and Avco) were
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withholding contract renewals to the tune of $2 million on an annual basis. At
this point Robert Price, the vice president of Control Data overseeing American
Research Bureau operations, accepted a proposal from Seiler to act as a consultant
in breaking the logjam. Seiler made one condition: that product usage data be
removed from the ARB diary and reports. He knew that many broadcasters and
station representatives believed that, in collecting this added information, ARB
was adversely affecting its cooperation rate and television levels. At least, com-
parisons with Nielsen seemed to point in that direction. With Price’s consent,
Seiler and his staff went to work on a commission basis to recoup the lost
contracts for ARB. All but $200,000 of that $2 million at stake was brought in
by the efforts of Seiler and Media Statistics executives.® In 197! ARB moved
further to parallel Nielsen’s diary by adopting the closed-end format (with quarter-
hour page rulings). Langhoff, however, who had opposed the CDC-Seiler agree-
ment, was now tinished as ARB president. Control Data moved him to take over
Ticketron and various computer activities related to state-run lotteries.

In 1972 Theodore (Ted) Shaker became president of Arbitron. With a back-
ground of many years in broadcast sales and management, Shaker, although not
a researcher, supplied the knowledge of and rapport with the broadcasting field
that neither of his past two predecessors could boast.

Unlike the Nielsen organization, which trains and builds from within and
grooms executives for higher posts by long service, Arbitron’s experience has
often been one of substantial turnover among production chiefs, heads of research,
product managers and service directors.

One of Shaker’s innovations was to change the company’s name from Amer-
ican Research Bureau to Arbitron in 1973. The Arbitron name, originally attached
to ARB’s meter service in 1957, became the name of the total service and
eventually of the company. The change was believed essential because ethnic
group cooperation was threatened by a belief that American Research Bureau
must be a government agency. Thus, a name originally adopted because its
quasi-ofticial sound might aid response was now scrapped for the opposite reason—
a subtle comment on the composition and values of our changing society. But
Shaker’s penchant for name changes went a step further. In 1982 Arbitron became
officially The Arbitron Ratings Corapany, with the intention of more clearly
positioning its activities with respondents.

Arbitron and the Meter

While the Nielsen Company was generally known as the meter master because
of its long dominance in the national picture with NRI and NTI, James Seiler
was not content to surrender a meter monopoly to this strong competitor. In
1957 Arbitron got a jump on that competitor by launching an instantaneous meter
service of about 300 specially telephone wired households in the 17 county New
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York metropolitan area. Day-after results were delivered to local station sub-
scribers. Seiler's move was well received by an industry that felt competition
would make the Neilsen Company more nimble ind a little easier to deal with.
Seiler announced plans to expand his service to other major markets.

Nielsen responded as he had with RADOX (see Chapter 2). The first move
was to institute a competitive instantaneous service in New York, which was
inaugurated in 1959. Seiler’s financial status was not vulnerable, but his patent
position was. Under Henry Rahmel’s technical leadership, the A. C. Nielsen
Company had acquired patents on every conceivable means of metering. Sind-
linger had discovered this in 1952; now Seiler learned the same lesson. Shortly
after CEIR took over Arbitron, an agreement was reached in October 1961
whereby Nielsen granted Arbitron rights to use its receiver monitoring equipment
by agreeing to pay Nielsen 5 percent of the net selling price of the salable data.
Nielsen’s penchant for technical, legal, and financial detail paid off again.

After beating Nielsen in New York by two years, it became evident to Shaker,
immediately after he became president, that Arbitron’s instantaneous meter ser-
vice had fatal flaws. The meter was beset with technical problems in keeping
abreast of rapidly advancing technology built into home television receivers.
The sample deteriorated because of these technical limitations and a lack of a
statistically sound replacement procedure. A final sore point for Shaker was the
royalty payment to Nielsen. Shaker decided to fold the service in 1972, but he
did not lose interest in developing a meter that would be in every way competitive
with Nielsen. He first wanted to compete in major local markets, but he never
lost sight of the idea that at some time in the future the opportunity for a
competitive national meter service might present itself.

Shaker turned to Melpar, a small, highly regarded electronics firm, to develop
a meter to Arbitron’s specifications. Melpar, a subsidiary of E-Systems, delivered
meters in 1974 that proved to be defective in field operation. Since they failed
to meet agreed specifications, Arbitron sued for breach of contract and reached
an out-of-court settlement, with E-Systems paying Arbitron $5.5 million cash
damages in March 1981.

Meanwhile Arbitron and the parent Control Data Corporation set about uti-
lizing CDC in-house expertise and acquired patents on new technology to build
the present Arbitron instantaneous meter. The present local meter services were
inaugurated in 1976 with meters manufactured by CDC. Arbitron then not only
matched but at times surpassed Nielsen, with local TV market installations in
13 top markets as of mid 1987. Arbitron’s aggressiveness forced Nielsen to also
expand into these new markets. NSI finally pulled ahead of Arbitron by one in
1986. Arbitron’s early start received a negative reaction from established network
affiliates, which resisted meters because they benefit least (compared to inde-
pendents and cable) from meter measurement. The result has been a significant
number of holdouts and a spiteful tendency to sign with Nielsen when its service
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became operable. Arbitron therefore failed to gain a big advantage by being first
with the meters in a market. Nevertheless by May 1987 Arbitron claimed 65
stations and 300 advertising agencies using its meter services nationwide.

Despite changes in ownership, management, executives, and name, Arbitron
has held a major share of the local market TV service against strong Nielsen
competition. It is considered to be even with Nielsen although Arbitron has a
slight edge through a stronger position in regional advertising centers.

Arbitron has been an innovator in many TV ratings developments: total survey
areas (1959), simultaneous sweeps (1959), projected persons estimates (1960),
cable controls (1964), Spanish-language diary (1965), the Area of Dominant
Influence (ADI) concept (1966), sample balancing (1969), and many additions
and refinements in report design and content, plus ancillary reports such as the
Television Markets and Rankings Guide, Syndicated Program Analyses, Network
Program Analyses, and Television USA, a day-part summary of all TV markets.
Arbitron Information on Demand (AID) provides all hard-copy data and much
greater detail through tapes and computer access. Arbitron led the way in the use
of geodemographic data, at first with PRIZM, and then with Donnelley’s Cluster
Plus (See Chapter V for descriptions of these tools). The latter, linked to product
data from Simmons Market Research Bureau (SMRB). is marketed as Product
Target AID. Station subscribers can use on-line microprocessors to develop
ratings data, zeroing in on their prime prospects.

Arbitron television handled the problems of low response and underrepre-
sentation in ethnic homes in the same manner as Arbitron radio with one excep-
tion: For Hispanic households, where diaries were placed by personal interview
(1967-1983), television used Spanish-language diaries and radio used bilingual
diaries. The Differential Survey Treatment (DST) was introduced in 1982—1983
for blacks and Hispanics. This uses heavy money premiums to induce cooperation
in younger households so that ethnic response rates nearly parallel those for whites.

In October 1984, Arbitron Ratings Company and Burke Marketing Services
finalized an agreement to work together on a new syndicated rating service called
ScanAmerica. Arbitron’s parent corporation, Control Data Corporation, had ac-
quired a minority interest in Burke Marketing with an option to purchase the
remainder of Burke after five years. ScanAmerica is an electronic meter system
that measures television viewing of individuals as well as product purchases
made within the measured household. (See Chapter [1 for recent peoplemeter
developments.)

IV. NIELSEN TV SERVICES 1947-1987

A. C. Nielsen, in his deal with Hooper in January 1950, demonstrated the shrewd
approach that characterized his phenomenal business success over the years.’
When Nielsen was ostensibly bargaining 1o get Hooper out of the national radio
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measurement field, he linked to his proposal the acquisition of Hooper’s stripling
network TV service, the only viable one at the time. Nielsen was certain that
television held the future of broadcasting; the mercurial Hooper was still a radio
fan, convinced that local audience measurements would dominate in the future
because of TV’s spotty growth. When Hooper “just threw in the national tele-
vision ratings” (his own words), he handed Nielsen the passkey to the future:
uncontested dominance of network television measurement that has continued
unabated for over three decades. Although Nielsen had inaugurated a local meter
TV service in the New York market in August 1949, it was restricted in sample
size to the limited number of households in the NRI sumple that acquired tele-
vision sets.

National Television Index (NTI)

Following the Hooper acquisition, Nielsen ran a joint Nielsen—-Hooper national
service from March to August 1950. The NTI metered sample grew from 214
to 290 installed houscholds (a subsample of NRI's 1500 sample). This supplied
TV usage by time periods. Each program’s share of audience was determined
by Hooper’s coincidental telephone calls in 405 households per city within 50
miles of 42 U.S. cities. Program ratings. a product of NTI households using
television (HUT) and Hooper shares, were expressed as a percentage of TV
households in cities where the program was broadcast on a program station area
(PSA) basis. Monthly reports were issued based on two alternate weeks measured.

Beginning in September 1950, NTI reports were based solely on Nielsen
sample data. Ratings were still produced on a PSA basis, and sample size rose
rapidly: in the fall of 1951—450; 1952—600; 1953—700. In the fall of 1953
the PSA rating basis was abandoned in favor of a program station basis (PSB),
in which the denominator became the ability of NTI households to receive one
or more stations carrying the program (according to Nielsen field check), rather
than arbitrary definition by market. There were comparable levels between PSA
and PSB.

In the early television years, when many markets had only one or two local
stations, network lineups were more important than program popularity in devel-
oping high audience ratings. In October 1951 Nielsen instituted a new service
based on an NTI subsample made up of nine markets that had a full-time VHF
affiliate for each of the three TV networks. Known as the Multi-Network Area
(MNA) report, this became the standard measure of program popularity under
relatively equal competitive conditions.® An additional value was that it could
be produced more quickly than the national pocketpiece (approximately a week
ahead) and was therefore greatly valued for trend spotting. Other markets were
added as they qualified; by 1960 the report included 70 markets.

By July 1960 Nielsen began reporting ratings based on total U.S. TV house-
holds.” Station and network facilities had increased to the point where the average
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network program could be viewed by well over 90 percent of all U.S. TV
households, and sample size had reached 1100 homes installed.

During 1964 and 1965, tollowing the Harris committee hearings, NTI con-
verted to a new sample based on 1960 census data and added the Mountain
Time Zone. Also, a systematic sample was built in to ensure that no homes
remained in the sample over five years. By the summer of 1965, the installed
sample size was 1150 households, a figure that gradually increased to 1250 by
1982.

Regarding Audimeter technology, Nielsen’s great stride occurred in 1973
with the introduction of the Storage Instantaneous Audimeter (SIA), which pro-
vided day-after ratings for local market services in New York and Los Angeles
and 48-hour ratings for national network TV shows. The SIA instrument records
all set usage and holds the data in storage ready for retrieval from Nielsen’s
main computer center in Dunedin, Florida. Sample homes are connected by a
special telephone line so that the data can be collected at any time, but it is
usually done between 2:00 A.M. and 6:00 A.M. daily. Instant processing enables
the computer to furnish client subscribers with local figures by 9:00 A.M. via
their own terminal. Network ratings require an extra day because of the neces-
sity of verifying station lineups. NTI ratings were now available 52 weeks
a year.

Since 1977 Nielsen has been gradually automating the network station pro-
cedure with its Automated Measurement of Lineups (AMOL). AMOL employs
digital coding of all network program episodes transmitted in one of the vertical
blanking intervals'® of the television picture. In 1984 this procedure was used
for all three TV networks but not for all aftiliated stations. It permits Nielsen to
know automatically and instantly what stations carried each network program
sent out. AMOL will further improve speed and accuracy of network ratings
when it is 100 percent operable.

In 1975 NTI began rating programs of less than five minutes’ duration, and
all programs were rated to the nearest minute (rather than the nearest five minutes).
Since 1977 a number of useful secondary and summary publications have been
introduced: the NTI Planners Report, with year-to-year and seasonal compari-
sons; the NTI Network Prime Time Feature Film Directory, with ratings for all
tilms aired since September 1961; special releases covering holiday viewing;
miniseries cumulatives; and the NTI Cable Status Report.

In 1983, the greatest change in the Nielsen Television Index in two decades
occurred. The demands of superstations (such as Ted Turner’s WTBS, Atlanta)
and the requirements of satellite cable networks induced Nielsen to increase its
sample from 1250 to 1700 metered households. The 450 new households were
added in increments of 50 through the year. Priority was given to the 150
households in the new sample that were cable subscribers. That group was added
to WTBS and cable network reports in October 1982.
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National Audience Composition (NAC)

A full description of the Nielsen NAC service is discussed in Chapter 2, Section
111, where the Recordimeter and the sample are detailed. This service, which
paralleled NRI and NTI beginning in 1954, was devised to furnish the demo-
graphic (people) data not produced by a meter. After the demise of the NRI
service in 1964, NAC became a television-only service ancillary to NTIL. In
1966, a forced three-year sample turnover was instituted for the NAC panel
(compared to tive years for Audimeter homes, where minimal work is involved
for sample household members). Improved delivery for NTI/NAC persons data
was introduced in 1968. In 1970, the NAC report sample size was increased
from one-quarter to one-third of the total panel each week. There are 39 NAC
measured weeks annually, and each panel household keeps an Audilog record
for 13 weeks. In 1980-1981. 89 percent of installed sample homes returned
usable diaries (one or more days). Nineteen out of 26 issues of the NTI pock-
etpiece annually include demographic data from NAC. New computational pro-
cedures introduced in 1974 enabled personal data to be used on “households
with any” of 14 demographic categories for NAC on the same basis as NTI. At
the same time, audience analysis for persons by age and sex within market breaks
was made available.

Nielsen Station Index (NSI)

The Nielsen Recordimeter-based NSI local market television service was launched
simultaneously with the radio service in 1954; see Chapter 2, Section Il for
details of its growth until 1963, when the local radio service was discontinued.
NSI-Radio and TV were sold as individual services, although most clients bought
both. Separate diaries were provided for each set used. Sample sizes varied
initially by market from 150 for smaller metropolitan markets to several hundred
in larger markets where areas beyond the metro were included (a Nielsen first).
The NSI service, starting with 6 markets, expanded to 30 by fall of 1955. In
1957-1958, expansion continued with 24 additional markets but without the
Recordimeter. Further additions of diary-only markets brought the total to 219
markets by 1961.

When the local radio service was discontinued by 1963, the NSI TV service
was completely revamped to meet Arbitron competition: eight-week reports were
discontinued in favor of four weeks; computer-selected samples from listed
telephone frames were used; sample recruitment was concentrated in interview
centers, where supervised employees placed WATS calls, and samples were
increased. Contro! for CATV (community antenna TV) was initiated.

Between 1965 and 1984, the following developments took place: Additional
demographic data and many new TV stations doubled the size of market reports
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to an average of about 100 pages; reports are delivered 21 days after measurement
(versus 36 days before); reports are often ahead of delivery schedule (as opposed
to previous frequent delays of up to 7 days). Actual calendar production days
were cut in half—from 24 days to 12—due to more powerful automation, better
printing facilities, and more efficient staff.

In the fall of 1976, NSI introduced Total Telephone Frame (TTF), the addition
of unlisted telephone households by use of random-digit dialing (RDD), in 14
metropolitan areas. The TFF procedure was expanded to 68 markets by 1978,
and by 1980 it covered the entire sample universe.

NSI tried several approaches to the problem of adequately representing black
and Hispanic households in NSI in-tab samples. Prior to the inclusion of unlisted
telephone households in 1967. separate socioeconomic units of central city hard-
core poverty areas were geographically defined by U.S. statistical data and
sampled as separate cells. Spanish-language diaries were introduced. and Span-
ish-speaking interviewers were used in placement. A major overhaul in this area
took place in 1978 when socioeconomic control areas were abandoned in favor
of increased monetary incentives and midweek call-backs to bring ethnic response

up.

NSI Instantaneous Audimeter TV Service

NSI’s entry into the local meter service began in New York, with the first printed
report released in February 1960. Each sample household in the New York
metropolitan area was connected by leased telephone line so that Audimeter
tuning data could be transmitted to a central computer. The meter, of course,
provided only households levels: demographic details still came from diaries. It
was not until 1970 that a second market—Los Angeles—was so equipped. In
1973, SIA equipment was installed in these two markets, sample sizes were
increased o 500 each in 1975, and Chicago was added in 1976. By 1984, NSI
had added six additional metered markets. Arbitron began in 1982 to match
and surpass Nielsen in meter-equipped markets. At first Nielsen, under station
pressure,vacillated about meeting the Arbitron challenge. However, key agencies
favorable to meter measurement induced NSI to meet the competitive thrust and
match Arbitron market by market. Later Nielsen gained a slight margin when
by mid 1987 the score was Nielsen 14 and Arbitron 13.

In 1984 Nielsen, in response to the projected entry of British AGB Research
into the United States with people meters (Section 4, this Chapter and Chapter 11
for peoplemeter developments) began a national test of the Nielsen people meter
(with push buttons for family members to record viewing). Such a device, if
workable in households, could replace diary based demographics in meter ser-
vices. Another 1984 development was the acquisition of A.C. Nielsen, Inc. by
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Dun and Bradstreet, a move not expected to affeet the course of the company’s
activities.

V. AGB RESEARCH PLC

A new entrant in the U.S. television measurement field appeared in 1982 in the
form of AGB Research PLC, an English firm. AGB, with a significant success
record in using meters in Europe and elsewhere, has now staked out the United
States and especially the Nielsen national service as its target.

AGB Research PLC started in business as Audits of Great Britain, founded
in 1962 by three former executives of the Attwood organization: G. B. Audley,
D. A. Brown, and D. M. Wharrie. At that time, Attwood was a dominant factor
in British market and media research and held the contract for the meter service
used by commercial television in the United Kingdom. The fledgling AGB
concentrated on continuous panel market research, store audits, and in-home
grocery audits until 1968. Then, with a newly designed meter, it supplanted
Attwood by winning the contract for the U.K. meter service, a contract negotiated
by the Joint Industry Committee for Television Advertising Research, a tripartite
organization of broadcasters, advertisers, and agencies.

Later, as AGB grew, it acquired Attwood as a subsidiary. In 1981, the British
Broadcasting Corporation’s noncommercial television network joined the spon-
soring group, and the name was changed to Broadcasters Audience Research
Board.

At present, AGB has 3200 meters in Great Britain and also conducts meter
services in Germany, Ireland, Holland, Italy, France. Hong Kong, and the
Philippines. Several of these were acquired local services and so are not using
the standard form of AGB meter.

AGB'’s big meter push has come in the area of “people meters,” in which a
household push-button device allows each family member to indicate when he
or she is viewing. Such meters have been successfully employed in Ireland,
Holland, Italy, and Germany (the former Teleskopie service acquired by AGB
in 1982). AGB has introduced them in Great Britain, where their plan called for
the entire panel of 4000 to have people meters by September 1984. AGB has
also experimented extensively with an “electronic diary,” a sophisticated device
in which a viewer not only records viewing by a light pen instead of a push-
button, but can record his or her opinon on the program (and other matters) and
register product use data.

U.S. Presence and Plans

Early in 1982, AGB acquired National Family Opinion (NFO). a national survey
organization based in Toledo, Ohio, for $9 million. In mid 1982, AGB announced
its intention to enter the U.S. television audience field with its meter. AGB then
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proposed in 1983 to conduct a market test of its advanced meter system. At the
same time, AGB announced that it had contracted to purchase a majority interest
in Information and Analysis, a New York firm established in 1978 by Norman
Hecht, formerly Arbitron Television vice president. This company would now
become the nucleus of the AGB media operations in the United States (as NFO
had become the U.S. market research arm). Hecht would continue to head the
newly constituted unit, yet to be named.

The U.S. test proposed by AGB involved a one-city (Boston) public trial
validation of the people measurement devices over an eight-month period begin-
ning in fall 1984. Two matched panels of 200 households each are employed.
Panels A and B test the push-button “People Meter,” and B uses the electronic
diary type during the final two months. Panel A employs only the set meter
during the first two months as an accepted industry benchmark. Telephone coin-
cidentals are to provide validation.

AGB proposed that the cost of this study, $1,050,000 (which includes no
AGB overhead or profits), be user financed. The plan was kicked off with
impressive equipment demonstrations, and AGB announced sufficient success
in the financing effort 1o go forward. Industry support has come from advertisers,
agencies, broadcast networks, and cable interests.

What AGB Offers

The goal is a national service based on 5000 to 7000 metered households and
13,000 to 18,000 people participants, at a cost of 50 percent to 65 percent of
Nielsen’s charges. The Boston test is a bold bid to involve industry elements in
financially supporting a test of a competitor for the Nielsen NTI service. AGB
offers the following incentives:

* An overall lower-cost meter operation than Nielsen’s. permitting a larger
national sample at a significant saving.

* A thoroughly tested electronic meter system with integrated people meters,
eliminating all diary adjustments, limitations, and costs.

Why the Test?

AGB is a relatively unknown organization in this country. It must demonstrate
not only the technical ability of its equipment but the willingness of Americans
to cooperate daily in pushing buttons in an accurate manner. Whereas set meters
are out of sight (and mind, probably), the daily presence of buttons to push (or
light pens to use) could become a boring chore, could condition people’s viewing
patterns, and could create security problems because of the visibility of the
equipment. Will recruitment rates be further eroded when the push-button task
is added? U.S. research people are not entirely persuaded by evidence of their
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success in other countries where cultural values and viewing choices are quite
different.

AGB’s U.S. Future

AGB executives state that they are in the United States to stay. They believe
that their service is superior to Nielsen’s and are confident that they can seriously
challenge Nielsen’s long monopoly of the TV national measurement business.
AGB’s foreign success has come largely by their acceptance by industry organi-
zations rather than individual users. Their inexperience in marketing to U.S.
media and their unfamiliarity with the immensely complex television industry in
the United States raise questions that only time can answer. AGB, with better
than $100 million sales annually, has the financial muscle to challenge Nielsen
head-on (See Chapter 11 for recent peoplemeter developments.)

VI. OTHER TV SERVICES

Any discussion of the early development of television ratings services would be
imcomplete without briefly referring to some of the early entrants in the field
that failed. Videodex, Pulse, and Sindlinger were the most prominent of this
group. None of them achieved widespread acceptance, and they were little used
in the mainstream of television programming, buying, and selling at the national
level.

Videodex

Videodex was established in Chicago as a local television rating service in 1949,
before the city had network coaxial cable connection. Like ARB, it used a viewer
diary. Conducted by Jay and Graham Research Inc., Videodex won local and
regional acceptance in the Chicago area and in 1950 announced expansion to a
national sample of 9000, to include all 63 television markets in the country.
Sample distribution was weighted up for markets where local reports would be
issued in addition to national network ratings figures. The Videodex technique
and service were in many respects similar to ARB’s with certain differences. In
diary form Videodex asked for demographics information from men, women,
teenagers, and children 12 and under; their opinion of the program watched,
whether it was excellent, good, or fair; and their opinion of the commercials,
whether they were interesting, neutral, or irritating. The Videodex sample con-
sisted of a stable panel—the same household reported seven consecutive months
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(with first month’s diary not tabulated because of “conditioning™). Names from
manufacturers’ warranty cards were used, with recruitment by mail and telephone
follow-up.

During its operational lifetime, Videodex made several adjustments in tech-
nique, but the service never attained the industry acceptance accorded its diary
competitor, ARB. In January 1958, Videodex claimed that it covered all TV
markets, with samples in each of 250 to 600 homes, but the national service
was discontinued in November 1958 when all subscribers had abandoned it."
As Seiler expanded in coverage, subscribers, and agency acceptance in the late
1950s, Videodex also dissolved as a syndicated local service of any significance.
At the time of the congressional hearings on ratings in 1963, Videodex had
become a small operation of seven people (then headquartered in New York)
doing custom surveys for spot TV advertisers. After the disastrous showing it
made in the Harris hearings, Videodex, never more than a tringe for practical
purposes, was no longer a factor.

Tele-Pulse

Pulse, Dr. Sydney Roslow’s personal interview day-after roster recall survey
system, entered the television field in New York in 1948. In 1949 the Tele-Pulse
service was reporting television audience estimates in New York, Chicago,
Philadelphia, and Cincinnati. Costs were relatively high because with few TV
sets in use, locating television households involved many wasted personal calls.
Television was then only in operation in the afternoon and evening, and a single
roster recall interview was made early the next day. This was considered accept-
able then because of the impact and memorability of TV programs in those early
days of the medium. And the viewer would be quite knowledgeable about any
set usage by others the previous day.

Later, Roslow changed the interview schedule to (1) shorten the lapse in time
between respondent’s viewing and his or her reporting to a Pulse interviewer
and (2) make certain that all family members had an opportunity to report on
evening program viewing. Various combinations were tried, with interviewing
taking place between 4:00 P.M. and 8:00 P.M. covering a portion of the present
c¢ay or evening (7:00 P.M. to midnight) of the preceding day. This involved
separate day-part samples. A variant for smaller markets was a single interview
between 6:00 P.M. and 9:00 P.M. that covered telelvision activities from 7:00
A.M.106:00 P.M. that day and from 6:00 P.M. to midnight the previous evening.

Surveys were generally conducted during the first 7 days each month. Results
were reported about 30 days later. Sample sizes, originally about 200 per quarter
hour, were expanded as the service grew.

The Tele-Pulse service expanded to 40 TV markets in 1952 and 70 in 1954
a growth closely paralleling Pulse’s somewhat higher radio market entry curve.
Tele-Pulse competed in the local field on a fairly even basis with American
Research Bureau’s diary and Hooper’s coincidental services through the early
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1950s. Then in 1955 the competitive picture changed drastically. Following
Hooper’s death in December 1954, ARB bought out the Hooper coincidental
service and gradually folded it up while acquiring its client list. The same year
Nielsen entered the local ratings field with a combination radio and television
service (both in same sample households) in 30 markets using the diary-Recor-
dimeter technique. Tele-Pulse could not withstand the combined competitive
pressure of a greatly strengthened ARB and the marketing clout of the Nielsen
organization. Tele-Pulse’s major deficiency was its geographic limitation to met-
ropolitan areas, whereas both ARB and Nielsen could survey entire station
coverage areas, which were enlarging with station transmission improvements.
From 1956 on, Tele-Pulse quickly declined; for all practical purposes it was out
of the field by 1958 and ceased operations in 1960.

Telerad System (1956)

In April 1956, a West Coast group introduced Telerad,'? a system that had many
of the characteristics of the CBS 1947 IAMS radio development. The group
comprised Robert Miller, a marketing professor, University of Southern Cali-
fornia; George Wood, engineer; Gerald Katz, statistician of the Hughes Aircraft
Corp.; and Benjamin Potts, vice president and general manager of the Lennen
and Newell advertising agency in Los Angeles. Potts planned to devote full time
to promoting and securing financial backing for a national sample of 20,000 for
Telerad. A prototype unit had been completed by the Behlman Engineering
Laboratory, Burbank, California.

The Telerad system consisted of a local central communications center located
near major TV transmitters. This center was equipped with a battery of electronic
computers for each program channel in the area. It transmitted a high-frequency
synchronizing signal to Telerad reporter units attached to a sample of home
receivers. At 30-second intervals, the recorder unit would transmit set usage and
channel tuned. Special FCC allocation would be necessary; sharing of UHF
frequencies was suggested. No further information ever reached the public about
Telerad, which embodied all the limitations ascribed to IAMS (Chapter 2, Section
IX).

TPl Ratings Inc. (1958)

TPI (Television-Personal Interview) was organized by M. A. Wallach Research,
Inc. to conduct ratings studies. Encouraged, promoted, and partially financed
by George J. Abrams, vice president and advertising director of Revlon Inc.,
researcher Miles Wallach inaugurated the use of personal coincidental inter-
viewing together with telephone coincidentals on a matched sample using the
same questionnaire. The first pilot test was conducted in Syracuse, New York,
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during the week of March 9, 1958, using a team of more than 50 interviewers.
Despite adverse weather, the S000 personal interviews (matched by 5000 tele-
phone coincidental interviews) were conducted from 10 A.M. to | 1 P.M., includ-
ing mealtime hours.

Personal and telephone coincidental ratings were close, but comparisons with
Arbitron’s February report showed that the diary figures were substantially higher.
Especially affected were prime-time periods, in which Arbitron sets in use reg-
istered 50 percent higher than did the coincidental average. The telephone coin-
cidental generally produced higher ratings except for some daytime periods.

Abrams, who was chairman of the Radio-TV Committee of the Association
of National Advertisers (ANA), presented details of the Syracuse test at an ANA
meeting late in March 1958. Broadcasting'® reported that the “reaction was stone
cold among highly placed researchers in agency and network echelons.” Never-
theless, there was sufficient advertiser interest that Ford, Chrysler, and Reader’s
Digest joined Revlon in a study that year, which Wallach presented to an ANA
meeting in November. Based on a 6,000-interview survey in three cities, Wallach
seemed prepared to reject the telephone coincidental in favor of “in-house inter-
viewing.” He stressed that current rating services overstated audiences by about
30 percent, that they did not help advertisers reach the best prospects, and that
advertisers were not doing a good selling job. A few other individual studies
were completed but TPI faded quickly as a serious rating entry.

Sindlinger (1961-1962)

Albert Sindlinger inaugurated a national television rating service in January 1961 .
Following his settlement with Nielsen over RADOX in 1952 (see Chapter 2,
Section 1X), Sindlinger had been conducting large-scale national marketing stud-
ies for such major clients as duPont, Ford, and other manufacturers. These
companies were interested in Sindlinger’s idea for a TV rating service with
qualitative data (income, occupation, and education) as well as demographic
breakdowns based on interviews with individuals, not households. There were
1600 in the daily sample and reports covered evening viewing by networks.
Sindlinger hoped that his people data, qualitative factors, and fast continuous
service would be weicomed.

The Sindlinger Television Service hoped to recoup a large part of its cost by
sale of qualitative data to advertisers, so ratings data for broadcasters was rel-
atively inexpensive. The service never caught on, in Sindlinger’s opinion because
in using people as a base the ratings were lower than those produced on the
traditional household base. When Sindlinger inaugurated his radio network ser-
vice in September 1962, he dropped the TV product, while continuing radio for
five years (see Chapter 2, Section V).
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Tanner Engineering Co. (1964)

Conversations in the hallways and suites among delegates to the NAB convention
at the Stevens Hotel in Chicago, April 6-8, 1964, were dominated by a single
topic: a panel truck equipped with rotating antennas and electromagnetic scanning
gear, which could detect and record all TV set usage within a 300-yard range
as the truck cruised at speeds of 5 to 50 miles per hour. Most broadcast station
owners, managers, and executives had much more confidence in electronic tech-
nology than in ratings produced by sample interviews. Consequently, the Tanner
Engineering Co. display was quickly accepted at face value as the solution to
the audience measurement problem.

The technique, called Tanner Electronic Survey Tabulation (TEST), had been
developed by James L. Tanner, a young San Diego inventor with some broadcast
experience. Tanner stressed that similar earlier proposals had depended on the
TV sets’ local oscillator radiation, whereas his system picked up, magnetically,
the horizontal scanning signal radiating from sets in operation. Equipment in the
truck compared radiated signals from sets with TV station signals (received via
a separate loop antenna) to determine the channel tuned in. Up to 3500 sets
could be counted per half hour. Data were recorded on tape and transmitted
periodically to a computer center. Equipped trucks cost $15,000 to $20,000.

Tanner did not plan to set up a rating service; he merely offered his system
and equipment on a lease basis to interested research companies. Unfortunately,
mechanical problems with the truck prevented field demonstrations following
the convention.

Researchers quickly pointed out that the system had no record of untuned
sets, and therefore all that could be produced were “share of audience” figures.
Moreover, there was little virtue in touring around to pick up average-minute
figures for different times from block to block. It might be better to use fixed
locations with known parameters. Engineers questioned the use of the system
near apartment houses or for older, weaker sets. Then the cost seemed prohibitive;
a national service would require a minimum of several hundred trucks, which
would mean a multimillion-dellar investment for field equipment alone.

The number of research and economic questions surrounding the Tanner
technique apparently were never seriously addressed. No research company ever
acquired a Tanner truck, and as far as public record is concerned, no practical
use was ever made of TEST.

NOTES

1. Shortly after returning from Army service to rejoin NBC as research
director in 1945, the author developed, with NBC president Niles Tram-
mell, a three-pronged research strategy for TV development: regular
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reporting of TV sets in use by market, acceptable syndicated programs
ratings, and sales effectiveness surveys.

. Hindsight is wondertul: Hooper was in a weak bargaining position because

his business was going deeply into the red. He was willing to do anything
to save it from bankruptcy.

Fred Kenkel, letter to the author dated April 18, 1978.

An interesting historical twist: C. E. Hooper had started his media research
career with Daniel Starch, an association he severed to go into business
with Clark in 1934.

. Seiler told the author in 1980 that because ARB was then so dominant

(with an 80 percent share of local TV business), he received a telephone
call from Arthur Nielsen, Sr. the very day of his release by Robinson,
proposing discussions on a merger or other joint arrangement with NSI.
Nielsen Sr. was now dead so no confirmation was possible. Arthur Niel-
sen, Jr. had no recollection of such a proposal and believed it a mis-
understanding of an offer to discuss employment of Seiler by Nielsen.

. This account is largely based on interviews with James Seiler and some

other confirmation.

. And which, along with the more profitable market index services, led to

the amassing of a considerable fortune. Arthur C. Nielsen, Jr., his prin-
cipal heir, is annually included in the Formune list of the 500 wealthiest
Americans.

. Local competitive conditions were not the same then as today. Common

antenna farms were rare (Empire State building, Mt. Wilson, Calit.), so
site location gave many early pioneers an advantage. The station’s age
and the character of local programming were signiticant pluses, which
network shows inherited.

. Note that although the base for ratings had been TV households in the

area in which the program could be received, it was always possible to
translate a PSA or PSB rating into a U.S. rating by multiplying the
reported rating by the percentage of station coverage (which is grounded
on total U.S. TV households).

. A vertical blanking interval is the split-second time between the individual

pictures that make up the TV picture seen on the screen. Only highly
sophisticated instruments can read the discrete code that appears there
for every network program broadcast.

. Part 2, Broudcast Ratings, Heuarings before a Subcommiiiee of the Com-

mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives,
88th Congress, on the Methodology, Accuracy, and Use of Ratings in
Broadcasting, pp. 534-537.

. Based on “Instantaneous Rating System Claim Made by West Coast

Agency Executive.” Broadcasting, April 23, 1956. p. 50.

. Broadcasting, March 31, 1958,



Rating Methodologies:
A Comparative Examination

I. INTRODUCTION

The average rating user, when queried as to what he or she wants most from
ratings, will probably respond “accuracy,” meaning numbers that are free from
errors or trustworthy for decision making. On the other hand, we know that all
ratings by their very nature are estimates and are therefore subject to errors and
variations of several types. The question then becomes not one of absolute
accuracy but of relative accuracy. How much accuracy can be obtained at what
cost? The expense must be related to the monetary exposure of the decision
involved.

Broadcast ratings have employed a wide range aof techniques over the years.
As we saw in Chapter 1, radio’s two first syndicated services the early 1930s—
the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting (CAB) using recall and the Hooper
coincidentals—both employed telephone interviewing. In the mid 1940s, the
Nieisen Audimeter won acceptance, and roster recall utilizing personal interviews
wasintroduced by Pulse.

The success of direct mail in the conduct of station coverage surveys in the
1930s led CBS to experiment with mail diaries in the early 1940s. This prompted
the adoption of the mail diary by American Research Bureau in 1948 and later
by Nielsen for local market reports.

Today the emphasis is on meters (which register set usage and station tuning)
as well as respondent diaries (either household or personal). Cther techniques
and variants of these basic methads have been used. However, the only successful
new methodology currently inuse is RADAR, which utilizes a carefully selected

83
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panel of individuals who are interviewed daily by telephone for a week to obtain
~personal listening data on a recall basis for the previous day.

CAB utilized telephone recall methods until 1944. Recognizing that memory
loss played a role in recall, CAB gradually reduced the recall period while
maintaining that it measured “attentive listening,” by which it meant listening
that entailed a “conscious impression 2Hooper’s coincidental tefephone method
measured listening at the moment of call (with no memory factor) but could
produce only “average minute” ratings, which were significantly lower than
CAB’s recall estimates.' Nielsen’s meter measured set tuning, not listening per
se. Nevertheless, the Audimeter could yield average audience as well as total
audience figures for programs of varying length (assuming set tuning was equiv-
alent to audience). It is clear that the operational definition of audience was
modified to suit the instrument used in survey data collection.

Audience definition was finally resolved to some degree when the Advertising
Research Foundation in 1954 adopted set tuning as the best basis for household
audience measurement. On the other hand. today’s diary methods emphasize
“viewing” and “listening” individuals—but the precise definition of action recorded
is really left to the judgment of the diary keeper who makes the entry. If a person
works for eight hours in a store or restaurant where the radio is constantly on,
is he or she a listener for those eight hours? If three family members are in the
room with a TV set on, the quality of viewing attention may vary greatly from
the teenager doing homework, to the person serving a meal, to the tired worker
relaxing with a beer. How can any technique reflect these differences in degree
of attentiveness?

There are no easy answers to the most elemental aspect of validity in ratings:
Who should be included as listening and viewing audience? Psychologists can
debate this issue. but industry ratings services and users take a realistic attitude.
The operational definitions used in meter, diary, and telephone surveys are
reasonably well accepted and understood (as are some of the major differences).
Since trends are based on common definitions, the issue is not critical in most
ratings use, and other factors appear to be more significant contributors to var-
iations in results between rating techniques.

Some Basic Considerations

Before discussing the possible error in audience measurement, we should focus
on the statistical definition of two concepts related to accuracy: validity and
reliability.

Validity

Validity is the degree to which the measurement actually fully and precisely
measures the attribute of interest (television viewing or radio listening—in our
case, the reality of audience behavior). In order to establish the degree of validity
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that may be attached to any measurement technique, it is necessary to deal with
two factors: definition of audience and criteria of validity.

Definition of Audience. ~The station manager or agency time buyer who wants
an audience size number for decision making rarely considers that there may be
several ways to define audience. As we saw in earlier chapters, during the radio
ratings heyday, the three principal competitors each espoused a methodology
that employed a different definition of “audience.” Searching for true validity
becomes somewhat difficult without a universally accepted standard definition
of viewing and listening.

Criteria of Validity. At present, industry researchers lean strongly toward
a coincidental telephone procedure measuring set tuning and individuals’ pres-
ence in the room as the yardstick or criterion for evaluating the effectiveness of
other techniques. The particular coincidental method employed for evaluative
studies is a far cry from that used by Hooper (and many others over the years).
The present method was originally developed by Statistical Research Inc. for
the Committee for National Television Audience Measurement (CONTAM) in
1967 but has since been used by other industry research groups involved with
methodology.” This procedure, known as the Industry Sponsored Research (ISR)
coincidental, has the following advantages:

* Probability sample of all telephone households achieved by random-digit
dialing.

* High response rate (due to intensive follow-up procedures) and the fact that
reasonable assumptions for nonresponse can be made.

* No memory factor involved (except for fractional group of “busy telephones*).

* Quality of sampling and interviewing highly controlled and monitored at
central call locations.

The limitations delineated below are significant but not crucial (at least for
television):

* Only in-home audience is measurable.

« Only hours from 7:00 A.M. to 11:00 P.M. can be included.

* No nontelephone households (about 5 percent of total U.S. television own-
ers) can be included.

¢ Only average audience data are obtained (neither average quarter hour, total
program audience, nor any cumulative ratings are directly obtainable).

The ISR coincidental has been extremely valuable as a validity criterion
(yardstick of reality) for checking television ratings (limited to in-home
measurement).
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Reliability

To the researcher, reliability is the degree to which a particular sample meas-
urement will produce the same results that would be obtained by a complete
census utilizing the same methodology under exactly comparable conditions.
“Same results” means within statistical tolerance levels associated with a par-
ticular sample size. We discuss reliability in detail shortly in connection with
sampling procedure. For now, it is sufficient to note that sampling error exists
in every survey. that it is measurable if probability sampling is employed, that
it can be sizable when small samples are involved, and that the size of the market
or universe being measured is not a determining factor.

Nonresponse. Whereas we must be concerned with response errors (either
of commission or omission) in dealing with the instrument, in assessing tield
procedures we have two general types of errors: nonresponse and operational
crrors. Nonresponse errors are errors that can occur because not all selected
sample households or persons are actually reached or heard from. A high standard
for completed respondent records in tabulation is 75 percent of the original
designated sample. This is seldom attained; the usual result in ratings measure-
ment is about 50 percent. With only half the sample actually measured, ratings
could be badly biased if nonrespondents diftered greatly from respondents in
viewing or listening behavior. Fortunately, with the exception of black and
Hispanic groups and programs and stations directed to those two ¢thnic categorics
the nonresponse bias has been shown to be of minimal nature. Nonrespondents
tend to view and listen in patterns essentially similar to respondents.

Operational Errors.  Whereas sampling errors can be measured with a rel-
atively high degree of accuracy (assuming probability design), and response and
nonresponse errors can be isolated and estimated by methodological research,
there are two errors that are most insidious because they can create unknown
biases: the errors of omission and commission associated with any human activ-
ity. These operational errors can occur at any stage of the planning, fieldwork,
and data processing of a rating survey.

Fieldwork. Errors can be made in sample selection or in implementing
sample procedures at the home office. Interviewers may tail to follow faithfully
instructions for sampling or interviewing. Even under the most stringent training,
supervision, and quality control, it is virtually impossible to eliminate variation
in fieldworkers’ approach and performance. Incompatibility between interviewer
and respondent is bound to occur in certain cases. Sonwe people want to please
the interviewer while others want to get rid of the prober as quickly as possible.
When personal interviewing is involved, these problems are magnified, because
an interviewer's appearance (sex, race, dress, grooming, etc.) and manner can
be critical factors in the degree of cooperation obtained and perhaps can influence
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answers as well. Language problems can seriously impede satisfactory interviews
in any methodology.

Many of these factors are eliminated or reduced in significance with telephone
interviews. Moreover, today much telephone fieldwork is done from eentralized
call points using WATS lines. Here interviewers can be trained, supervised and.
monitored to ensure uniformity in questionnaire usage, in efforts to overcome
nonresponse, and in probing for completeness.

In diary surveys, the initial telephone call to recruit cooperators is most
important. Inasmuch as the diary is self-administered, the problem of proper
entry of data is transferred to the respondent. Clear. understandable, written
instructions are required.

Meters remove many of the human elements that create problems with other
techniques but introduce their own unique opportunities for operational miscues.
Certain types of TV sets require unusual connection devices to take metering,
and some viewing may be missed or improperly identified until adequate con-
nections are made. Newly purchased sets (which normally get heavy usage) may
not be connected for weeks after purchase. household data collection devices
may not be adequate to record all viewing, and so on.

Data Processing. Converting questionnaires or diaries to computerized data
creates many opportunities for human error. Shoricomings of editing manuals
and failure to refer to or properly interpret the manuals is one potential error
source. Other errors are possible when editors miscode and terminal operators
produce faults. The advent of computers and various electronic checks has sub-
stantially reduced human error potential. but it still exists. And, of course, an
error in a computer program can be even more serious because it is repetitive
and usually difficult to detect.

Processing meter data, which is transmitted by electronic impulse over wires
directly to the computer. is almost free of error potential. Nevertheless, there
are still chances for error in such activities as weighting, cable penetration,
combining diary and meter data, time zone aberrations, and the like.

Rating companies exert great effort to minimize the occurrence and effect of
operational-errors. Thorough training and effective supervision are employed.
Controls of various kinds can spot many errors. Verification of fieldwork on a
sample basis and comparison of individual interviewers” work 10 norms help to
maintain quality performance. In Chapter 9 we discuss the role of the Electronic
Media Rating Council (EMRC) in auditing accredited rating services. EMRC’s
audits, conducted by certified public accounting firms, place major emphasis on
detection and correction of operational errors in_the system.

To sum up, this discussion has covered four types of errors with which any
sample survey must cope:

1. Response errors—the misreporting of initial data by respondents due to
faculty memory, misunderstanding of instructions or questions, or conditioning.
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The latter could involve people’s entering “usually listened t0” programs in a
diary (regardless of actual behavior), or it could originate with a desire to please
or to “look good” by reporting untrue behavior. The physical presence of diaries
or meter devices requiring respondent action might increase or decrease or even
change respondent’s use of a medium.

2. Nonresponse errors—errors introduced because not all preselected sample
households or individuals cooperate in supplying needed data. In most radio and
television survey efforts, the response rate is about 50 percent. This raises the
prospect of serious bias if the respondents are greatly different from the non-
responding sample half in respect to viewing or listening behavior.

3. Operational errors—errors can be committed throughout the processing
of data from interviewers entering data in a wrong column or transposing figures
from respondents, to computer errors in a weighting program traceable to “bugs”
in the software.

4. Sample error—the one error that is mathematically measurable, provided
probability sampling principles are followed. It is related directly to the sample
size and can be lowered by costly sample size increases

Itis well to keep these possibilities of error in mind as we examine the various
ratings methodologies individually.

Il. WHAT IS A METHODOLOGY?

Insofar as broadcasting ratings are concerned, a methodology is a combination
of four factors, any one of which can affect the accuracy of the final ratings
figures:

I. The instrument—the questionnaire, diary, or mechanical meter that records
the original viewing or listening data and the accompanying material and instruc-
tions that determine how certain responses are recorded.

2. The data collection procedures—personal interview, telephone, mail, meter
with cartridge or leased line, interactive cable; interviewer training, control, and
supervision; verification procedures, efc.

3. The sample design—universe, basic frame, randomness, sampling error
(statistical reliability), degree to which sample plan is achieved, nonresponse
and its effects.

4. Operational and administrative procedures—procedures used in process-
ing data, standards for handling of ambiguous and incomplete responses, weight-
ing, projections, printing, report composition, quality control.

The industry mainly thinks and talks about methodologies in terms of the
instrument (meter, diary, etc.) without considering all the differences that may
exist between individual services.
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At present, although Arbitron and Nielsen both produce television diary meas-
urements for individual markets, there are some noteworthy variations in their
procedures:

» Whereas both make preliminary telephone calls to sample households prior
to mailing diaries, Arbitron largely uses local interviewers calling from their
homes, whereas Nielsen employs three centers from which such calls are placed
over WATS lines by supervised interviewers.

* Arbitron and Nielsen use different incentive and follow-up procedures to
induce ethnic household members to respond.

» Nielsen and Arbitron differ considerably in the sample balancing and weight-
ing procedures employed to offset differential response rates from various geo-
graphical and demographic strata in the sample.

Similar technical differences exist within survey companies. Nielsen. in col-
lecting diary data for its National Audience Composition (NAC) service, utilizes
a hixed panel selected in the same manner as its Nielsen Television Index (NTI)
national meter service. A Recordimeter on each TV set in the pane! household
serves as a control device to verify diary total viewing. No such controls are
imposed in Nielsen Station Index (NSI) local services where diary and meter
data are combined to produce a person’s estimates.

In Arbitron’s case, *“closed-end” household diaries are used for television,
whereas radio measurement is achieved by an *“open-end” personal diary.

Clearly, one must be aware of such specifics when comparing or using indi-
vidual rating services. Identifving a survey as diary or meter, Nielsen or Arbitron
is not enough. All salient features of a particular service must be understood by
users in order to evaluate its output properly.” Numerous combinations and
refinements of basic elements are possible, and many are employed. Moreover,
changes are constantly being implemented. Diary services have used not only
the conventional one-week diary record but a one-day diary (RAM) and a two-
week diary (Simmons Market Research Bureau®). Arbitron and Nielsen use
different sampling procedures for their competitive meter services.

This section examines each of the four basic methodological elements. Never-
theless, one must recognize that any individual service puts them together in its
own manner. Moreover, in execution, much depends on the caliber, skill, train-
ing, experience, and supervision of fieldworkers and data processors. Veritication
routines and quality control checks are indispensable to ensure that techniques
are employed according to design.

As we look closely at the technical aspects of rating methodolegy. it must
be with the firm knowledge that (1) all ratings are estimates; (2) there is no
pertect (100 percent accurate) rating system to produce those estimates; and (3)
ratings, which are measurements of the recent past, are used primarily to predict
future performance.
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Before analyzing individual methodologies, let’s take a closer look at the four
elements chosen for their description.

The Instrument

Instruments for recording television and radio usage vary from the three or four
questions asked in a conventional coincidental telephone call to an extremely
complex electronic meter capable of discriminating and recording usage of any
of television’s 80 channels plus up to 100 cable television channels. Self-admin-
istered diaries comprise a major element of rating efforts today because they are
flexible and report much information at relatively low unit cost compared to
competitive techniques. Because respondents must clearly understand how to
record data, the design of rating diaries receives constant attention from services.
Simplicity for participant and data processor and low mailing cost are primary
factors. Determining what questions o include in the initial recruitment interview
and in the diary itself is a problem affecting cost (telephone time) and/or response.
The major aspect of the instrument is that it is the key to the validity of the
measurement. It it fails to record accurately the reality of the listening or viewing
behavior sought, nothing else in the process can overcome this fundamental flaw .
No subsequent editing, weighting, or manipulation of data can “put Humpty
Dumpty together again.” On the other hand, the degree of accuracy of the
instrument is one of the most difficult of all aspects to achieve and to verify.

The Collection Procedures

Where interviewers are used (telephone coincidentals and recall personal inter-
views, diary placement, meter recruitment), great effort is necessary to recruit,
screen, train, and supervise quality workers. The most difficult to oversee is the
personal interviewer, who to a great degree is working on his or her own with
minimum supervision. The interviewer must not only implement a somewhat
complex plan of household (and probably household member) sampling (which
could necessitate call-backs) but is required to gain maximum cooperation in
filling out a lengthy questionnaire or gaining respondent’s consent to become a
panel member in a continuing meter or diary service for several years. Obviously,
personal interviewing demands special personalities, skills, and training. Control
over fraud and security against personal bias are more difficult to achieve than
in other techniques.

Those who interview from their homes—<ither for coincidental, recall ques-
tionnaire, or diary placement—are the next most independent and hence share
some of the problems of the personal interviewer. Studies show wide differences
in response rate (and rating data) between individual telephone interviewers
working in the same area with comparable samples.
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The trend toward centralized interviewing call-out centers has overcome many
personnel problems because on-the-spot training, supervision, control, and mon-
itoring are imposed. Shortcuts, sloppiness, or interview problems can be detected
and corrected quickly. Response rate, data completeness, and quality are likely
to be better than for househokd interviewing. For example, partially completed
interviews are sometimes a problem because assumptions must be made during
editing. Close supervision during interviewing can reduce this problem and
contribute to improved accuracy. Use of computer-assisied consumer interviews
employing a CRT display hooked up to a computer offers promise of greater
interview control and on-the-spot computer editing, which improves data accuracy .

Sampling

Every college statistical course discusses sampling principles and practices, and
dozens of books have been written for every level of readership. Nevertheless,
sampling and sample crror remain among the least understood aspects of rating
methodology.

Martin Mayer once postulated” that an almost ideal rating service could be
conducted by a staff of “well-trained, reasonably intelligent, highly responsible
ghosts.” The ghosts would drift unseen through the walls of sample homes and
observe and record TV viewing by family members. Data could be transmitted
immediately by extrasensory means.

Mayer, unfortunately, failed to point out that even with a ghostly operation
there would still be errors attached to the estimates produced. These have to do
with the sampling aspects of data collection. Two elements are involved: (1) the
sampling frame used and (2) the statistical error associated with the sample
results.

Sample Frame. The National Association of Broadcasters’ “Standard Def-
inition of Broadcast Research Terms™® says: “A frame provides a working def-
inition of the statistical popukation in a study, and a means of access to the
elementary units selected for study.” In practice. however, a frame may be
subject to various imperfections such as incompleteaess, or duplication, or both.

Whereas ratings actually sezk to produce estimates that are projec-able to all
radio- or television-owning hoseholds in some well-defined geographic area, a
convenient, up-to-date list of such households does not exist. If it did, such a
list would be an ideal “sample frame.” Lacking such a list, most early radio and
TV ratings used the latest telephone directory as a frame. Telephone recall,
telephone coincidental, and diary surveys all relied on samples of listed telephone
households to represent all TV or radio households. On the other hand, meter
household samples come from carefully drawn probability samples of all house-
holds, employing complete prelisting of randomly selected small areas. Mecter
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samples are not subject to the problem (unlisted telephone and nontelephone
households) inherent in using telephone lists.

Variability—Statistical Sampling Error. Leaving aside sample frame prob-
lems, all estimates (ratings and projected audience numbers) based on sample
surveys contain a characteristic known as sampling error. Unlike other potential
errors referred to, the sampling error for a sample drawn so that each unit has
a known chance of selection can be readily computed. This universally accepted
statistical measure of sample error is called a standard error.

With the aid of the theory of probability, standard error enables one to calculate
the probabilities of sampling errors for ratings of various sizes. The approximate
formulas for such computations appear in ratings books.

Basicaily, when using a probability sample and a fixed design, statistical
sample error for ratings is a function of sample size and is not determined by
the size of the market or population measured. For example, it takes a sample
of 1200 households to measure the San Francisco market with the same precision
as 1200 households used in a national ratings service.

Computing Statistical Sampling Error.  If a sample is drawn on a probability
basis—that is, with each unit of the sample having a known chance of being
selected—mathematics can determine the size of the statistical error. Assume
that we are surveying a metropolitan area with 500 diaries to obtain estimated
TV household ratings. Our survey may show Program XYZ with a rating of 2|
(21 percent of all households in sample reported viewing Program XYZ). We
could select a second 500 sample in precisely the same manner during the same
week that would report a rating of 19; a third might say 22, and so on. Let’s
assume that in reality a complete census showed the true rating to be 20. The
individual sample findings were all within the margin of error to be expected
under these circumstances. Any one of the figures (21, 19, 22) would be as good
an estimate as any other.” When Program XYZ’s 21 rating is compared with
others, it must be recognized that this is indeed an estimate, not a precise number
(as will the others be, also). And when the next rating report shows Program
XYZ at 24, that is no guarantee that its audience has grown even though a
number comparison shows households up by a substantial percent. This may
well be nothing but a statistical variation (as might a rating drop to 18). That is
why ratings analysts work with trends or rolling averages. Examining a series
of ratings tells the story, not any single observation.

Reducing Standard Error.  While sample size is not, in itself, necessarily
the sole determinant of the size of a standard error, when all other elements of
a survey procedure are the same, an increase in the sample size will decrease
the standard error. However, the relative decrease will not be directly proportional
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to the relative increase in sample size. For most sampling plans, to reduce a
standard error by 50 percent requires a quadrupling of sample size.

Relative Standard Error.  Relative standard error is the ratio of the estimated
standard error of a rating to the size of the rating itself. For example, a rating
of 10 with an estimated standard error of 3 has a relative standard error of 30
percent. Since standard errors vary with the size of the rating or audience estimate
involved, the relative standard error is, for comparative purposes, a more mean-
ingful measure of the reliability of audience estimates.

In any ratings report, the relative standard error figures will vary widely.
HUT (households using TV) tigures and station ratings figures for broad day-
parts will have the lowest standard error (and therefore be the most reliable
statistically). On the other hand. individual quarter-hour program ratings for
small demographic groups such as teenage girls, children 6 to !1, or females
15 to 24 years old will have significantly larger relative standard errors. In
general, high ratings have smaller relative standard errors than low ratings in
the same demographic column.

Agencies buying schedules on numerous stations in scores of markets get the
benefit of higher reliability in averaging many individual ratings. On the other
hand, stations must cope with high relative error in comparing single programs
with local competition or from one report to another.

Operational and Administrative Procedures

High quality in all operational and administrative procedures is the principal
bulwark against processing errors. These errors can occur at any point from the
initial sampling and data collection to the numbers printed in the final rating
“book.”

Fieldwork, when not perfarmed under supervision in interviewing centers,
must be verified on a random basis. The proportion so checked normally varies
from 5 to 15 percent of the sample total. Verification should be done as soon
after the the interview as possible to ascertain if (1) the interview was actually
conducted in the manner and at the time reported and (2) the information provided
corresponded to that reported by the interviewer.

Interview or diary data, at the processing center. passes through edit routines
that translate respondent data to symbols used in entering them for electronic
data processing. Edit manuals and experienced special editors are available for
consultation by editors. In entering data, only tolerable ranges of responses may
be permitted by the computer system (stations receivable in the area, for example).
Verifying the work of new employees is often a valuable safeguard and guide
to training needs.

There are several types of operational errors coanected with meter services.
As panel homes acquire replacement or added sets or become cable subscribers,
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their status may not be updated for many weeks. Malfunctioning meters can
usually be detected, but until they are corrected the homes represented are
dropped from the sample. This could create bias. Constant policing of the panel
IS necessary.

Computer programs that control data tabulation can develop “bugs” whenever
they are rewritten to reflect a revision in the questionnaire or the report format.
Internal “methods groups™ and “computer auditors™ are essential safeguards against
computer error, which potentially could affect many figures over time, in hundreds
of reports.

Claims are often made that new technologies such as CRT (cathode ray
tube) systems will provide automated interviewing systems that remove any
possible error from an interviewer’s recording of response. Such systems are
not error free and must be subjected to “old-fashioned checking, monitoring and
verifying.”®

1. INDIVIDUAL METHODOLOGIES

In the following analysis of individual methodologies, we emphasize techniques
as presently practiced by ongoing services or, in the case of methodologies not
currently in operation, how they have been employed in their most recent com-
mercial application. The order of the various rating methodologies is discussed
as follows:

ISR telephone coincidental.

Conventional telephone coincidental.

The telephone recall (unaided).

RADAR (Radio’s All Dimension Audience Research).
Weekly TV household diary (closed end).

Nielsen Audience Composition (NAC) Service.
Personal radio diary (open end).

Special diary procedures—one day, two weeks, etc.
9. The electronic meter.

10. Personal roster recall (Pulse).

11. Personal interview—coincidental.

XN LB W~

Our primary focus is identifying key elements in each technique so that the
reader will understand the strengths and weaknesses of each. The rating services
are constantly being revised or modified in some respect. Anyone seeking up-
to-date information should request it from individual services. (See Appendix B
for rating service information.)
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ISR Telephone Coincidental

We introduce our discussion of individual methodologies by describing one that
is not in regular use by any rating service: the Industry Sponsored Research
(ISR) telephone coincidental developed and refined by CONTAM (Commitee
on National TV Audience Measurement) and COLTRAM (Committee on Local
TV and Radio Audience Measurement). This technique has been thoroughly
tested and used as a reality yardstick for several methodological studies.

Statistical Research, Inc. was responsible for the industry surveys and con-
tributed greatly to the refinements in the coincidental technique to develop the
ISR coincidental. A telephone coincidental survey determines television or radio
activity coincident with the time the telephone rang (thus, if a set should be
turned off to permit someone to answer the telephone, it would nevertheless be
counted as “in use” for survey purposes).

The Instrument

This is a straightforward one-page questionnaire asking the following questions:

* Is this (telephone number)?
» How many television sets are in the household?
» Where are the television sets located?
« How many set(s) were on or off when the telephone first rang?
« If off, is the set currently in working order?
» What program and chanvel was on each set in use when the telephone rang?
» What is the age and sex of all persons in the room with each tuned set
(including visitors)?
= Limited classification data:
Age and sex of all persons living in household.
Age and sex of head of household.
Race.
Listed versus nonlisted telephone status.
Number of different telephone numbers in household.

Collection Procedures

Prior experience with telephone interviews, preferably with coincidental sur-
veys and a minimum of four hours in training, including two hours of practice
calling, are required of all interviewers. Calls are placed from one or two central
locations with maximum supervision and monitoring capability. Direct telephone
line monitoring of all interviewing takes place constantly on a sample basis to
ensure uniformity and to detect deviations from script or procedures.

Telephone number call assignments are designated for specific minutes, since
timing on a coincidental survey is an important variable to control. Digital clocks,
easily readable from calling stations, enable interviewers to register exact time.
Virtually all calls are placed within one minute of the predesignated time.
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The initial call to each sample unit includes up to two dialings of eight rings
each. In addition, busy lines are given a second dialing within one minute of
the predesignated time. All initial coincidental calls that result in a busy line,
no answer, refusal, or language problems are recalled later that day and when
necessary on subsequent days. Up to five attempts are made every day up to
seven days following the initial call. Initial refusals and language problems are
similarly called.

When contacted on follow-up, sample households are interviewed following
a questionnaire similar to that used initially in order to ascertain television activity
at the time of the original call (which obviously involves recall) and to determine
TV set ownership and household demographics. In one study virtually all inter-
views with initial “busy lines” and “refusals” and nearly 90 percent of the initial
“no answers” were completed within 24 hours of the initial call. Total response
rate approached 94 percent.

The Sample

Since the ISR coincidental has been used in a variety of “yardstick” situations
(comparisons with meters and with diaries for both national and local TV rating
services), there is no one standard sample method. However, we find the fol-
lowing procedures utilized, in several New York stations rating committee sur-
veys, to obtain a high-quality independent measure of household audience.®

A random-digit dial (RDD) sample was utilized to include unlisted as well
as listed telephone households. Essentially, RDD involves using computers to
generate four-digit random telephone numbers for all working central offices
(the first three digits) within the survey area. In the 17-county New York met-
ropolitan area, there were approximately 1200 working central offices. Using
tables of random numbers, five or six random four-digit numbers were generated
for each central office number. In later studies, computer runs of possible numbers
were compared with listed numbers to reveal what number banks are in use so
that unused blocks can be eliminated. On a systematic basis, the computer then
selects every nth number for interviewer assignment.

At this point, the interviewer does not know whether the number to be called
is a nonworking number or a household, a business, or an institution that falls
outside of the household sample frame. Therefore, a preliminary screening ques-
tion precedes administering the questionnaire.

Operational Procedures

The rigid routine for multiple calls and follow-up interviews used in ISR
coincidentals is not one associated with conventional coincidental surveys. In
one ISR study'°—CONTAM No. 4, for example—more than 30 attempts were
made to contact one sample unit. The hard core group averaged more than 17
attempts each. Special efforts are made at interviewing centers to apply a checklist
of I8 elements as soon after each dialing as possible.'' In this way, supervisors
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can inform interviewers about errors and omissions on a timely basis. Checks
are incorporated to assure that set tuning is credited to the correct station. In
this study, unidentified stations averaged 2.5 percent.

Weighting to equalize time and to compensate for geographic population
estimates is applied. There is also a down-weighting for households that have
more than one telephone number and thus a greater chance of inclusion in the
sample.

Coincidental HUT values are computed as the ratio of estimated households
reporting one or more sets on to estimated television households. In constructing
these estimates, coincidental information was used where available (e.g., for
contacted and interviewed households). For refusals, busy lines, and refusal/
language problems, television ownership and usage projections for each group
were based on the information obtained in the follow-up interviews.

Persons Using Television (PUT) values for a given age/sex category are
computed as the ratio of estimated number of such persons reported in the
television audience to the total number in the category universe. Estimated
number of persons are calculated as estimated HUT times the number of estimated
viewers per tuned household, times the estimate of television households in the
survey area.

Estimated viewers per tuned household are calculated as the sum of adjusted
viewers per tuned household (VPTH) values for 13 age/sex groups. The adjust-
ment is achieved by multiplying VPTH values from the sample by a ratio of
persons per household in each category for the population, to a comparable figure
from the sample.'?

Summary: ISR Telephone Coincidental

The Industry Sponsored Research telephone coincidental is a carefully done,
rigorous procedure that produces valid data while achieving an imposing 90
percent response. Its cost is from 5 to 10 times that of a normal coincidental.
It is, therefore, not employed frequently, but it is recognized as the preeminent
measurement “standard value” or reality yardstick by which other techniques
can be tested. We use it as a point of reference to analyze other rating meth-
odologies. (ISR strengths and limitations were given in the introduction of this
chapter.)

The Conventional Telephone Coincidental

Compared to the ISR coincidental just described, the conventional coincidental
is a simple methodology that makes assumptions, not call-backs.

The Instrument

In 1934, C. E. Hooper decided that the way to find out what people were
listening to was to call them and ask them what they were tuned to at that
moment. He used an extremely uncomplicated approach. His procedure specitied
these questions in each interview:
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Introduction: “This is the Radio Research Burcau.”
Question [: “What were you listening to on the radio when the telephone
rang?”
Question 2a: “What station is that program broadcast over?” (asked if pro-
gram name is given in answer to Question 1.
Question 2b: “What program is that station broadcasting?” asked if station
call letters are given in answer to Question 1).
Question 3: “What product is advertised by this program?”

Close: “Thank you. Goodbye.”

Later, other questions were added to the Hooper coincidental interview, but
the principal questions, as just worded, were used consistently and fiercely
detended by Hooper over many years, even though critics had some reservations
about them.

One criticism was about the first question; it had two limitations: (1) itassumed
that every respondent owned a radio and (2) more scrious, it assumed that the
radio was in use. The critics claimed that these two elements could bias replies.
The respondent might feel he or she should be listening and could stretch the
truth a bit if the set had recently been turned off or was about to be turned on.

Nevertheless, Hooper stuck with the above question procedure except that he
soon added a fourth question:

Question 4: “Please tell me how many men, women, and children, includ-
ing yourself, were listening to the radio when the telephone
rang.”

During radio’s early days, the procedure worked well. There was a single
family set in the living room and thus no problem in ascertaining who was present
when the set was on. As to who is in fact a program listener, Chappell and
Hooper state, “The respondent knows whether or not he considers himself to be
a program listener. He is the only one who can have this knowledge. If he views
himself as a listener, he says s0.”'* Yet the Hooper process allowed the respondent
to determine whether or not other family members present “are listening.” Once
again, the listening definition is modified by operational facility.

When the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting (CAB) abandoned the tele-
phone recall in favor of coincidental interviewing in 1944, they used a somewhat
difterent questionnaire.

With the advent of television, we find that Trendex, the foremost commercial
coincidental practitioner for TV, used these questions:

. “Do you have a television set?”

2. “Were you or anyone in your home watching TV just now?” If yes:
3. “What program or channel?”

4. “How many men, women, or children under eighteen were viewing?”
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5. “Who selected the program?”
In 1957 Trendex recognized the multi-set growth by adding the following questions:

“All together, how many TV sets do you have in your home?” If two or
more:

“Is anyone in your home watching the other TV?” It yes: “What program
or channel is tuned in?”

“How many men, women, or children under eighteen are watching that
TvV?”

Collection Procedures

Most telephone coincidental surveys are conducted by interviewers calling
from their own homes, a patiern that was followed from the beginning because
it was inexpensive, flexible, and efficient. The simplicity of the instrument
required little training, and home workers at first could use their own unlimited-
service phones to make all calls required in a local area at no added telephone
expense. Interviewers could be recruited through local ads, church and social
service groups. and word of mouth.

Since interviewing was not continuous but limited to one week a month for
such standard services as Hooper and Trendex, no office space was required.
Interviewers carried out certain minimum tabulation chores and mailed the results
in each day after the fieldwork was completed. On occasion, when so-called
overnight ratings were required, the data were telephoned or telegraphied to rating
headquarters late at night so that results were deliverable by 10:00 A.M. on the
following morning.

Interviewers were paid on the basis of number of calls attempted or completed.
Veritication checks to keep interviewers honest were conducted either by local
supervisors or the home office.

Today’s telephone charges have rendered some of the original procedure
obsolete. “Unlimited service” no longer exists for most home subscribers. Fur-
thermore, with many women now in the full-time or part-time work force,
recruiting interviewers is more ditficult and costs are higher. The paperwork
problems of handling payments with present-day governmental requirements is
considerable. More significant is the fact that, when centralized interviewing is
used, interviewer performance follows prescribed approaches more closely, and
yields more unitorm results. Setting up central interviewing points utilizing
WATS lines makes possible better training. closer supervision, and continuous
monitoring, with shortcomings quickly corrected.

Even when a family sample and straightforward interview is involved, dif-
ferent interviewers produce results that differ more than can be expected from
sampling variations. This can be due to interviewers deviating from the script
or otherwise failing to ask questions according to instructions. Moreover, even
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when the script is followed, personal mannerisms of speech, diction, accent,
and tone of voice may influence responses significantly. One controlled study
showed that even on such a basic factor as multiset TV households, supervised
interviewers reported a 15 percent higher level than in-home callers. '

A similar situation arises in respect to number of dialings employed. In
CONTAM Study #4, average television usage was reported as 52.4 when five
rings were used (assuming that no answers meant that TV households had the
set off). When eight rings are allowed and then another eight rings a minute
later, plus other adjustments based on assumptions about no-answers, busies,
and refusals (and language problems), households using television (HUT) levels
rose 4.4 points (8.4 percent) to 56.8. Higher degrees of effort and use of different
assumptions about households giving incomplete information yield higher HUT
levels. Even higher television usage was reported when information from follow-
up interviews on no-answers, busies, and refusals (and language problems) were
included.

Comparison: ISR and Conventional Coincidental
Procedures

The traditional treatment compared to the ISR treatment is shown below:

ISR Conventional

Dialing/Rings 8 plus 8 5-6

No-answers

TV ownership Determined by follow-up  Assume same percentage
as among cooperators

Set use Determined by follow-up  Assume set off

if reached by following

day. Otherwise assume

same percentage as origi-

nal no-answers reached

by following day.

Disconnects Discarded from sample Discarded from sample
when found on original or  (original call)
follow-up call

Business phones Discarded from sample Discarded from sample
when found on original or  (original call)
follow-up call

Non TV households  Discarded from sample Discarded from sample

when found on original or  (original call)
follow-up call



Busy lines'*
TV ownership

Set use
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Determined by follow-up

Determined by follow-up
if reached by following

Assume same percentage
as among cooperators
Assume same percentage
as among cooperators

day. Otherwise same per-
centage as original busies
reached on follow-up

Refusals (and lan-
guage problems)'®

TV ownership Determined by follow-up.
For follow-up refusals use
same percentage as
among original refusals
that cooperated on
follow-up

Assume same proportion
as among cooperators

Set use Determined by follow-up
if reached by following
day. Otherwise assume
same percentage as origi-
nal refusals that coopera-
ted on follow-up

Assume same proportion
as among cooperators

The classic assumption of early coincidental proponents that a “no answer”
(after 4 to 6 rings) meant no one was at home and thus no listening or viewing
has been proven wrong by ISR surveys. In one case, recalls the next day showed
that about 5 percent of the “no answers” were indeed occupied households that
for various reasons failed to answer the original telephone call (even after 16
rings). About 10 percent of no-answers were, in fact, disconnected telephones
and thus out of the sample. This was determined because on a subsequent call
an operator indicated that the number was disconnected or a check with the
telephone company brought such a reply. Using the normal assumption that a
no-answer means a household with no one at home or using TV can therefore
reduce rating levels artificially.

The Sample

One prime asset of the telephone coincidental for many years was the com-
parative ease of drawing a relatively unbiased sample from the telephone direc-
tory. The directory contains a consistent number of names per page, so that the
total population represented could be easily determined. In most cases businesses,
institutions, and other nonhousehold listings can be identified and omitted at the
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outset. Using random number tables or a systematic selection of numbers per
page can secure an operational sample quickly. The numbers transposed to
interviewers’ call sheets with space for notations and call results completed the
task.

Such telephone samples avoid the cluster problems associated with personal
interviews. Adequate geographic distribution within the local call area is assured.
(At one time, it cost no more to call someone in a suburb than someone in a
downtown apartment.) Limitations stem from phone directories being out of date
(so some subscribers are not properly listed) and the large number of unlisted
telephone subscribers in recent years. Although the national average for nonlisted
is estimated at 20 percent, a much higher ratio prevails in all major markets. In
Los Angeles and New York the figure appears to be higher than 40 percent, but
exact data are unavailable.

The introduction of random-digit dialing in the ISR coincidental overcame
the possible bias introduced by growing numbers of unlisted telephone house-
holds. This extension of the sample frame represented a major breakthrough.
However, the true probability aspect of RDD sampling has been lost by improperly
characterized “random-digit type samples.” These utilize telephone directory
numbers to which some uniform digit is added: 1 or 5, for example. This, of
course, produces a sample with some unlisted households, although the proba-
bility is determined by the listed households. Therefore, new exchanges or new
number blocks (not appearing in the directory) would have no chance of inclusion,
and thus true probability is destroyed.

Operational Procedure

Conventional coincidentals are set up and run off in many instances with little
care and attention to detail. The lack of call-backs (as associated with ISR
coincidentals) means that many assumptions must be made about no-answers,
busies, and refusals. For example CONTAM, reporting on a series of three
studies in 1969 and 1970, calculated the proportion of calls requiring assumptions
to vary from 31 to 45 percent when simulated conventional coincidental practices
were employed, whereas the carefully done ISR coincidental necessitated
assumptions in only 8 to 10 percent of all calls after the intensive call-backs that
produced hard information.

The flexibility as to date, time period, and area to be covered, plus the speed
with which special surveys can be mounted, represent unique advantages for the
telephone coincidental. Results can be quickly called in from the field (or handled
under centralized interviewing). Thus, they can be made available to the user
within hours—faster even than by meters.

The single most important factor affecting audience estimates is the effort
expended in contacting designated sample telephone numbers. The fewer assump-
tions needed, the more data obtained directly from sample households, the more
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accurate the estimates are likely to be. Moreover, better procedures tend to raise
ratings over those produced by sloppy methods, which may overlook audience.

Summary: Conventional Telephone Coincidental

The telephone coincidental as conventionally carried out employing the latest
telephone directory has many virtues as a technique for measuring radio, tele-
vision, and cable audience.

STRENGTHS

* It can be focused on a single program or block of programs.

* It can be set up quickly with results reported speedily.

+ Cooperation rate is relatively high.

* Accuracy of data is superior because no memory factor is involved.

* Demographic data can be obtained.

* A relatively unbiased sample of listed telephone households can be readily
drawn.

* Nonresponse is relatively low.

* The sample can be tailored to cover an area on a nonclustered basis.

* Limited training and supervision are required to reach minimum perform-
ance standards.

* Overall expense may be less than other alternatives because measurement
can be targeted to specific programs, time periods, or areas.

* Repcat surveys for trend analysis can be established on any meaningful
schedule for specific time periods or prograins.

WEAKNESSES

* Does not cover nonlisted telephone households—a major factor in large
markets or where ethnic audiences are significant. (Of course, this deficiency
can be corrected by using more expensive random-digit dialing.)

* Ratings figures are not generally projectable to the entire numerical coverage
areas of stations or networks.

« It produces only average-minute data; no cumulative numbers are possible.

+ It cannot cover periods from 10:30 P.M. to 7:30 A.M.

* It covers only in-home audience behavior.

* It is relatively costly on a per-measured-unit basis.

Overall, the conventional telephone coincidental stacks up well. It has a built-
in flexibility not associated with meters, diaries, or recall surveys. lts greatest
virtue is its ability to track trends over time on a ratings or share basis. It can
be improved in quality by add-ons such as RDD, additional rings, and follow-
up of no-answers and busies to reduce inaccurate assumptions. It has proved
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especially useful as a means of measuring audiences for cable-originated pro-
grams in local franchise areas for specific time periods.

The Telephone Recall

The telephone recall, the forerunner of all ratings techniques, was first launched
in 1930 by Archibald Crossley for the pioneer Cooperative Analysis of Broad-
casting (and abandoned in 1944 in favor of coincidental telephone interviewing).
Except for a brief unsuccessful effort by Albert Sindlinger in 1961-62 the tele-
phone recall has not been used for television. In 1962 Sindlinger switched to
radio with a syndicated network service lasting five years. In the past decade,
this methodology has come to the fore from time to time under various names,
including Mediastat, Burke (1978-1979), and TRAC 7 (1977-1978). The latest
telephone recall proponent is Birch, a Miami-based company that has developed
an ongoing monthly radio service in a large number of markets. (See Chapter
2 for details of these services.)

Basically, telephone recall surveys involve a telephone interview in which
the respondent is asked to recall all radio listening (or television viewing) yes-
terday or for 24 hours preceding the call. On occasion, telephone recall data are
used to supplement coincidental results (after 10:30 P.M. and before 7:30 A.M.)
or diaries (for ethnic groups). Many mutations of the methodology are possible;
in the following examination of the essential details we outline only several
typical examples.

The Instrument

The original CAB daily recall questionnaire asked for information about:

* The hours during which the radio set was in use the previous day.
¢ The programs that were heard during those hours.

* The station from which the programs were broadcast.

* Who was listening.

The Birch Report in 1984 was using a five-page questionnaire.

Collection Procedures

Recall interviewing requires broader skills than coincidentals, where memory
is not a factor. The average interview may last 10 minutes (compared with one
or two for a coincidental), so greater effort is necessary to maintain respondent
interest and to minimize nonresponse. Probing is crucial to jog the interviewee’s
memory. On the other hand, it cannot prompt or suggest listening behavior,
programs, or stations by name. Biasing comments by interviewers should not
be tolerated but are difficult to control except in centralized interviewing.
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Usually the respondent is followed through the day on the basis of his or her
personal activity: rising, dressing, eating, commuting, shopping, etc., to deter-
mine when he or she might have been exposed to radio—not necessarily the
respondent’s own. Then, more detailed probing concerns stations heard—which
are often identified by call letters, frequency, program, personality, on-air slogan,
or type of format. By carefully reviewing the person’s daily route step by step,
the previous day’s listening pattern is constructed.

Recently, telephone recall surveys have been attempting to secure weekly
cumulative data by adding questions such as: What other stations have you heard
for at least five minutes during the past seven days? Any others? Information
secured in this fashion would appear to have extremely limited validity and
questionable value. Until properly conducted validation studies can be produced
to support such procedures, cumulative figures derived in this manner must bear
a large question mark. An ingenious approach to solving the cumulative problem
was adopted by Birch in 1984. In some recall interviews, data for two days are
secured. This is then extrapolated to a weekly basis predicated on relationships
determined from test diary studies. This approach has not been widely accepted
by the research community, pending further validation and testing.

The Sample

The same initial sample considerations applicable to the telephone coincidental
apply to the telephone recall. Most studies utilize the directory list directly or
modify it somewhat to bring nonlisted homes into the sample. Random-digit
dialing could be used but would add to cost and probably reduce cooperation
rate. In contrast to the early CAB concern with radio household measurement,
all recent uses of telephone recall have measured individual listening. The meth-
ods used to select the household member to be interviewed vary widely and
create significant opportunity for bias. The simplest approach is to talk to the
person who answers the phone. This is guaranteed to overrepresent teens and
undersample men. Since men are the most difficult to reach, Sindlinger had
interviewers always ask for a male if one was at home. A more acceptable
approach is to (1) prelist all family members from oldest to youngest (within
the age brackets to be surveyed, (2) arrange a satisfactory time to call that person
back if he/she is not at home.

A more troublesome problem related to recall sumples is how te handle no-
answers. In many cases, such nonresponse is ignored and other replacement
households are called. It is hardly likely that the replacement is like the originally
designated household in most respects. Difficult-to-reach households are gen-
erally (1) smaller, with fewer young children, (2) more affluent (more people
working, more cars, etc.), and (3) younger (more mobile). Properly representing
these population elements requires repeated call-backs on the initial day and later
(but to obtain data for the original interview day).
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Efforts to overcome this deficiency in the recall method have been only
marginally successful at best. Whereas the nature of the coincidental enables
certain assumptions to be made about no-answers, that is not possible with recall;
the household or person unreachable today could have been in yesterday’s audi-
ence that you are measuring. The likelihood on the average is that ignoring no-
answers will eliminate the more “not at home™ people and produce an upward
bias in ratings.

Operational Procedures

As a substantially more complex methodology than the coincidental, the
telephone recall increases the need for care and quality control. Interviewer
instructions and training are more demanding. Administration and recording of
selection of individuals and call-back attempts require more exacting monitoring
and paperwork.

Once completed interviews reach the tabulating center, a series of questions
arises 1o plague the data processors. Interviewer handwriting may be indeci-
pherable, station identifications may be obscure or contradictory, some interviews
may be incomplete. In only a few cases is it possible to recontact the interviewer,
who is a contract worker. Manuals and editors must be consulted. Arbitrary rules
and decisions prevail.

Unless interviewing is supervised and monitored from central call locations,
there is a need for a significant level (5 to 10 percent) of verification of field
interviews. This is to protect against both fraud and sloppiness. It should focus
on interviewer manner and efficiency as well as on the substance being reported
and recorded.

Summary: The Telephone Recall

The telephone recall methodology, despite major deficiencies in its sample
base and memory loss problems, seems destined to play a continuing role in
radio audience measurement. In a greatly revised and improved form, RADAR
employs telephone recall, but that improved technique is described separately
in the following section. The strengths and weaknesses of the conventional
telephone recall are as follows:

STRENGTHS

* It provides out-of-home as well as in-home listening or viewing.

¢ It produces data at a relatively low cost per unit.

* A relatively unbiased sample of listed telephone households can be drawn
readily.

¢ The sample can be drawn on a nonclustered basis and tailored to cover a
specific area.

* It can cover all parts of each day surveyed (including early morning and
late night).
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WEAKNESSES
* It is heavily dependent for accuracy on respondent’s memory.
 There is no satisfactory way to deal with nonresponse, therefore it raises
serious questions about possible bias toward overstating listening/viewing.
* It does not cover nonlisted homes (a deficiency that can be overcome by
random-digit dialing, at greater expense).
* It produces no acceptable weekly cumulative data.

RADAR (Radio’s All Dimension Audience Research)

In Chapter 2 we traced the development of RADAR, which has been the industry-
accepted radio network service since 1967. Dr. Gerald Glasser served as statis-
tical consultant for the network committee that paiterned this syndicated survey
on the earlier CRAM survey, pioneered by NBC. After Statistical Research Inc.
(SRI) was organized by Glasser and Gale Metzger in early 1969, this firm played
an increasing role in producing RADAR surveys. Its first contribution was to
introduce random-digit dialing (RDD) in August 1969, and by 1972 SRI had
taken over all RADAR planning and production functions.

The national networks had three major goals in their development of RADAR,
a telephone recall survey that (1) eliminated the usual nonresponse problems,
(2) yielded valid weekly cumulative data, and (3) was truly projectable. RADAR
appears to meet those requirements satisfactorily.

The Instrument

The actual questionnaire used is a booklet, with the first page containing
detailed questions about the respondent. This is followed by ruled pages for each
day of the week to be completed on the basis of the repeated daily calls for the
previous 24 hours of listening.

Collection Procedure

The first phase is for the interviewer to call the preselected number, determine
it it is a household (not a business or institution), and obtain a listing of all
household members from oldest to youngest. The person to be part of the sample
is then selected by random procedure.

The initial telephone contact with the predesignated person is made by the
interviewer a week before the survey period begins. The purpose of this call is
for the interviewer to introduce herself or himself, explain the nawre of the
survey, try to elicit the respondent’s cooperation, and determine what is the best
time of day for the daily call about radio listening in the previous 24 hours. A
premium gift is sent to the respondent immediately. Every effort is made to
establish a triendly rapport but at the same time maintain a businesslike relationship.
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Daily calls are made at the agreed-on time; each day the interviewer confirms
the time for the next day’s contact. The interviewer, strictly following the instruc-
tions and the questionnaire, starts with the respondent’s activity and listening at
the time on the preceding day last reported and proceeds by quarter hour.

The Sample

To preselect sample households, RADAR uses random-digit dialing with a
few minor modifications. The first field step is for the interviewer to reach an

assigned telephone number. Once that is done, the first screening takes place as
follows:

* All businesses, institutions, and other nonhouseholds are discarded.

* Disconnects and nonworking numbers are removed.

* No-answers, busies, refusals, or language problems are designated for fol-
low-up. This follow-up starts immediately and is continued for 72 hours.

In every household reached, the interviewer administers the person-selection
process designed to assure probability selection.

Operational Procedures

All interviewing is centralized in one calling center equipped for monitoring
interviewing work without the interviewers’ knowledge of when it is being done.
Interviewers are all experienced in telephone work and are given two days’
training and practice interviewing before working on a survey. The incentive
system is well planned; consisting of several phases, it is rigorously implemented
to a schedule related to telephone contacts with respondents.

Supervisors carefully monitor interviews, completed work, and assignment
sheets to ensure adherence to procedures and standards. Since deviations are
quickly detected, they can be readily corrected. In this way editing problems
are kept to a minimum.

In a limited number of cases when information for one or two days is missing
(usually the last two days of the week), SRI uses ascription methods to complete
the weekly record for tabulation.

Summary: RADAR

As conducted by Statistical Research Inc., RADAR is a quality operation in
all steps, especially as compared with conventional telephone recall surveys.
Nevertheless, it is not without its limitations. Those relative to slow delivery of
data are due to be relieved by client computer access via RADAR ON LINE.)

STRENGTHS
* RADAR approaches true probability samples closer than any other meas-
urement of individual media exposure.
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* Its completion rate of 70 percent plus is the highest of any syndicated rating
service.

* RADAR interviews 48 weeks a year.

* Its valid weekly cumulative radio listening data are produced for each
respondent.

* Network lineup information is employed to provide accurate program and
commercial audiences.

* Out-of-home listening is probably reported relatively well.

* A high degree of centralized control assures quality procedures throughout.

WEAKNESSES

* Memory loss can still be a factor, even with expert probing.

* Conditioning of respondents is possible. With a clear knowledge that his/
her listening will be reported and recorded each day, the respondent could
be influenced unconsciously, possibly in the direction of more or different
listening than might otherwise occur.

* Reports are relatively slow in delivery (3 months following interviewing
close).

* Only two reports yearly, each combining the most recent 48 weeks of
interviewing.

* It is very expensive per unit of measured listening.

Weekly TV Household Diary (Closed End)

The TV household diary, a self-administered record of viewing by household
members, is the most widely employed survey method in commercial research.
It is used by both Arbitron and Nielsen (NSI) for all local market reports. even
those with meter services. Approximately one million such diaries are tabulated
by the two services annually, and a total of 2000 individual-market, four-week
reports are sent to subscribers. Inasmuch as the response rate averages about 45
to 50 percent, this means that well over two million weekly TV household diaries
are mailed annually. The diaries used are “closed end,” having horizonial rulings
to indicate every quarter hour throughout each day of the week covered. (“Open-
end” diaries are unruled.)

The Instrument

The basic clements of a weekly diary are these: (1) an easily understood
explanation of how to keep the diary, what to record immediately and what to
record as viewing takes place during the survey week; (2) certain classification
data about the household, family members, county of residence, number of TV
sets, cable status, etc.; (3) blank pages ruled to provide space for entry of program
name, channel number, and call letters for viewing during the week; and (4)
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numbered columns in which to indicate what household members watched each
program entered.

Collection Procedures

Sample households are called two weeks in advance by service interviewers,
and strong efforts are made to gain consent of the respondent to become a diary
keeper for a week. At this time, the interviewer determines the number of TV
sets in the household and tells the respondent that a diary will be sent for each
set and that it is to remain with the set so that any member can readily enter
viewing data. Even viewing by visitors should be recorded.

Diaries are mailed to sample homes by first-class mail one week before the
start of the survey week. All sample homes receive diaries, even those that
initially refused to cooperate. Experience shows that on average about 30 percent
of these initial nonresponse households will then cooperate and complete diaries.
Overall response quality is improved—at least minimally—by this contribution.

A token payment, conventionally $1 per diary, goes out with the mailing.
Usually a telephone call is made the day before the diary week starts, to make
certain the diaries arrived, to answer any question respondent may have, and to
alert the household to the task ahead. Another call is generally made midweek
of the diary-keeping period to answer questions and to remind the household to
see the diary-keeping through to conclusion. At week's end the diary becomes
a postage-paid self-mailer that is easy to post. Diary weeks start on Wednesday
(Arbitron) or Thursday (Nielsen).

The Sample

For many years, diary samples were drawn like telephone coincidental and
recall survey samples—from telephone directories (or from telephone lists com-
puterized by Metromail for mailing-list purposes). With the advent of random-
digit dialing (RDD), however, both Nielsen and Arbitron moved to introduce
this new technique, especially in areas of heavy ethnic concentration shown to
be high in unlisted telephones. Today, Nielsen NSI and Arbitron use a form of
RDD in all sample arcas.

Because with RDD the interviewer must call numbers rather than names from
directories, and because unlisted households are by definition normally trying
to avoid unwanted phone calls, the introduction of RDD procedures has brought
somewhat lowered cooperation rates. The differcnce in average cooperation rates
between listed and qualified unlisted households is about 8 percentage points.
(NSI in July 1981 showed 50 percent versus 42 percent).

Operational Procedures

Although diary systems are self-administered by viewers, to a great degree
their success depends on the skill and persuasiveness of the interviewer, the form
and amount of incentive provided, and the ease of filling out and mailing the
diary. Both services constantly work on these elements, testing new variants, in
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order to offset a gradual decline in cooperation generally experienced in public
opinion and market research surveys.

One major difference between services is that Nielsen interviewers operate
from five call-out centers where uniform training and supervision is possible.
Arbitron handles about 17 percent of its interviewing from a central location,
but the remainder is done by a widespread field staft working from home. A
high degree of veritication is therefore necessary with the latter group.

Another variation between Arbitron and Nielsen is in the weighting procedures
they employ. Arbitron first stratifies on broad geography (metropolitan area, area
of dominant influence (ADI), and total station area), then sample balances on
households and demographics separately. Nielsen uses 17 demographic cate-
gories for NSI weighting. Both use race, county, and some form of cable cells.

Each market report is a composite of four consecutive individual diary weeks.
Four national four-week sweeps when all markets are surveyed simultaneously
are scheduled in October—November, January—February, April-May. and July.
Report delivery takes place about four weeks after the end of the survey period.

Summary: Weekly TV Household Diary (Closed End)

As the workhorse of television ratings, the closed-end household diary has
important advantages and disadvantages.

STRENGTHS

+ Itis relatively inexpensive in terms of the scope and volume of data produced
on household and demographic group viewing. (Respondent does the record-
ing, mails the diary back, saving interviewer costs.)

¢ It provides many demographic breakouts as well as household data.

* It provides average quarter-hour and various other day-part combinations,
6:00 A.M.—midnight up to weekly cumulatives derived from the same source.

* There are significant geographic breaks produced—metropolitan, AD/DMA,
total station area.

* Reports are available with sufficient frequency to provide trend data impor-
tant to many users.

* Diaries are open to inspection by subscribers, thus providing a feedback
link unavailable in other methodologies.

WEAKNESSES

» Failure of respondents to record all in-home viewing produces a possible

bias and understatement of audience to certair stations and programs.
* Viewing by children, teens, and young males tends to be underreported.
*» Conditioning element plus tendency to report “usual viewing” creates further
bias potential.
Relatively low response rate (40 to 50 percent) indicates possible bias in
results: Responders tend to view slightly more than nonresponders, for
example.
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* Where nonlisted telephones are not included in the sample there is a further
risk of biased results because nonlisted households tend to be younger,
larger, more mobile, and more frequently at-home, all factors associated
with heavy viewing households.
Serious problems arise in dealing with poorly educated and foreign-born
respondents where communication is difficult and response is low. (See the
following section on special ethnic procedures now in effect.)
Respondent fatigue may atfect reporting accuracy and response rates the
latter part of week.
* The limited number of weeks presently surveyed in sweeps each year (16)
invites hyping, the practice of scheduling the best movies and specials and
promoting them heavily so that normal ratings numbers may be distorted.

For all household members to keep an accurate record of viewing on several
television sets is a challenging task indeed. Clearly, memory will often be called
on to ensure completion of viewing in previous periods including accurate entries
for all the family members present. Errors of omission and commission are to
be expected; for example, viewing in so-called fringe times (5-8 P.M. and after
I'l P.M. daily) is generally understated in diary surveys. Respondents will some-
times indicate viewing of regularly scheduled programs even when they have
been preempted.

Nielsen Audience Composition {NAC) Service

When Arthur Nielsen in 1954 faced up to the fact that Audimeter records of
household tuning were not meeting the industry’s audience measurement needs,
he was confronted with a serious dilemma. For many years he had scorned
diaries, saying: “The diary technique involves serious and basic inaccuracies.”'®

Therefore, adoption of a straight viewing diary was for him an unacceptable
solution to audience composition measurement. His engineering mind required
that some mechanism be introduced (1) to jog the laggard record keeper to
produce entries on schedule as listening occurred and (2) to measure set usage
so that diaries that were seriously deficient in entries could be rejected.

The Instrument

The Nielsen laboratory created an automatic electrical reminder and verifying
device known as the Recordimeter. This instrument was installed in a national
pancl of households selected by the same sampling and recruitment techniques
as the NTI Audimeters. This second panel would periodically keep a weekly
diary called an Audilog.

Two devices in tandem comprise the Audilog instrument. The Recordimeter
is an electrical device that is attached to a TV receiver and operates when the
set is turned on. First, it flashes a light signal (accompanied by a buzzer) every
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15 minutes to remind viewers to make entries in the Audilog. (An on-off switch
enables panel members to turn off the buzzer but not the light.) Second, it
records, on a counter device, the accumulated number of hours of that set’s
usage (in the same fashion as the odometer on an automobile speedometer).
Each day the total set usage reading, as shown by this verifier, is entered in the
Audilog.

The Audilog is a closed-end weekly diary similar in form to that used in local
market reports, but it needs litile data about how tc keep the diary or household
characteristics (other than changes) because the Audilog keepers are part of an
ongoing, personally recruited panel. The principal additional element is provision
for the cooperating household to enter the verifier meter numbers for each day
of the diary week.

Nielsen believes that the use of Recordimeters significantly improves the
quality of demographic data obtained. It provides a reminder to diary keepers
to reduce the amount of entries made on a recall basis. Moreover, the presence
of the verifier hour count not only provides a basis for rejection of aberrant
diaries but also plays an important psychological role in producing more con-
scientious diary keeping, because the respondent knows of the checking role of
the Audilog.

Collection Procedures

Audilogs are distributed and collected by mail. Nielsen field representatives
can, if necessary, make personal calls, and the operations center in Dunedin,
Florida, can telephone if problems arise.

The Sample

Unlike conventional diary surveys, which use one-time-only telephone sam-
ples, the NAC Audilog operation is designed to paralle!l in every way the Nielsen
Television Index sample. The sampling process used is described under NTI
(Chapter 3) and is not repeated here. Since it is drawn from a probability pre-
listing, it includes nontelephone as well as telephone homes.

Nielsen reports that approximately 50 percent of the “primary” predesignated
households become cooperators. A total of 2500 sample households comprises
the NAC at any one time. The average survey reports are based on approximately
800 households. The sample is completely turned over every three years (versus
five years for NTI meter households).

Operational Procedures

As an ongoing panel operation, the NAC survey is administered in much the
same manner as the NTT service; in fact, its results are reported as an integral
part of that service. The same Nielsen headquarters and field staffs run both
surveys.
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Each NAC household maintains diary records for 13 weeks, one-third of the
total 2500 households comprising each sample used to provide demographic data
for 39 weeks.

Any Audilog in which the total amount of viewing reported differs signifi-
cantly from the set hour count is rejected. Nielsen establishes its own standards
for such rejection. A habitual offender in this regard would be removed from
the panel and replaced.

NAC data is published as part of NTI pocket piece reports 19 times per year
(out of the 24 biweekly reports issued). The NTI meter survey supplies the
household rating and share levels; NAC data on audience composition are then
applied to the meter-generated audience ratings for each program and time
period.

Summary: Nielsen Audience Composition Service

The Nielsen NAC service is unique among diary services for several reasons.
It is supplemental to a meter service (NTI); it employs a patented reminder—
verifier—the Recordimeter; it uses a fixed continuing panel; and the sampling
is performed on an area probability basis. Its function is not to produce household
rating levels but audience composition for viewing households as determined by
the NTI Audimeter. Nevertheless. the growing importance of people data makes
the NAC service crucial to the Nielsen NTI numbers.

STRENGTHS

* The Recordimeter, regardless of its limitations, undoubtedly serves a useful
function as a reminder and a verifying device.

* It has a high response rate (89 percent usable for one or more days in 1980-
1981).

* The verifying feature results in rejection of Audilogs that overreport or
underreport set usage.

* The verification check can be a psychological factor inducing more constant
diary keeping.

* The carefully drawn fixed sample is of better quality than can be afforded
in one-time-only surveys. It includes nontelephone and nonlisted telephone
households.

* The use of an experienced panel assumes better diary keeping than is pro-
duced in conventional diary surveys. where poor handwriting, failure to follow
instructions, and cryptic entries give headaches to diary editors.

* Use of meter measurcment of households as the base for demographic
projections from NAC helps to overcome some normal diary deficiencies.

* Adjustment of NAC persons’ data to NTI (meter) data is based on viewing
households for NTI and NAC, which have persons in specific age/sex categories
(whereas local diary/meter projections ignore such distinctions between
houscholds)."”



lll. INDIVIDUAL METHODOLOGIES 115

WEAKNESSES

* Some errors in diary recording (based on habitual rather than actual behavior
or failure to enter all viewing) are still to be expected even with the Recordimeter.

* Conditioning of respondents is always a possibility, especially when the
panel household become “experts” because they are expected 10 provide com-
pleted weekly Audilog records, on time. 13 weeks a year over a three-year
period.

* Security against fraudulent practices is always more serious when fixed
panels are employed. Respondents can become known to others and also become
conscious of the value of their contribution to a small sample.

Unquestionably, NAC serves its purpose well; it overcomes the Audimeter’s
major deficiency—its inability to provide “people data.” NAC’s cost is such that
after an early introductory use that was abandoned in 1958, it has not been used
by Nielsen in local metered markets. Here, conventional diary sample data
provide the demographic component to the meter’s household members.

Personal Radio Diary

In contrast to the closed-end weekly TV household diary (employing ruled time
periods on each daily page), local radio measurement is dominated by the open-
end personal diary. Arbitron radio service has used this technique since its
inception in 1967. From time to time, minor revisions have been introduced in
the Arbitron radio diary, but it remains essentially the same research tool orig-
inally introduced.

The Instrument

The diary consists of a 6” X 3" booklet designed to be carried by the respondent
in pocket or purse, with a page for recording each day’s listening. No horizontal
time rulings are provided. A respondent writes in his or her listening experience
using his or her own hourly designation. Vertical lines try to establish whether
listening is done on AM or FM stations, in home or out of home, in the car, or
other places.

Instructions ask respondent to list for each entry time listened (on and off)
and station (call letters and/or dial position). Classification data requested include
sex and age, working status, etc.

Collection Procedures

Selected diary sample homes are called weeks in advance of survey to enlist
cooperation and ascertain how many family members ages 12 and over are at
home and eligible to receive diaries. Unlike the practice in television, where
diaries are mailed to all sample households including original noncooperators,
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in radio Arbitron mails diaries only to participating respondents. Since an indi-
vidual diary must be sent for each household member, there is no way to handle
the problem when the initial respondent refuses cooperation. Mailing a random
number of diaries would greatly increase the possibility of fraudulent diary entries
and returns.

The individual diaries are returned directly to Arbitron in Beltsville, Maryland,
where tabulation takes place.

The Sample

The sample is drawn in the same manner as for Arbitron television. Metromail
telephone listings from directories is the basic frame but it is supplemented by
RDD in the metropolitan area of major markets in order to bring nonlisted
households into the sample. Within each agreeing sample household, a diary is
provided for every member 12 and over.

Operational Procedures

As in the case of its TV operations, Arbitron makes its calls to sample
households using interviewers working at home. Only a fraction of such calls
emanate from a central location, the Beltsville operations center. Mid week calls
are placed to each household to answer questions, to remind diary keepers to
keep at it and to mail promptly at week’s end. Arbitron’s Differential Survey
Treatment (DST) procedure calls for $5 payments to all individuals in certain
household categories that are traditionally underreported (young black males).

Editing problems for radio are more difficult than for TV. Individual idio-
syncrasies in writing and recording show up on a personal diary. Many more
radio than TV stations are receivable in a market, and they frequently change
call letters, slogans, and formats and sometimes dial positions. Industry com-
mittees work closely with Arbitron to aid its efforts to ensure that insofar as
possible all legitimately reported listening is tabulated and properly attributed to
individual stations.

Following many years of measuring four weeks per survey, as in TV, Arbitron
radio, after testing in several markets, went to a 12-week survey period in 1981.
Two sweeps per year, spring and fall, are normal,

Summary: Personal Radio Diary (Open End)

The open-end unstructured personal diary appears to work reasonably well
for radio, especially since so much listening (about 40 percent on average, higher
for young adults) is done out of the home.

STRENGTHS
* The personal diary provides a record of listening in cars, offices, and other
work places, restaurants, stores, etc. in addition to the home.
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* Direct demographic sample is not tied to household base (except for sample
selection purposes).

e Weekly cumulative ratings are provided.

* It is a reasonably inexpensive technique for a difficult measurement job.

WEAKNESSES

« As in all diary surveys, there is the question of omitted listening and inac-
curate entries in a self-administered instrument.

* Response rate is around 40 percent on average but in certain markets dips
to rather low levels—occasionally under 30 percent.

 Cooperation among several important audience segments is particularly low.
Most serious are adult males under 35, especially blacks and Hispanics.
Special procedures are used by Arbitron to handle these problems.

« Editing handwritten entries—call letters, dial positions, and station slo-
gans—is particularly difficult in radio.

Up to now, no higher-quality survey technique affordable by local market
radio has come into being.

Special Diary Procedures

The foregoing discussion of diaries has dealt with present-day stundard weekly
formats used by existing rating companies. Note, however, that a wide range
of surveys has been made with diaries kept by respondents from one day to two
weeks. For example, the Radio Audience Measurement (RAM) service in 1976
1978 (see Chapter 2, Section 1X) used one-day diaries with radio listening data
on the inside double page and other varied questions (product use, record pref-
erences, life-style) on the back. The Television Audience Assessment (TAA)
study of 1982 successtully used one-day mail in diaries to collect evening house-
hold television viewing records over a two-week period (see Chapter 5). The
Simmons Market Research Bureau uses a two-week diary to develop TV viewing
data employed as part of the extensive array of annual surveys on magazine
audiences and product (service) usage (see Chapter 5).

These various diary procedures have not been subjected to the steady use and
rigorous methodological testing associated with weekly television and radio diaries.
Results of such tests as have been made have been inconsistent. I1 is consequently
not possible to generalize about strengths and weaknesses. RAM, for example,
accepted any one-day record received. TAA required consistent daily mailing if
the respondent’s diaries were to be tabulated.

Assuming there was equal care taken in sampling and recruiting, we could
expect higher response rates and higher costs with daily as compared to weekly
diaries. Keeping two-week diaries may reduce cooperation as well as cost per
quarter hour of audience data. In the 1965 All-Radio Methodology Study (ARMS,
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see Appendix D), several forms of daily diary reporting were tested, with dis-
appointing results.

The Electronic Meter

In Chapter 1, we saw that one of the very first efforts at a measurement instrument
for radio audiences was a pioneer meter invented in 1929. The Audimeter,
originated in 1934, was taken over in 1936 by Arthur C. Nielsen, Sr. He devel-
oped it into a commercial audience measurement tool. The Nielsen Radio Index
(NRI) incubated slowly because of the need for refinement in the design of the
original instrument to meet actual in-home operating conditions and the problem
of manufacturing and installing meters during World War 11. By 1949, however,
NRI had become the dominant radio rating service because of the wealth of
information it could deliver. The Nielsen meter was quickly adapted to television
in 1950, and all Nielsen radio service was abandoned in 1964. No meter has
been used for radio since that date, nor is one likely to be used considering the
nature of today’s widely dispersed listening patterns.

As we know, other meters were developed and proposed at various times,
but it was not until Arbitron came out with its successful New York instantaneous
meter service in 1957 that the Nielsen Company faced the challenge of a com-
petitive and financially viable meter service. Nielsen NSI launched an instan-
taneous service of its own in New York in 1959. The original Arbitron service
was discontinued in 1972 because of technical and sampling problems but was
reintroduced with a newly designed meter in 1976.

The Instrument

When researchers speak of survey “instruments,” they rarely envisage any-
thing like the present-day sophisticated instantaneous electronic meters used in
TV audience research. Today’s instruments cost over $1000 each, not counting
wiring, installation, and home office data collection costs. Setting up a local
meter service with a sample panel of 300 installed households in a major market
involves expenses well beyond $1 million. The general configuration of meters
today is similar. It is a far cry from the original Nielsen Audimeter, with which
a field man had to call on each sample houschold every two weeks to pick up
the paper tape record and insert a new tape (a procedure later replaced by mailable
tilm cartridges).

Collection Procedures

Today’s meters record time, television set on or off, channel number tuned
every minute and transmit the data to a home storage unit. It is stored here until
accessed by the central office computer, usually between 2:00 A.M.and 6:00
A.M_ on the following day. This necessitates a leased line to the home, which
enables the central office computer to dial automatically and switch from home
to home in the sample, to aggregate data for ratings results to report to clients.
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The Sample

Sampling is especially important in the meter technique for several reasons.
The meter panel is tixed, with annual turnover (planned and random) averaging
perhaps 25 percent annually. Many households retain the meter installation for
the full five years that current policy considers maximum. Meticulous care in
the selection and recruitment is therefore a fundamental necessity. There is no
opportunity to correct problem situations as there 1s when each periodic survey
uses a fresh sample.

A second characteristic of meter samples is their relatively small size—300
to 500 in individual market areas. Again, there must be careful, unbiased selection
procedures and a minimum of nonresponse. Fortunately, because meters are an
expensive methodology, the money (and time) to do first-rate sampling is avail-
able. Therefore, nontelephone homes, nonlisted homes, cable TV homes, mul-
tiset households, and newly constructed household units (including remodeled
units) tend to get proper representation. If this were not so, corrective procedures
would be lengthy and expensive. Repeated eftorts to recruit predesignated house-
holds help Nielsen to keep household cooperation at levels close to 50 percent;
Arbitron slightly lower.

Nielsen and Arbitron employ somewhat ditferent approaches to the sampling
problem. Arbitron applies greater stratification to various sampling steps and
also uses post meter result sample balancing, which Nielsen frowns on.

Nielsen employs a probability sample for national and local meter services
based on geographic area representation. For the NTI-NAC national sample, a
total of 363 urban counties representing 41 percent of U.S. households are
classified as “must counties.” The remainder are then stratitied in such a manner
that a representative sample is selected. Within selected counties, minor civil
divisions are similarly stratified so that selections can be made on a probability
basis. Then block statistics are employed (with updatings for new construction
and demolition of dwelling units). Finally, an enumeration is made by a Nielsen
fieldworker of all dwelling units on a preselected block. From this enumeration
a random selection calls up the unit to be contacted as the “bausic™ respondent
household. If this household cannot be recruited after several efforts, a local
substitution is made. The only control over that substitution is that, in addition
to being on the preselected block, the household must match the characteristics
of the unrecruited basic household as to child/no child and cable status. If the
substitute household later moves, a renewed effort is made to obtain the original
“basic”; if unsuccesstul, then the new tamily in the substitute household is targeted.

Several steps are involved in selecting Arbitron’s Meter Panel sample. First
is the creation of a master (parent sample) to represent all housing units in the
ADI. Second is drawing a subset of housing units from the parent sample to
form a predesignated sample for recruitment. The third step relates to ongoing
maintenance procedures and control of the demographic composition of the
installed Meter Panel sample.
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The housing units in Arbitron's parent sample are selected by use of the *“half-
open interval” form of area probability sampling, in which a special sample
frame created by Metromail is employed for selecting sample field locations.
All housing units have an equal chance of inclusion (regardless of whether they
were included in the original Metromail sampling frame). In selecting its sample
of tield locations, Arbitron uses stratification on eight factors (population density,
region, county, cable penetration, ethnic composition, family income, household
size, and percent of employed women) to help ensure samples proportionate to
population demographics.

Geodemographic stratification is used in the initial sample selections of the
Meter Panel. Out of this procedure comes the initial Meter Panel predesignated
first sample selections and a series of initially drawn alternative selections. The
latter are used when the predesignated selections are uninstallable due to “no
TV,” “industry connection.” “household refusal,” etc. For ongoing maintenance
(as turnover takes place), the demographic composition of the Meter Panel is
controlled to meet target objectives for basic demographic groupings.

As a final step “to minimize biases and random fluctuations in the demo-
graphics of the daily in-tab sample,” Arbitron uses a poststratification technique
called “sample balancing,” geared to three factors: region, race, and age of head
of the household.

Operational Procedures

Incentives for household panel members include payment of all legitimate
service charges to maintain TV sets in operating condition and various premium
gifts for loyal participation in the survey. In some cases periodic newsletters are
sent out to make cooperators aware of the significance of their efforts, to reiterate
security aspects and to engender a feeling of mutual trust with the rating service.

Some turnover of sample homes occurs from households moving and leaving
the sample. Nevertheless, it is standard practice to turn over all sample households
every five years. Intricate sample design steps are taken to make these turnover
installations on a random basis while trying not to seriously affect trends from
the past samples.

Local meter services deliver rating data to Arbitron and Nielsen subscribers
by 9 A M. the day following the broadcast. In the NTI network operation, the
national meter results reach subscribers one day later.

Sample households are queried periodically from the central office computer
to ensure that the system is in working order. If problems appear, field personnel
are dispatched as quickly as possible, and depending on the circumstances the
home may be temporarily removed from the sample.

Summary: The Electronic Meter

The meter, with its freedom from many of the potential human errors asso-
ciated with other systems, has earned a permanent position in TV audience
measurement, for many reasons.
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STRENGTHS

*» The wealth of data provided. It records every day minute by minute through-
out the year. Every type of measurement unit can be covered: specific
minutes, average minute, average quarter hours, and total program audience
daily, weekly, or four-week cumulative household ratings.

+ Speed of delivery. Rating and share data go to clients in printout form within
24 to 48 hours. Many clients have computerized results sent directly to their
own computers.

* Analytic possibilities on a household basis are unlimited: lead-in, lead-out
analyses, duplication and unduplicated reach figures for campaigns or flights,
etc. Working through a third party (to preserve household anonymity),
special analyses can be ardered on the household-by-household level.

* Mechanical reporting eliminates chance of bias or error involved in human
recording by either interviewer or in-home cooperator.

* Produces more accurate ratings for independent stations and cable networks.

* Carefully drawn probability sample can produce better representation of
nontelephone homes and ethnic groups than what comes from telephone-
based samples.

* Furnishes a household base for demographic projections from diary results
thus overcoming certain diary weaknesses.

WEAKNESSES

The possibility of conditioning in respondent household. Having a meter

in your household for five years could have a biasing effect on viewing,

however slight or unconscious, on certain tamily members.

* No data produced on individual viewing. This must be collected by diaries
and combined with household meter resuits, a procedure that preserves
many of the weaknesses of diaries as people measurements.

* Expense severely limits sample size. In New York, for example, diary
services employ independent samples of 2500 six or eight times a year in
the 17-county metropolitan area; meter services use 500 households, which
turn over about 25 percent annually.

* Security can be a serious problem. In any continuous panel, the identity of
members can become known; efforts to induce fraudulent behavior are not
unknown.

* Problems of metering all sets in multiset households sometimes are eco-
nomically insoluble because of technical and/or practical problems (porta-
bles, built-ins, etc.). The two services differ in how such cases are treated.

All factors considered, it must be accepted that the meter methodology offers
the most complete information and possibly the closest to accuracy (on items of
set usage activity) of any technique in regular use. Its results have been proven
in a number of methodology tests to closely approximate those produced by the
Industry Sponsored Research coincidentals, the generally accepted standard of
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evaluation. Since it can be and generally is supplemented by diary-based demo-
graphic data adjusted to the meter household base, one of the most serious
limitations of the meter can be overcome although with concern for accuracy of
persons data. Biases indigenous to the diary (e.g., inadequate representation of
young adults and children) may be perpetuated even though HUT levels and
station shares shift with the meter. The Nielsen NAC service has long tried to
compensate for this. Arbitron has recently instituted a corrective refinement in
local metered markets. The respective sumples are segmented into three groups
on a child and household-head age basis, so that the meter-diary combination
can be made separately for each.

Peoplemeters (See Chapter 11 for recent peoplemeter
developments)

This is a device that calls for cooperating panel household members to punch
buttons on a control panel to indicate their presence during a broadcast. Each
family member has his own numbered button. AGB, Nielsen, and Arbitron all
have entries in the field. We do not discuss the peoplemeter in depth here
because no conclusions about its efficacy can be presented at this writing. How-
ever, it is informative to ponder the following comments of John A. Dimling,
then executive director, Electronic Media Rating Council:

For a people meter 10 work, however, several conditions must be satisfied: first.
the fact that respondents are watching television must be communicated to the
electronic system; second, communicating this fact should not change the respond-
ent’s viewing behavior from what it would have been if the respondent’s viewing
was not being measured; third, the first two conditions should be met without
reducing response rates to unacceptably low levels. | must confess that since most
people meters require some conscious action by respondents whenever the respond-
ent views television, | am a bit skeptical about whether both these conditions can
be met over an extended period of time, as they must be if the cost is to be kept
in line. [ have always felt one clear advantage of the meter was that it required
no action by the houschold, and in fact could be forgotten by members of the
household. There is also one additional potential problem with personal meters—
i the equipment used to collect data is conspicuous, it may be more difficult to
maintain the confidentiality of the sample.'®

Personal Roster Recall (Pulse)

The only methodology to be practiced by a single survey service was the aided
recall personal interview developed by Pulse in the 1940s. Originally a local
radio measurement, Pulse’s technique involved an up-to-date roster of all pro-
grams scheduled by radio stations in the survey area for the rating period. Pulse
interviewers carried these rosters from door to door to aid interviewees in recalling
listening for the previous 24 hours.
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The Instrument

In addition to the roster, the Pulse interviewer carried a one-page questionnaire
on which to register replies to classification and demographic questions about
the household and its members To help prompt respondents’ memories, they
were interviewed about the previous day’s activities along a “time line” that ran
from getting up to going to sleep at night. Completed questionnaires were turned
in to the supervisor daily.

Collection Procedures

Pulse by its nature as a personal interview service involved the largest tield
staff of any rating service. Contract firms were employed on a local or regional
basis to recruit, train, and supervise interviewers, originally at about 25¢ per
interview.

The Sample

Drawing and implementing an unbiased personal interview sample with recall
questions poses some of the most difficult problems in rating research. Unlike
mail or telephone techniques, which can select homes on a completely random
and unclustered basis, personal interviews, for economic reasons, demand geo-
graphic clustering. Pulse sought about 10 interviews in each cluster. From a
statistical standpoint, such samples are less efficient than those that involve no
clustering.

Pulse tried several devices for randomly determining the starting point for
interviewing in the metropolitan area. One was a transparent grid overlay with
etched horizontal and vertical rules. Thus random start points on city maps could
be determined by using random grid squares. In later years, Pulse used Metromail
(the same organization employed by Arbitron and Nielsen for diary sample
names) to select random household addresses from their listed telephone com-
pilation—one number for each cluster. Interviewers were sent to that street
address with instructions to start interviewing at the next residence (to the west,
east, etc.).

To handle the not-at-home problem, Sydney Roslow adapted a procedure
developed by Alfred Politz and W. R. Simmons known as a “nights-at-home”
adjustment.'® The principle asserts that there is a differential probability of a
household being at home on any given evening. Therefore, respondents were
asked how many evenings they had been at home during the previous week. On
the basis of this response, weighting was assigned to the interview: the once-a-
week household was weighted seven times the value of the every-night-at-homer
(because he or she represented six others not contacted whereas inmterviewers
would always catch one of the latter group). Others received weights commen-
surate with their response. Although not a pertect solution, at least Pulse rec-
ognized the problem and by nights-at-home adjustment compensated for a serious
sample bias in recall surveys.
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Operational Procedures

The principal operational problem associated with the personal interview
method is the element of control. Of all techniques, this is the one in which
results are most likely to be affected by interviewer performance and where
deviations are most difficult to detect. Personal interviewers pounding the pave-
ment in all kinds of weather, ringing doorbells, and cajoling busy respondents,
have a very difficult task. They often must enter neighborhoods that are possibly
unsafe, especially after dark. They must be trained to follow the household
selection plan strictly and to interview all family members if possible, avoiding
any leading or biasing comments or actions. A friendly but businesslike approach
is needed if the interviewer is to complete quotas without influencing the
respondents.

Verifying the interviewer’s work is imperative, because the pressures and
hazards of the work can induce fraudulent questionnaire completion and other
forms of “cheating.” Pulse required 20 percent verification by local supervisors,
followed by verification calls from the main office in New York.

Bad weather and illness can frequently delay interviewers’ work. In cases
where fieldwork was rejected because of poorly completed questionnaires or
suspected cheating, resurveys required extra time. As a result, Pulse reports often
covered days or weeks following those originally scheduled and were frequently
delivered late.

By its nature, the personal interview approach is somewhat cumbersome and
time consuming. To systematize the flow of data and computations, Pulse, a
relatively small organization, found it economical to spread the work over the
year rather than measure only in sweep periods.

Summary: Personal Roster Recall

The personal roster (interview-aided) recall ratings technique lived and died
with Pulse. Some radio broadcasters still mourn the passing of this bulwark
service of the 1960s, but a review of its strengths and weaknesses may show
why it expired. The method had achieved good marks in the ARMS Methodo-
logical Study of 1965 (see Appendix D), but the increase in number of stations
and the changes in listening patterns created new problems. Greater emphasis
on cumulative data and intensified field survey problems put Pulse at a disad-
vantage relative to Arbitron’s personal diary technique.

STRENGTHS
* Sample includes all households, including listed and unlisted telephone
subscribers and nontelephone.
* Personal contact may improve rapport and encourage conscientious reporting.
* Presence of family members together can help each person’s recall of the
previous day’s behavioral and listening patterns. Language problems are
overcome because younger members usually speak English.
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WEAKNESSES

Sampling involves clustering, which reduces statistical efficiency of the

survey.

* Subcontracting to local research firms gives little home office control over

interviewer selection or training.

Interviewer control and security against cheating and shortcuts are difticult

to maintain because of their large numbers and geographical dispersion.

Difficult field conditions such as heavy rain and snow, off-limits luxury

apartments, dangerous high-crime urban neighborhoods create problems in

sample completion on schedule, or at all.

* The nights-at-home adjustment does not completely offset the possible bias
created by nonresponse of not-at-homes.

* There is greater possibility that interviewing in a face-to-face situation may
influence or bias results because of interviewer’s sex, dress, manner, speech,
race etc., than in telephone surveys.

* Weekly cumulative ratings were based on questions about “other stations
listened to” and are unlikely to be very accurate.

* The degree of memory aid in a station roster is probably of small account,;
reporting errors due to memory factors could be large.

Personal Interview—Coincidental

Although George Gallup experimented with the personal coincidental procedure
at Drake University in 1928, its use by national or local syndicated services has
been extremely limited.

In 1958, as reported in Chapter 3, the Telephone-Personal Interview (TPI)
service conducted surveys in three cities using a combination of telephone and
personal coincidentals. Results were somewhat inconsistent. Although the pro-
pounder of the method, Miles Wallach, insisted that the results proved that any
diary results exaggerated TV viewing levels, the service received no advertiser
support after the pilot studies.

One national media service employed personal interview coincidentals in a
survey of major consumer advertising media. In 1966, Politz Media Service
(PMS) measured issue audience and advertising-page exposure for 12 major
magazines. In addition, that survey also determined “average minute™ household
usage of television on a coincidental basis at the start of the interview. The 1966
PMS study employed a rigorous probability sampling design, with tightly con-
trolled interviewing. A U.S. cross-sectional sample was designated for inter-
viewing on each of the 56 consecutive survey days. Interviewer visits to respondent
households were randomly timed within specitied interviewing hours.?'

Between November 1969 and 1979, Clapp and Mayne, a market research
firm in San Juan, Puerto Rico, conducted a personal coincidental study of TV
viewing there. Known as the Television Audience Profile, this service measured
television audiences throughout the island for its initial sponsor, WAPA TV,
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Channel 4. A sample quota system ensured that geographical dispersion was
matched for each half-hour period. Interviewers’ starting points and routes were
specified in advance. Surveys were conducted over a four-week period four times
each year. Personal coincidental samples totaled from 50,000 (at the beginning)
to 30,000 (at the end, when costs necessitated reductions). Ratings and projec-
tions were provided for households and normal age-sex breakdowns. The service
was discontinued because stations were unhappy with the variability in figures
from one half hour to another, a result of the relatively small samples affordable.?

Summary: Personal Interview—Coincidental

Inasmuch as the personal interview coincidental method has been used only
in limited studies and has never been subjected to the rigorous investigations
and comparative studies accorded more widely used techniques, there is little to
say about its pros and cons. Many of the strengths and weaknesses of telephone
coincidentals would apply, except that:

* Personal coincidental surveys cannot be set up as flexibly.

* Sampling and training/supervising a field staff become much more difficult.

* Sampling must be of a cluster type, losing efficiency.

* Costs are significantly higher.

* Response rates may be lower because people shy away from talking (or
even opening doors) to strangers.

Its principal advantage over telephone coincidentals is that it covers non-
telephone households. In iow telephone penetration arcas (which in some cases
are low labor cost regions), it may be viable and considerably more representative.

Cost Factors

Cost is a major consideration in determining what methodology to use in a
syndicated rating service. The service, to be viable, has to be reasonably struc-
tured so that users will pay enough to meet overall expenses. Evaluating cost
elements for various methodologies includes the following considerations:

1. Costs for individual methodologies may vary widely depending on quality
(control, verification, interviewing training and standards, etc.), editing and
computing efficiency, overhead allocation, response rate, and the like.

2. Costs (and cost relationships) change over time. New and more complex
meters may be needed to handle cable and VCRs; postage or telephone rates
may change drastically.

3. Much depends on whether daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, or semian-
nual reports are specified, and in what detail, by program hours, geographic
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areas, demographic breaks, etc. Are computer tapes to be furnished with on-
line access for special tabulations? Is out-of-home as well as in-home activity
to be measured?

4. Existing services (like Detroit automakers) guard many details of their
cost structure from the prying eyes of competitors and clients.

Variations over five to one have been noted in bids on specific rating projects,
the differences being accounted for by such factors as specially trained inter-
viewers versus straight subcontracting of fieldwork; centralized and supervised
interviewing using WATS lines versus local independent interviewers working
from homes; follow-up interviews, mailings, and enhanced incentives versus
limited contact and payment to respondents; and use of preprepared diary forms
that respondents can answer by filling in boxes versus writing-in listening or
viewing data.

We have seen that the coincidental telephone method, which reigned supreme
for a decade, is no longer a viable technique for syndicated services. There are
historical reasons for this. When C. E. Hooper started in 1934, and throughout
the heyday of his successful service, there were no telephone charges to be paid.
Interviewers were housewives calling from their home phones, which had tele-
phone company “unlimited service” for local areas. The interviewer did her own
sampling by using a systematic skip interval throughout the local directory. No
significant nonlisted problem existed. With only five questions asked. no special
training was required. Interviewers mailed in simple tabulations of their interview
results on a daily basis.

Only one week a month was studied and only a limited number of time
periods—nothing before 10:00 A.M. or after 11:00 P.M. (EST). Interviews were
limited to 36 metropolitan areas; results were not projectable—they were a
comparative index of listening behavior.

To exist today, such a service should have (1) supervised centralized inter-
viewing, (2) use of WATS lines to call throughout the United States, (3) a
sampling design based on random-digit dialing to include unlisted numbers, (4)
an acceptable method to apportion busies and nonresponses, and (5) a computer
program to produce projected houehold and people data. The deficiencies relative
to hourly restrictions, out-of-home listening, and any cumulative data (on the quarter
hour, hour, day, or week), while unimportant in the 1930s, would make such a
service completely uncompetitive today not only in terms of costs but also
utility.

In looking at meters, we would expect cost factors to vary as Nielsen went
from personal tape pickup to mailable film cartridges to the SIA on-line instan-
taneous system using leased telephone lines. Now AGB maintains that leased
lines may not be necessary for its meters. If so, meter service economics will
be drastically altered.
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One generality is that there can be good (and expensive) or poor (and cheap)
implementation of any methodology. The differences within a given technique’s
execution can be as great as those between methodologies. Another consideration
is that weekly diary techniques have built-in efficiencies because each can provide
much raw data recorded by the respondent. It would take many telephone calls
to collect the same information using either coincidental or day-after recall.
Moreover, neither of those provides the acceptable weekly cumulative figures
widely used today.

Conclusion

There is no perfect or ideal way to measure electronic media audiences, nor will
there ever be. In addition to methodological considerations, factors such as
frequency, continuity, sample size, market coverage, and delivery speed also
must be considered in designing a syndicated service. Techniques such as the
meter are not useful in radio with its vast out-of-home audience component. The
telephone coincidental has value for radio and cable for special purposes but
shares the in-household limitations of the meter.

Any technique may be done well or done badly. One meter service or one
diary service may be superior to its competitors because of rigorous quality
controls and careful execution of every step in the process. Nevertheless, from
a practical standpoint, one must consider the performance of various services
pragmatically. Improvements in meter and diary measurement have been made
by both major services. Competition forces each to match the other’s advances.
Since they compete successfully side by side, we feel justified in evaluating
them on the basis of “the state of the art.”

The number of subscribers who will share the cost is a major element in a
service’s success. For example, Nielsen can look to many prospects to purchase
the NTI national reports: networks, agencies, national advertisers, film and pro-
gram producers, buying services, industry organizations, and groups involved
in advertising, lobbying, and dealing with broadcast networks. Contrast that
potential with a rating service designed to serve a cable system in a single
franchise area. There is only one cable operator to pay the bill; local advertisers
are unlikely to share costs. This means that the financial means for quality
measurement is available for a syndicated national network service whereas the
financial returns a rating service can expect from local cable will be minuscule
for years to come. There is no escaping the realities of the marketplace, which
can often be as decisive as methodology can.

All techniques are tools for the professional research analyst. What is nec-
essary is to recognize that audience measurement is a complex, sophisticated
field of consumer research, which must be in the hands of properly trained
professionals. Only they can ensure that a reasonable qualitative level is appre-
ciated and demanded.
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NOTES

. CAB could deal with telephone no-answers only by excluding them (and

consequent substitution). Hooper assumed a no-answer meant that no
one was listening, that no one was believed to be at home at the time of
the call. Also, CAB measured total audience, which was, by definition,
larger than the coincidental’s average audience.

New York Stations Ratings Committee and the Committee on Local
Television and Radio Measurement (COLTRAM). See Appendix D for
a digest of these studies, especially “How Good Is the Television Diary
Technique?” a study conducted for COLTRAM by Statistical Research,
Inc. in 1975.

. The Electronic Media Rating Council (EMRC), for example, does not

accredit companies or methodologies. Each individual service must be
separately accredited and audited; Nielsen has four and Arbitron three
with EMRC accreditation. Each also has nonaccredited services.

. The Radio Advertising Bureau Goals Committee has experimented with

diaries to produce four-week cumulative data.

. Martin Mayer, “The Intelligent Man’s Guide to Broadcast Ratings™ (New

York: Advertising Research Foundation, 1962).
Standard Definitions of Broadcast Research Terms (National Association
of Broadcasters, Washington, D.C., 1970).

. The expected variability range for a rating of 21 would be from 19 to

23 in 67 percent of such samples; in 33 percent, the rating would probably
be below 19 or above 23. There is a 95 percent probability that the sample
value would fall between 17 and 25. See Appendix D, CONTAM study
no. 1, for further details on sample error.

. Gale D. Metzger, president, Statistical Research, Inc., *A Plea to End

Sloppy Research,” Advertising Age, October 26, 1981, p. 52.
A Study of Television Usage in the New York Metropolitan Area (West-
tield N.J.: Statistical Research, Inc., May 1971), p. 23.

. “How Good Are Television Ratings? (continued . . . .)”, report on a

special CONTAM study (no. 4) conducted in April 1969 and presented
at the Advertising Research Foundation annual conference, October 14,
1969.

. These include: Did coincidental interviewer make two attempts on no-

answers and busies? Did they go through operator on nonconnects? Were
changed numbers in same code area called immediately?

. The three preceding paragraphs are based largely on the Technical Appen-

dix of “How Good Is the Television Diary Technique?” a study conducted
by Statistical Research, Inc. in consultation with COLTRAM and pub-
lished by the National Association of Broadcasters, Washington, D.C.,
fall, 1976.
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- Matthew N. Chappell and C. E. Hooper, Radio Audience Measurement
(New York: Stephen Daye, 1944), p. 65.

. “How Good Are Television Ratings? (continued . . .)”, October 14,
1969.

. Dr. Lawrence Myers, professor of broadcasting, S. 1. Newhouse School
of Public Communications, Syracuse University, in comments to the
author dated April 29, 1984, expressed his professional opinion that
busies and refusals should be handled like disconnects and discarded.
Industry research practitioners do not agree.

. Arthur C. Nielsen, Television Audience Research for Great Britain (Chi-
cago, Ill.: A. C. Nielsen Company Limited (Oxford), 1955), p. 73.

- In 1984 Arbitron introduced for its metered markets a somewhat refined
method of “marrying™ diary demographics to household data.

- John A. Dimling, “Why Existing Methodologies?” Researching the Elec-
tronic Media Il, Advertising Research Foundation Key Issues Workshop,
December 15, 1983.

. Alfred Politz and Willard Simmons, “An Attempt to Get the ‘Not at

Homes’ into the Sample Without Callbacks,” Journal of American Stua-

tistical Association, XLIV, 1944, p. 10.

See Albert Blankenship, Professional Telephone Surveys (New York:

McGraw-Hill, 1979). Blankenship’s summary of the telephone’s advan-

tages over personal interviews includes (1) higher completion rates, (2)

complete avoidance of the Green River ordinance (the need for a permit

or license), (3) greater level of cooperation, (4) dispersed samples, (5)

high interviewing accuracy, (6) decrease in interviewer bias. (7) increased

interviewer morale, (8) virtual elimination of cheating, (9) proper sclec-
tion of respondents, and (10) no third-party (family member) influence.

This description comes from “Electronic Test of In-Home TV Viewing

among Those Families Who Fail to Respond to the Doorbell,” Advertising

Research Foundation Arrowhead Study No. 8, 1968.

This account of the Television Audience Profile was provided the author
by Ms. Jackie Da Costa in a personal interview on July 6, 1984. Ms.
Da Costa, while senior vice president at the Ted Bates agency, New
York, acted as consultant to Clapp and Mayne in designing the TAP
project in Puerto Rico.



Qualitative Versus
Quantitative Ratings

INTRODUCTION

A frequently expressed criticism of broadcast ratings is that they are quan-
titative and not qualitative. Ratings are limited to reporting binary (yes/no) set
user actions: (1) electing to turn on a receiver and (2) choosing (or not choosing)
any one of many programs available by a flick of the tuning dial (or the push
of a button). Such crude data may suffice for the advertiser’'s commercial pur-
poses, but it is hardly the basis on which intelligent decisions about programming
can be made, according to the detractors of ratings. This complaint is most often
heard when network programs are canceled despite the existence of a highly
articulate group of fans as with “Twilight Zone” and “Star Trek.” Soe in public
TV likewise maintain that commercial rating measurement is not sufticient for
its needs, that audience size alone is an inadequate evaluation of whether public
television is reaching its more exacting programming objectives.

There are several complexities to the concept of qualitative ratings that are
not found in conventional audience size measurements. Quantitative measure-
ment is relatively simple and clear: The numbers—whether household or demo-
graphic ratings or share of audience projections, national or local—are developed
by syndicated services using standardized and readily understood terms. When
told that “Hill Street Blues” on Thursday at 10:00 P.M. last week achieved a
share of 29.5 nationally, 22 6 in Philadelphia, and 31.8 in Suan Francisco, the
meaning is clear (and even more so when trends of all available weekly shares
are followed).

Moreover, broadcast quantitative measurements report (as accurately as the
technique permits) the actual viewing behavior of the household ar person in
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the sample. The meter, the diary, and the telephone coincidental or recall all
seek this goal: an objective recording of what took place. And the survey data
are reasonably projectable to known total population estimates.

Once we move into the qualitative field, the researcher often must rely on
verbalizations of people’s attitudes and opinions. There are no single, well-
understood standards of quality that are universally accepted. Even those who
have devoted most effort to this area are far from agreement as to the meaning
of “‘qualitative.”

Nevertheless, qualitative ratings have been getting mare attention in recent
years and may be about to become a significant supplement to quantitative ratings.
In the past they have had their ups and downs, and the prognosis for the current
crop of services is by no means all positive. Some will indubitably fail while
others may merge. However, there seems now to be sufficient market interest
on the part of stations and agencies and advertisers to warrant a modest growth
in the near future. The emergence of cable and other new video media, with
emphasis on “narrowcasting”—programming to selective audiences—is likely
to further stimulate growth of certain forms of qualitative measurement.

Foundations, academics, media critics, and many in public television believe
that the quantitative services used in commercial TV are seriously deficient in
defining audience reaction. As a result, there has emerged a substantial push to
initiate some form of syndicated qualitative ratings.

The notion that head counting should be supplemented by qualitative data is
far from new. In the 1950’s, Nielsen unsuccessfully tried to launch a product-
use adjunct to the Nielsen Radio Index national meter panel service. Arbitron
(then the American Research Bureau) included product use data for 15 categories
along with its ratings between 1967 and 1971. This feature was eliminated
because of subscriber resistance, which resulted from their belief that more time
consuming diary keeping (1) lowered respondent cooperation levels and (2)
reduced the accuracy of viewing response data. An industry-sponsored research
study by Statistical Research, Inc. (SRI) concluded that, as a buying guide,
diary-produced demographic data were probably more useful than product use
information.

Frequently overlooked is the fact that a national syndicated qualitative rating
service has existed since 1958. TVQ, a mail survey of a 1500 sample of U.S.
TV households, publishes seven reports annually, giving viewers’ assessment
of programs on a “liking” scale. In 1979, Roger Percy’s Vox Box service was
established to provide many detailed analyses of viewers’ reactions to programs
and commercials, but has had little industry acceptance.

The recent trend has been to develop ongoing syndicated qualitative services
that would roughly parallel Arbitron and Nielsen network and local rating report
books. Thus far there is minimal evidence that the marketplace will support such
services outside of a few top markets. Of the present contenders, those with the
best chance to succeed are services ancillary to existing audience data operations.
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The keen interest of cable program services in qualitative measures promises
some support from the new video medium.

Defining “Qualitative”

A major stumbling block in discussing qualitative ratings is that there is little
unanimity among advocates on what to measure. Even those most interested in
this area are far from agreement as to what “qualitative” means. Do they want
to measure: the quality of the program, the degree of satisfaction or involvement
it creates, or the quality of the audience reached (in relation to a selected audience
target)?

In 1980, the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, which has in recent years
pioneered in this field, concluded:

Unfortunately, the principal proponents of qualitative television ratings (qualitative
research providers, media reform groups, foundations) have not extended the def-
inition of qualitative television research much further. Customarily, one is told
that qualitative program ratings will supplement traditional measures of audience
size and composition and tell us ‘something more’ about the nature of the viewer's
response to programming. Usually undefined in such statements, however, are the
specific qualitative research variables, the specific pragram evaluation criteria which
the new ratings system will measure.’

The following list provides some of the answers given to the question: “What
kind of qualitative rating do you want?”

» More detailed demographic information as to occupation, income, educa-
tion. and working status (for women).

» Data on personal and household ownership of cars, boats, and usage of
products, participation in sports, vacation and business travel, second homes,
etc.

» Which viewers actually see the commercials, how many exposures they
receive, which viewers are likely to buy, and why.

+ Classification of viewers by life-style psychographics, psychological needs,
and gratifications.

» Qualitative rating scores to measure program appeal or viewer satisfaction
or interest.

» Measure viewing impacts intended by program originators (information
gain, reception, and retention of attitudinal statements, discussion of program
with others, etc.).

* How viewing affects attitudes and behavior.
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Three Basic Categories

Clearly the first two or three definitions in the list are most interesting to the
buyers and sellers of commercial television time. It appears basically then that
“qualitative” has three principal meanings in audience measurement:

I Quality of audience is evaluated with regard to buying and consumption
patterns and life-style or psychographic factors. These lypes of measurements
are little more than sophisticated demographics describing the audience in terms
considered relevant to advertising targets. Syndicated services in this field include
Quantiplex, Qualidata, Simmons Market Research Bureau (SMRB), Mediamark
Research, Inc. (MRI), Scarborough, PRIZM, VALS, and Nielsen Product Audi-
ence Reports (NPAR).

2. Quality of individual program appeal, as measured by subjective viewer
response on scales from low to high. In effect, the viewer provides a report on
each program, and like a child’s report card, the format can vary. Services in
this category are TVQ, Vox Box, Arbitron/CPB, and Television Audience
Assessment (TAA).

3. Quality of viewing experience is probed by a greater depth of ques-
tioning and more sophisticated analytical treatment of data. Rather than depend-
ing solely on respondents’ articulation of overall reaction to the program,
the effort is directed more at measuring viewing impact—information gain,
reception and retention of attitudinal statements, effect of viewing on attitudes
and behavior, discussion of program with others, etc. This newer and more
challenging area is not represented by any syndicated service at this time, but
three extensive pilot efforts have been made: Frank/Greenberg’s Segmentation,
Television Factor Rating, and Television Audience Assessment, all described in
Section I1I.

Why Is There No Enthusiasm?

Prior to examining specitic approaches and services in the three categories, it is
logical to ask why it took so long for this type of rating to develop. Also, why,
aside from category |, which is clearly marketing oriented, is there no more
than sporadic interest in qualitative ratings today? There are several reasons why
networks, stations, and ad agencies have never been enthusiastic about syndicated
qualitative research.

First, quantitative ratings, properly analyzed and interpreted, can yield many
answers to questions about quality—at least those dealing with the strength and
nature of a program’s appeal. It is usually true that high-rated shows also get
high marks on various qualitative evaluations. Their audiences can be expected
to be more attentive, the shows are more memorable, and commercial recall
reflects this.
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The extensive historical data bank of meter and diary audience results can be
searched for additional answers. The advent of overmight ratings, direct computer
access by subscribers, and a proliferation of demographic, ethnic, and geographic
data gives the ratings analyst a broad field to play on. Program performance in
different time periods under various competitive conditions in diverse markets
can show where the program vehicle’s true core audience strength lies. The
introduction of more sports preemptions, one-time-only features, and short series
provides rapidly altered competitive situations that reveal to the shrewd analyst
many qualitative aspects of individual program appeal.

The trained researcher has more confidence in findings derived from actual
viewing behavior patterns than from many qualitative measurements that rely
on verbalizations of people’s attitudes and opinions.” Agencies are also attuned
to buying on established demographic profiles and are often skeptical of quali-
tative indices that are untested and not necessarily predictive.

Networks, stations, agencies, and producers conduct extensive special qual-
itative research on individual shows. Pilots are habitually tested by networks
before selection and scheduling. This research ranges from simple concept tests
to full-scale, in-home exposure by tests run over cable systems, and it can include
focus group sessions and test audience exposure in theaters and mobile vans.

Therefore, long before a series is purchased and scheduled the programmer
or buyer has a reasonably good idea of where its basic appeal lies and what the
key attraction elements are. At the network level, various program and qualitative
research efforts account for annual expenditures about equal to those spent on
ratings and quantitative analysis. Agencies spend large sums on customized
Burke and other tests of commercial efficiency that provide details of audience
consumption and life-style patterns.

TV stations, which are primarily concerned with either their overall image
in their market or with achieving a highly successtul news operation, rely on
research consultants such as Frank N. Magid Associates or McHugh and
Hoffman to provide qualitative evaluations keyed to the stations’ needs as guides
to action.

Radio stations have long been active in *“call-out research” relative to new
music trends, and many program consulting services do considerable audience
research. Most recent on the scene is Reymer and Gersin Associates, which
seeks to create a radio station’s niche by a research technique they call
“psychosegmentation.”

Clearly there has been plenty of activity in the qualitative field, radio as well
as TV. Just as clearly, the picture we see is one of tailor-made studies pinpointed
to specific programs or areas. This raises a fundamental question: Can surveys
in the third category of qualitative truly be adapted to syndication and become
“qualitative ratings.” But let us first examine categories | and 2, where there
have been successful syndicated services for many years.
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Il. AUDIENCE QUALITY

Audience quality is most closely linked to conventional syndicated rating ser-
vices, and several organizations presently have established commercial footholds
in the industry, radio as well as television. We first discuss the national services
(Simmons and Mediamark), then PRIZM and VALS, followed by the local
services.

Simmons Market Research Bureau (SMRB) is the oldest and the most widely
known of all services dealing with media and markets. The primary purpose of
SMRB'’s Study of Media and Markets is to produce magazine audience meas-
urements using a large national sample of personal interviews simultaneously
with product usage data.

Over time, information on TV viewing, radio listening, and newspaper read-
ing has been added to produce comparative data for agency media planning pur-
poses. This information is also used by many broadcast entities for sales devel-
opment. Simmons’ current study has 90 such subscribers—from networks to
individual radio stations and cable services.

SMRB does one survey per year in three phases, from August to June. A
probability sample of 19,000 households is the base for a random selection of
one adult per household. SMRB achieves 75 percent recovery of the predesig-
nated sample.

Phase I includes magazine and newspaper reading and demographics obtained
in personal interviews while a leave-behind product-use booklet (750 categories,
3500 brands) is placed.

Phase Il takes place about a month later, when the interviewer returns to
retrieve the product data. At that time, magazine and newspaper readership are
obtained once more (for cumulative purposes) and data on radio listening the
previous day are recorded. About 80 percent of the Phase 1 sample is recontacted,
yielding some 15,500 cases.

Phase 11l involves only broadcast audiences and is conducted simultaneously
with the spring and fall ratings sweeps of Arbitron and Nielsen. The spring base
is an 11,000 random probability subsample of the original 19,000; the fall base
is 9000. These people are interviewed by telephone to (1) obtain the previous
day’s radio listening (the second such measurement to establish cumes) and
(2) recruit them to keep a two-week TV individual diary, which is sent and
returned by mail. Returned in-tab TV diary response is 40+ percent; for radio
it is 6() percent.

Simmons’ “extended cell ascription” method is used to expand data from the
returned diaries to the original 19,000 sample. Ascription is a statistical procedure
for using probability principles based on data available to ascribe information
not obtained. It is widely used in survey work to complete partially filled-out
questionnaires or diaries.
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However, SMRB uses it on an unprecedented scale in order to get all media
data on a common base. This practice has many critics, who accuse Simmons
of “making up the numbers.” Nevertheless, SMRB is not a broadcast rating
service, and users seem to accept the ascription procedures as a reasonable
compromise with costs.

Simmons provides a great deal of information in a 42-volume set of reports.
National data are broken down on | | geographic regions (as defined by Nielsen).
Local services are discussed here.

Mediamark Research Inc. (MRI) was founded in 1979 by two long-time
competitors of SMRB—Timothy Joyce and Alain Tessier, formerly top execu-
tives of Target Group Index (TGl). Like Simmons, MRI is fundamentally designed
as a national survey of magazine audiences, using a “recent-reading” criterion,
as opposed to Simmons’ “through-the-book™ method. MRI also provides broad-
cast measurements with signiticant differences from SMRB.

Product-use data collected tor 800 categories and the more than 3000 brands
reported are accompanied by brand volume as well as product volume. This
provides brand share of total volume.

MRI collects data tfrom 20,000 respondents annually, in two five-month sur-
veys of 10,000 each. It claims that “the sample is much more widely dispersed
than any other sample used for media/product research. Each year interviews are
conducted in 2400 clusters [neighborhoods}.””3

Halt ot the sample is allocated to [0 markets, using Arbitron’s Area of
Dominant Influence (ADI) definition, which makes possible separate major mar-
ket data (a development covered under the following outline of local services).
To provide more efficient magazine and product measurement, the top one-fourth
of the areas in income get one-half of the sample, while the bottom one-half
receive only one-fourth ot the clusters. (A similar procedure is followed by
SMRB.)

For broadcast audiences, the MRI design calls for full sample measurement
up front *“to avoid the vagaries of ascribing data collected from partial samples.™
Personal interviewers collect recall of yesterday’s listening and TV and cable
viewing as well as call letters and channel data. The 90-page leave-behind survey
booklet requires answers relative to lists of network TV programs and cable
activity. MRI updates its questionnaires for each semiannual survey, and fresh
data are available each spring and fall on computer tape.

PRIZM is not a service, but a geodemographic analysis scheme. Classifying
geographic markets by relative affluence. PRIZM uses perhaps the oldest tool
in the market research kit. Pioneers during the 1920s used census, utility com-
pany, and ABC circulation figures to define counties and metropolitan areas as to
crude socioeconomic status or purchasing power potential.

Today, most county units are too populous and heterogeneous to have great
marketing significance. Claritas Corp. has attempted to solve the problem by



138 5. QUALITATIVE VERSUS QUANTITATIVE RATINGS

forging a new tool, PRIZM, based on statistically homogeneous ZIP-code mar-
ket clusters.

PRIZM now employs over 1000 demographic measures from the 1980 U.S.
Census for each of the nation’s 35,600 residential ZIP code neighborhoods.
Analysis of this database ultimately yielded 40 homogeneous groups, called ZIP-
market clusters, each with its own distinct neighborhood life-style. This concept
assumes that (1) people with similar cultural backgrounds and circumstances will
“cluster” and (2) the homogeneous demographic character of a neighborhood is
self-perpetuating.

As a result, Claritas maintains that “the demographic measures which accu-
rately describe our place of residence will provide an equally valid statistical
mirror of our ‘place’ in society.”* PRIZM thus is claimed to be a 40-point life-
style segmentation system strong enough to explain, and accurately predict,
consumer behavior.

Each of the 40 clusters contains ZIP codes throughout the country where
similar people live. Names and one-line descriptions have been assigned with a
range from Blueblood Estates to Hardscrabble. The largest categories are Young
Suburbia and Blue Chip Blues; others include Levittown USA and Golden Ponds.

For normal media and market analysis, the 40 PRIZM ZIP-market clusters
have been composited into 10 cluster groups (three suburban, three urban, two
town. two rural), which range from S| (educated, affluent, elite white families
in owner-occupied greenbelt suburbs) to U2 (mixed. middle class. foreign stock,
and minorities in dense urban row-house areas) to R2 (mixed unskilled whites.
blacks, Spanish, and native Americans in poor rural towns and farms).

Donnelley Cluster Plus is a ZIP-code geodemographic scheme developed by
Reuben H. Donnelley Co. It is based on 47 clusters and 10 multigroups. Cluster
Plus now appears to exceed PRIZM in popularity. Examples of Donnelley's
clusters are: S-01 (top income, well educated, professional, prestige home, chil-
dren in private schools): S-15 (older urban, tfew children, white-collar workers.
singles); and S-41 (poorly educated, low income, blue-collar families with chil-
dren, rural South). Donnelley's cluster analysis of ownership of a domestic luxury
car shows the S- 1 cluster 280 percent above U.S. average. and S-41 at 80 percent
below national. Cluster Plus is used by Arbitron Radio and TV in connection
with Target/Aid and by Nielsen’s NSI. Whereas PRIZM and VALS can be used
by either SMRB or MRI, Simmons has exclusive use of Donnelley's Cluster
Plus in its field.

VALS (Values and Litestyles Program) uses a psychographic basis for con-
sumer segmentation. Its premise is that today there is no one homogeneous set
of American values and life-styles. Numerous market researchers claim that
psychographic segmentation will help advertisers and programmers 1o “tune in”
more closely (o people’s diverse objectives, personalities, and orientation toward
life.
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The VALS program, one af the most insightful hierarchies of values and life-
styles. was developed by SRI International (formerly Stanford Research Insti-
tute). It 1s being used by Simmons Market Research Bureau and by Mediamark
tfor their media and markets surveys.

VALS segments the national population into nine groups. for which Simmons
has provided universe estimates (often lacking in qualitative schemes). They are,
from bottom up:

Need driven (11 percent), consisting of (1) Survivors (4 percent)—struggling.,
depressed, distrusttul, old, and (2) Sustainers (7 percent}—concerned with secu-
rity. young, angry but hopeful.

Outer direcred (69 percenty, those who use others as reference, consisting of
(1) Belongers (38 percent)—traditional, preservers of status quo, strong group
urge; (2) Emulators (10 percent)—youthful, ambitious, emulate the successful;
and (3) Achievers (21 percent}—middle-aged, prosperous, comfort-loving, ori-
ented to tame and success.

Inner directed (20 percent), paralleling outer directeds but with a personal
standard of reference, consisting of (1) I-AM-ME (3 percent—very young, indi-
vidualistic, impulsive; (2) Experimental (5 percent)—seek direct experience,
intense personal relationships; and (3) Societally conscious (12 percent)y—socially
responsible. mission-oriented. mature. successful, lead simple lives

Integrared (2 percent), meld outer- and inner-directed attitudes into a tolerant
self-assurance.

The VALS typology provides copious information about the attitudes, activ-
ities. and consumption patterns of these groups as well as relevant media infor-
mation. Belongers are heavy TV viewers, and the inner-directed individuals are
heaviest educational TV watchers.

Local Market Services

The primary local media-product surveys are highly newspaper-oriented because
of print financial support. Nevertheless. they now all provide some measure of
television and radio usage by program or station. Most of these studies are
confined to the top fifteen markets, but Simmons’ 1987 Study of Local Newspaper
Ratings covers 56 market areas. Birch Radio is the only broadcast rating service
currently providing product use data related to audience measnrement.

Scarborough is a local market in-depth consumer and media survey organized
in 1975 by Harold Israel and Jay Cohen, two former Simmons executives.
Syndicated surveys are now conducted in ten major markets on two-year cycles.
Local media support is strong in most cases. with practically all newspapers,
two or three TV stations, and 8 to |5 radio stations as subscribers.

The quantity of information secured in the product and consumer usage areas
is massive because of the retailer questions employed, covering daily. Sunday,
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and weekly newspapers, TV and radio stations, cable, and selected weekly and
monthly magazines. Brand information appears where relevant. The minimum
sample size is 2500, with 11,000 for New York. Respondents are randomly
selected adults 18 +, only one per household. Scarborough is considered a quality
survey but expensive and not likely to expand greatly.

MRI's Ten Media Marker Reports are essentially a retabulation of Mediamark
data for the past two years. They include media and product usage data obtained
by personal interviews to secure media information and a 90-page booklet ques-
tionnaire to collect product and TV network program viewing, placed by the
interviewers and picked up several days later. Market samples vary from 1500
to 4000 for New York.

Mediamark’s added broadcast audience information for local markets does
not include program audience estimates or ratings. Mediamark’s basic compo-
nents are data on 450 product and consumer activity categories cross-tabbed with
individual and household demographics and media measures (local newspapers,
local radio stations, radio formats, TV time periods. and local news by station,
etc.). Also included are cable and pay cable stations.

Mediamark points to the advantages to buyers and sellers and media planners
of having comprehensive data for ten top markets that match with MRI’s national
study data.

Simmons Study of Local Newspaper Ratings

First introduced in 1985, this survey effort is now done every other year. The
1987 computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) was conducted from four
centrally monitored centers from October 1986 to April 1987. A two-phase
procedure is used to produce cumulative audience data. To supply separate reports
for 56 market ADIs, approximately 120,000 interviews with 65,000 adult
respondents will be employed. The target is an effective sample base of 200
readers for reported newspapers.

The television viewing component is limited to questions relative to local
station viewing by day parts. The same national Simmons product data material
used by Arbitron’s Target Aid will be available to newspaper subscribers.

Birch Radio Qualitative Product Usage Reports
{QPURS)

The Birch Radio service produces special reports that profile audiences by
product consumption in addition to limited age/sex demographics. QPURs are
produced for total week only 6:00 A.M.—midnight and include up to three demo-
graphics per category.

Fifteen qualitative factors are included in both winter and spring surveys.
Among them are income. occupation, newspaper readership, soft-drink con-
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sumption, fast-food visits, beer consumption, and airline travel. Categories such
as department store visits, automobile mileage, and major appliance purchase
are reported once a year.

Former Local Market Services

Quantiplex (a John Blair service for local TV) was established in 1980. Based
on telephone interviews, Quantiplex supplied a TV market with viewer and
consumer (VAC) ratings identifying television viewers and newspaper readers,
not just by age and sex, but by what they purchase in specific product and service
categories.

VAC defined which programs attract what type of purchasers in what numbers.
The survey used the telephone recall technique. Its sample size varied from 1000
to 2000 depending on market size. Quantiplex never achieved the support antic-
ipated in either television or radio (which was entered later) and was permanently
disbanded in 1983.

Qualidata (Arbitron Radio Service) was introduced in 1980 as a reinterview
telephone survey of in-tab diary keepers to obtain consumer profike data that
could be related to radio ratings.

Qualidata reported on 15 product usage categories, six socioecoriomic divi
sions, and five readership and media usage classifications.

Telephone reinterviews of diary-keeper households commenced six weeks
after the conclusion of the diary survey, running from November into May. With
an average response rate of about 70 percent on reinterviews, the sample sizes
for individual markets ranged from 1000 to 3000. The radio industry’s lack of
enthusiasm for Qualidata related to the relatively low (28 percent) response rate
(diary 40 percent times 70 percent) and out-of-date data. Qualidata was discon-
tinued as a syndicated service early in 1984.

Nielsen Product Audience Reports (NPAR) was introduced in 1983. The
Nielsen Station Index spent several years planning and testing the product usage
study tied to its NSI local viewers in profile (VIP) reports. The service was
directly mainly at usage by TV stations in competition with newspapers. It was
designed to provide (1) audiences weighted to the VIP, (2) household and demo-
graphic measurement units, (3) locally projected figures with local consumer
categories, (4) twice yearly reports, and (5) potential computer access.

The methodology involved use of questionnaires sent to households that had
kept and returned diaries in the latest NSI local survey. All household members
12+ had a column to fill out, requiring about 20 minutes per respondent. There
were 73 questions, potentially 200 categories. In the full-scale test in the New
York DMA in October 1981, based on July 1981 VIP, Nielsen said it achieved
an 85 percent return rate for the product-use booklets.

By 1984 Nielsen had been able to introduce NPAR in only eight markets.
The service was discontinued in November 1985.
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Summary of Product Use Services

Product data collection done simultaneously with audience data by the same
techniques from the sume sample could be a pltus in data freshness and lack of
sample recontact problems. Quantiplex (TV) had this advantage. Mediamark
has a single-source booklet for media and product data, but information is
accumulated over two years, which introduces a limitation on its utility. Scar-
borough, although collecting media and market data virtually simultancously,
has the problem of wear-out over a two-year cycle. The limitations of the post
audience survey methods—Qualidata and Nielsen Product Audience Ratings
(TV)—are that audience and product data were collected for different periods
(two to three months apart) and by somewhat different methods, with sample
loss especially heavy for Qualidata.

A wide range of data detail characterizes the tield. Simmons, Scarborough,
and Mediamark, with hundreds of basic product and consumer categories dif-
ferentiated by brands, are perhaps the most prolific data sources. Services relying
on telephone recall for product data (Quantiplex and Qualidata) were more limited
tin the number of categories provided.

Product usage data require sizable samples to provide bases for detailed
breakouts. Only large markets can afford such adequate ratings and often only
by combining response data over time. This is a limitation that will restrict
expansion of such local services beyond the top 10 or 15 markets.

Broadcaster Interest Limited

Many broadcasters are getting some experience in how to make product-use
analysis pay off, but they are often poorly equipped to do the kind of job for
which most major city newspapers are prepared. The main thrust of all the local
product services is retail and franchise chain advertising. Broadcasters will have
to use this output, not just against their TV and radio competition, but to wean
away traditional newspaper dollars from local merchants through shrewd statis-
tical analysis.

Individual stations with the ability to sell with these new data are limited to
a few major markets where owned-and-operated network and group-owned sta-
tions have the budgets and the research capability 10 make use of them. The
demise of John Blair’s Quantiplex. Arbitron’s abandonment of the syndicated
Qualidata, and Nielsen’s surrender on NPAR clearly indicate limited prospects
for product-use studies outside of a few major markets. On the other hand, the
Birch Radio Service has apparently made a virtue of the inclusion of a limited
amount of product data in its local radio rating reports and of computer acces-
sibility of the data.
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Single Source Measurement

The developers of the Audimeter, Robert Elder, the MIT professor whose
idea it was, and Arthur C. Nielsen, who refined the basic invention, always had
in mind that the meter audience measurement would be accompanied by some
measure of product use. Sales effectiveness was their objective. However, Niel-
sen’s efforts were defeated because purchase and usage levels for many products
were so limited that sample sizes in Audimeter panel homes were generally
inadequate (see Chapter 1).

The idea of a single source for media and product-use data is, of course, one
of the attractions of such services as the Simmons Study of Media Markets and
the Mediamark Research service. However, these sources, useful for planning,
are 0o slow in delivery and too imprecise in detail to be useful for actual buying
and post evaluation. Several attempts to collect limited product-use data in rating
surveys have failed, with only Birch Radio producing such data now.

The idea of a single source has persisted, however, and now seems close to
reality. In April 1987, ScanAmerica introduced the first single-source people-
meter service. in Denver, Colorado, based on a 600)-household panel. A national
ScanAmerica service of 5000 households is planned for 1988. See Chapter 11
for details of this operation as well as the plans and activities of Nielsen in this
area in both the U.S. and Canada.

. QUALITY OF INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM APPEAL

T™vVQ

A national mail survey of television viewers, TVQ was established by Henry
Brenner’s Home Testing Institute in 1958 and is now conducted by Marketing
Evaluations. TVQ provides commercial industry decision-makers with
(1) awareness measures of national commercial programming and (2) viewers’
overall program evaluations for programs they know along a five-point scale
from “one of my favorites” ta “poor.” The TVQ service resulted from surveys
conducted by George Gallup for the motion picture industry in the early 1950s.
Gallup’s studies focused on movie stars, whose pictures were shown to respond-
ents to obtain indices of “enthusiastic quotient” (EQ). Later, NBC experiments
with tests of TV performers in Gallup’s survey led 1o the inauguration of TVQ
for programs.

Networks and others use the TVQ index primarily to spot new high-scoring
programs that have not yet achieved widespread exposure and thus have generated
mediocre quantitative ratings. Another important use is to detect declining “lik-
ing” scores for old favorites that might still be holding up well in ratings because



144 5. QUALITATIVE VERSUS QUANTITATIVE RATINGS

of viewer habit. Low awareness scores focus attention on programs needing
added promotional push to increase exposure.

TVQ is conducted among a nationally representative household mail panel
of 1200 households. This sample, selected from a larger national panel of 15,000
households, permits TVQ to send a questionnaire for each household member.
About 3500 individual inquiry forms are mailed, and a reminder postcard goes
out a week later. Returns are tabulated after about two weeks. In-tab samples
consist of approximately 1200 people in 750 to 800 households. Reports are
issued seven times per year, more frequently during the October—March period,
with only two reports covering April-September.

The information furnished has greatly increased in breadth in recent years.
Not only TV series but movies, sports, specials, and other one-time-only shows
are included, along with many syndicated productions. Performer Q applies the
same measurement technique to performers and is a guide used in casting. This
technique has come under attack in California (see Chapter 9), and as a result
TVQ has instituted measures to ensure that its samples adequately represent
Hispanic population ratios. Cable networks are now listed for evaluation, and
respondents are classitied as to subscription to basic or pay cable service. Because
of the relative size and uneven dispersion of cable households, TVQ scores for
cable networks show more variability than others.® Theatrical movies are now
explored regarding where they are seen: theater, commercial TV, pay TV, tape,
or disc. There are obviously many analytical possibilities in such data when
received regularly and backed up by a substantial data bank of past attitude
scores. TVQ is achieving a higher level of attention from agencies, syndicators,
and cable interests, further solidifying its lead in this field.

Vox Box

This is an electronic response device used by R. D. Percy and Company in
Seattle, Washington. (Vox Box was developed by Stanford Research Institute
under commission from Percy.) Vox Box is wired to a household’s main TV
set in 200 homes that agree to provide their evaluations of whatever TV programs
they watch. The device consists of two rows of buttons—one for channel selec-
tion, the other to record qualitative response using the tollowing button options:

* Excellent.

* Informative.
* Credible.

* Funny.
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* Boring.

* Unbelievable.

¢ Dumb.

s Zap.

* Person—special button to apply response to program personality.

Paralleling the Vox Box activity was a second-by-second accounting from
videotaped logs of all programs and commercials aired on the five commercial
and one public TV stations in Seattle-Tacoma. The data from the two sources
was time linked in one information base to provide highly accurate records of
what was on the air, who saw it, how they behaved toward it, and what they
thought of it.

The data were published in four sets of standardized reports, two concentrating
on advertising research and two evaluating programs. The first group helped
advertisers ascertain the percentage of the pane! viewers tuned to each com-
mercial, rather than the surrounding program (whether in or between program
breaks), competitive share of commercial gross rating points, competitive share
of commercial reach and frequency, audience behavior and attitude toward com-
mercials, etc. The program reports showed audience sampling, repeat viewing,
audience involvement as to loyalty, stability, and the nature of the audience’s
response.

The Percy TV Program Performance Guide provided program ratings, reach,
loyalty index (a measure of repeat viewing for series), positive response (per-
centage of all responses detined as “positive™), and a total value factor in which
all scores for four weeks are combined.

Percy’s Vox Box service, established in 1979, departed sharply from any of
the other efforts at qualitative measurement. First, it employed a meter that
recorded set usage and also provided an opportunity for viewers to record their
responses automatically by voluntarily pushing a button as programs were watched.
Second, the precise logging system for local programs provided the opportunity
for rating commercials (as distinct from programs). This unique element is one
frequently mentioned as a form of needed “qualitative” rating. Percy character-
ized these measurements as “strictly quantitative,” while Vox Box added qual
itative indices of audience behavior. In this approach, the qualitative data reflected
actual behavior and performance in the panel in normal viewing. Loose verbal-
izations about programs or commercials were thus avoided. On the other hand,
the amount of viewer involvement in button-pushing increased the opportunity
for conditioning of respondents.

Limited commercial acceptance led to abandonment of this early Vox Box
in favor of a unique peoplenwter system described in Chapter 11.
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Arbitron/CPB

Arbitron’s foray into qualitative measurement was sponsored in part by the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB), which was seeking a ratings system
molded to serve the interests of noncommercial station programmers. Commer-
cial rating systems were considered inadequate to meet the special mandates and
programming objectives of public broadcasting. CPB felt that: “Traditional meas-
ures of audience size and demographics tell us little or nothing about the extent
to which PTV programs serve and satisfy their viewers ™™

The first pilot test by Arbitron took place in Boston, where 600 persons kept
a one-week qualitative diary in November 1980. David Liroff, broadcast man-
ager of WGBH. said that the results showed clearly that: “the implementation
ot a qualitative ratings system would substantially increase the program director’s
ability to evaluate the eftectiveness of a station’s service by providing detailed
audience information not previously available.™

Analysis of the Boston pilot results by Arbitron and CPB led to a nationwide
study conducted in 20 markets, November 18-24, 1981. A panel of more than
2800 diary kecpers was instructed to watch whatever programs they desired and
to record in a specially designed personal diary when and for how long they
watched each program. Respondents also indicated the degree to which they
found each program “‘entertaining.” “informative,” “useful,” and “different from
other programs.”

Arbitron developed the four qualitative scales specifically to address public
television’s mandates of programming excellence, innovation, special interest
and minority service, alternative service, and diversity. “The CPB study marks
the first time that a major syndicator of audience research has developed a
procedure that simultaneously measures viewing behavior and programming eval-
uations,” explained Joseph C. Philport. project manager for the CPB study.'
The inclusion of qualitative scales did not significantly decrease the survey return
rate.

Not surprisingly, commercial television programs fared better on the “enter-
taining” scale than on the other dimensions. Regularly scheduled network pro-
grams identified as the most “entertaining” included “Great Performances,”
“M*AESFH.” “Odyssey,” “Hill Street Blues.” “WKRP in Cincinnati.” and
“Diff’rent Strokes.” The most entertaining programs were most likely to have
the highest viewing levels.

Public television’s **Odyssey,”” *‘Great Performances,’” *‘Cosmos,’’ and ‘‘Sneak
Previews’” were perceived as the “‘most ditterent from other television programs.’
“*Hill Street Blues™ was the most unique commercial television show.

Eight ot the top 10 regularly scheduled “information” programs aired on public
television stations, including “Cosmos,™” “Nova,” and “Wall Sueet Week.”™ Among
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the programs viewers found exceptionally “useful” were “Nightly Business
Report,” “Wall Street Week,” “Washingion Week in Review,” “Sneak Pre-
views.” and “Over Easy.” Again, 8 of the top 10 “useful” regularly scheduled
programs were public television shows.

Interest in the Arbitron qualitative survey technique quickly vanished. The
CPB Otftice of Communications Research was eliminated about the time the 20-
city survey was released. CPB staff members hoped that individual public TV
stations would be intcrested in keeping the service alive, in some markets al
least, but this did not materialize. After custom designing a technique to serve
the special needs of public television. Arbitron found that PBS stations did not
want or could not use or afford such research. This does not spcak well for the
future of qualitative ratings in the commercial field.

[ll. QUALITY OF VIEWING EXPERIENCE

The gualitative ratings developed by TVQ is the only ongoing. continuous ser-
vice. whereas the Arbitron/CPB survey effort stalled after the first nationwide
study in 1981 and Percy petered out in Seattle. These three services had one
common denominator: All relied on the viewer’s subjective evaluation of the
program tor the qualitative program rating. Various scaling and weighting pro-
cedures were employed, but essentially the end result rested on the appeal of
the program in the eyes of the beholder as reported by that beholder. Now we
move o the third category of qualitative service: the quality of the viewing
experience, exploring (1) the viewer's expectations, needs. and attitudes toward
the viewing experience in order to determine how and why certain programs are
viewed: (2) what characteristics of programs produce high degrees of attention.
satisfaction, and loyalty; and (3) the quality of the viewing experience in terms
of entertainment, information, and memorability. The viewer's experience and
reaction are developed from guestionnaires, not from subjective evaluation.

We know, of course, that “‘listening’” and “*viewing®’ can have gradations of
attentiveness from rapt to extremely incidental. Probing this phenomenon has
been largely left to methodological studies—listeners” or “viewers” as used in
quantitative ratings are defined largely on the judgment of respondents (with
some general instructions from the survey organization).

One ettort to explore the gradations of listening was a study undertaken by
Arbitron (then ARB) to ascertain how the total audience tigures were distributed
over four categories of radio audience behavior believed to be “most relevant to
advertising opportunity”: (1) Concentrated Listening (glued to the set, maximum
involvement), (2) Listening with Incidental Activity (mentally involved in pro-
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gram, but engaged in routine work or personal chores), (3) Activity with Inci-
dental Listening (primary activity demands greater part of attention), and (4)
Incidental Hearing (minimum involvement in program). In 1966 two markets
were surveyed by telephone coincidentals (which limited results to in-home
listening). About one-sixth of the total fell in the Concentrated Listening group,
a slightly smaller proportion than the one-fifth in group 4—Incidental Hearing.
Nearly one-half the audience felt in the second group (Listening with Incidental
Activity), while Activity with Incidental Listening made up the smallest group
(slightly over 10 percent). Peter Langhoff, then ARB president, concluded: “At
the moment there appear to be appreciable vatues in added knowledge which
further illuminates the advertising opportunities within the local dimensions of
the medium.” This type of work was not continued, presumably because there
was little industry interest.

A much more comprehensive exploration of the various possible interpreta-
tions of listening was produced in Canada by the Bureau of Broadcast Meas-
urement in 1974. BBM, a tripartite (agency, advertiser, broadcaster) industry
organization, conducts Canadian audience ratings services for both radio and
television. For years, a single diary for both media was employed. This technique
came under such increased critical fire that a massive methodological study was
mounted to examine diaries and diary keeping in close relation to listening and
viewing patterns. After much preliminary work, a three-city study in 1974 pro-
duced the following data that finally led to BBM’s adoption of separate diaries
for radio and TV:

* For radio on a four-part scale listeners distributed as follows: Awareness
only, 17 percent; Hearing, 28 percent; Noticing, 17 percent; Paying Attention,
38 percent. The radio-only diary picked up Awareness not reported on the dual
diary. This accounted for a 20 percent rise in radio listening levels.

» For TV the four-part scale showed: Awareness, 20 percent; In Room, 7
percent; Noticing, 18 percent, and Paying Attention, 55 percent. The dual diary
reported only the (wo top categories, whereas a TV-only diary brought in the
In Room group while Awareness only was not reported for TV as it was for
radio. "'

These studies demonstrate the complexities of unraveling the viewing and
listening experience in a manner that might be meaningful to programmers and
advertisers. Research conducted by Burke for the Newspaper Advertising Bureau
in 1981 showed that unaided recall of the last commercial remembered can be
twice as high: (1) for people who choose the program being watched as for those
who did not (8 percent versus 4 percent) and (2) for those watching TV exclu-
sively versus those also doing something else (9 percent versus 4 percent).'” Can
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these complicated questions be subjected to some form of regular syndicated
rating service? Let’s look at several efforts in that direction.

Frank/Greenberg Interest-based Segmentation of TV
Audiences

One approach to qualitative ratings was a massive national study of people’s
leisure interests and needs based on the concept of segmentation used in market
studics. Dr. Ronald E. Frank of the Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania,
and Dr. Marshall G. Greenberg, senior vice president of National Analysts, a
market research firm, developed the approach and carried out pilot studies over
three years. The national survey of 2400 people (ages 13 years and over) in TV
households was conducted in the fall of 1977 and the results were reported in
The Public’s Use of Television by Frank and Greenberg.'

An avowed goal of this project was “to develop a segmentation scheme for
the study of how people with different patterns of interests and needs make use
of television rather than studying the relationship between demographic variables
and viewing behavior.” The authors further stated: ““We believe that our approach
will be usetul to a wide range of persons including network chief executive
officers, executives in programming and research, executives in program pro-
duction organizations, program producers and script writers, and those individ-
uals in various public and private interest and regulatory organizations concerned
with television as a medium.”

Frank and Greenberg measured a broad range of physical, intellectual, and
cultural interests using 18 categories containing 139 specific interests and activ-
ities. Their goal was to position television viewing as a leisure activity in com-
petition with other leisure-related interests and activities such as athletic activities,
community activities, camping, and professional sports.

In order to gain insight into the motivations behind people’s interests, the
questionnaire was designed to determine what needs the leisure interests and
activities satisfied. The need factors were organized into nine categories, and
the people interviewed rated the degree of importance of each category.

NEEDS
Socially stimulating.
Status enhancement.
Unique/creative accomplishment.
Escape from problems.
Family ties.
Understanding others.
Greater self-acceptance.

SINRNEISRONIONS
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8. Escape from boredom.
9. Intellectual stimulation and growth.

Questions were also directed at viewing behavior, how TV fits into viewers’
daily lives, attention, autonomy in program selection and advance planning,
viewing, and attitudes toward public television, etc. Statistical multivariate meth-
ods were employed in the analysis. The result was 14 types of people who shared
similar leisure interests and activities, such as mechanics and outdoor life, home
and community centered, and cosmopolitan self-enrichment. These categories
were then examined for their television behavior and preferences.

The end result of this study in terms of credible, usable information is a series
of question marks. There is no evidence that the objective of its authors—to
provide a useful tool to creators of television programming—was ever achieved
in operational terms. Neither commercial nor public broadcast officials have
acknowledged its relevance to their decision making.

TV Factor Ratings

In contrast to the Frank/Greenberg approach, which was underwritten by the
John and Mary R. Markle Foundation, Marketing Evaluations secured support
from the three commercial networks and CPB to fund its TV Factor Ratings
pilot study in 1979. TV Factor Ratings (or Television Qualitative Ratings, as
they were known at CPB) were developed by Jack Landis of Marketing Eval-
uations as a diagnostic tool to determine the sources of viewer satisfaction (or
dissatisfaction) with individual TV programs. The method documented the view-
er’s ability to discriminate among programs based on particular appeal elements.

TV Factor Ratings began in preliminary focus group interviews and analyses
of television criticism as a source of 258 descriptions of television programs
(delightful, action filled, witty, exciting, boring, predictable, relaxing, etc.). The
study profiled 96 commercial and public television programs on these descrip-
tions, using a total national sample of 3000 respondents. A factor analysis
employing 33,000 correlations resulted in seven basic dimensions, which accounted
for 65 percent of the total variance. The positive and negative of each dimension
produced these 14 factors for use in program evaluation:

What the Program Does for the Viewer
Factor 1—Provides knowledge and enrichment
Factor 2—Provides diversion and escape
How the Program Affects the Viewer
Factor 3—Gives fun and amusement
Factor 4—Builds rension and excitement
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How the Viewer Feels About the Program
Factor 5—positive evaluation—wants to watch
Factor 6—negative evaluation—not interested
The Program’s Type of Appeal
Factor 7—Acceptable for kid/fumily viewing
Factor 8—Primarily for adult entertainment
The Contents of the Program
Factor 9—Subject/People are familiar and realistic
Factor 10—Subject/People are unfamiliar or unusual
The Viewer Relationship to the Program
Factor 11—Viewer becomes emotionally involved
Factor 12—Viewer is inierested observer
Sensory Emphasis of the Program
Factor 13—Visual stress on beaury and glamour
Factor 14—Aural stress on wir and clever lines
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Industry interest in TV Factor Ratings as a continuing service two or three
times annually was not forthcoming. It never got off the ground, even though
it had several practical elements, based on data reduction techniques by Marketing

Evaluations.

Television Audience Assessment, Inc. (TAA)

Based in Cambridge, Massachusetts, Television Audience Assessment, Inc. has,
like the Frank and Greenberg survey, been basically funded by the John and
Mary R. Markle Foundation. Established in December 1980, TAA describes

itself as:

a nonprofit corporation engaged in the development of a new form of program
ratings for cable and broadcast television. This effort is based on the premise that
a system of television ratings that takes into account both viewer attitudes and
behaviors will (1) stimulate the development of programming more responsive to
the diverse needs and interests of today’s viewers, and (2) provide industry exec-
utives with an important new 100l for economic evaluation and decision-making.'

Pointing to many technological and programming changes in the communi-
cations marketplace, TAA foresees the need for new measurements to meet new
diversities of TV service. Initially, research efforts are concentrated on devel-

opment and validation of two specific indices of program appeal:

* Program appreciation—a viewer’s overali enjoyment or liking of a show.
¢ Program impuct—the degree of involvement or stimulation experienced by

the viewer.
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The utitity of these opinion-based ratings was tested with particular attention
focused on the relevance of the response measure for advertising decisions related
to broadcast and cable media.

In April 1982, a group of leading cable program services and systems operators
provided support for a prototype ratings study designed to determine:

* How TV viewers select programs and what differences exist between cable
and broadcast.

* Viewer reaction to programs in terms of satisfaction, loyalty, attentiveness,
and involvement.

* What program characteristics encourage higher levels of viewer satisfaction
or involvement.

* The relationship between viewers' reactions and commercial recall or
comprehension.

* Demographic, psychographic, and life-style profiles of programs and
networks.

* How unique aspects of cable television affect viewers’ relationship to TV
programming.

The 1982 pilot study was conducted in two markets with more than 30 channel
systems: Kansas City, Missouri, and Hartford/New Britain, Connecticut, with
a total prerecruited sample of 3000 cable and broadcast television viewers ages
12 years and over. Random digit dialing and subscriber lists were used. Each
test site had at least one strong independent, one PBS outlet, three commercial
networks, and a range of cable network and pay-TV services as well as basic
cable. The prerecruited sample was drawn from four groups: (1) broadcast only
in nonwired areas (2) broadcast only (nonsubscribers) in cabled areas (3) cable
subscribers and (4) users of specitic cable services: CBS Cable, ESPN, MTV
(Music Television) and USA Network.

Specially designed one-day viewing monitors (diaries) were used by respond-
ents to record their watching of 6 P.M.—midnight television programs each day
for two weeks. A guide listing all channels and services available was included.
All viewing monitors were mailed in or picked up daily. Telephone calls sup-
plemented the Monitor data. The front page of the Monitor included a series of
questions measuring on a 1-10 scale: Amount of attention given, “this program
touched my feelings,” amount learned from program, and degree program is
worth remembering. The back page of each sheet asked about specific programs,
general patterns of television viewing, other media use, and leisure interests and
activities.

Returned Monitors were postmarked and data entered directly to computer
by entry clerks using the Computer Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI) system.
Exactly 3000 individuals were recruited for participation (56.5 percent) of the
eligible households originally contacted). The majority of panelists (52 percent)
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returned all 14 Monitors, while 76 percent returned 10 or more, yielding 2280
respondents. Monitors were accepted within 48 hours of viewing date (72 hours
for Friday and Saturday).

Subgroups of Monitor panelists participated in several telephone interviews
on various questions such as what other activities accompanied TV viewing,
why the TV set was not on, recall of previous evening commercials, etc. In
addition, a random sample of nonpanelists was interviewed by telephone to assess
the effect of the Monitor format.

Special efforts were required to get specific cable service users. Relying on
screening call estimates of weekly cable network usage proved that they were
exaggerated compared to recorded entries.

To recruit 3000 panelists, the staff dialed 13,360 telephone numbers and
completed screening interviews with 3454 individuals. Approximately one-quarter
of RDD numbers called proved to be not working or nonhousehold. Another 25
percent were ineligible largely due to lack of specific cable services. Noncontacts
reached 10 percent, and refusals/language problems came to 14 percent.

Field Experience

Response rate for the Monitor study can be computed as follows:

All Eligible Eligible Households
Households (6608) Conuecied (5308)
Designated respondents reached 52.3% 65.1%
Recruitment rate 86.9 86.9
In-tab returns (% of recruited) 76.0 76.0
Net response rate 345 43.0

TAA suggests that the 19 percent of noncontacts at the screening level was
not likely to be biasing because cooperation was refused without knowledge of
the study’s purpose, a most unconvincing argument for basing response rate on
eligible households contacted rather than on all eligible households. Only the
76 percent who returned 10 usable Monitors out of the 14 days were included
in the final tabulation; 13 percent returned none, while 11 percent returned less
than 10. Around 85 percent of Monitors were received within 48 hours throughout
the survey, but there was a decline in response after the initial 6 days.

With respect to media access, the most noteworthy difference was that in
both Kansas City and New Britain, the subscribers to more than one premium
service showed large differences, with out-of-tab nearly 50 percent above in-
tab. TAA’s commentary did not touch on this finding, which could be an impor-
tant one. Do premium pay channel subscribers cooperate less in diary surveys?



154 5. QUALITATIVE VERSUS QUANTITATIVE RATINGS

Panelists who returned Monitors late (and were in the out-of-tabulation group)
reported watching significantly less television than the early returners.'” Late
returners might be less conscientious about recording viewing, a plausible pre-
sumption since the screening interview showed no difference between the two
groups in viewing.

Telephone Surveys

The telephone near-coincidental was conducted on two evenings with various
panel subgroups from 7:00 to 10:00 P.M. Panelists who said they were watching
during the previous hour were asked about their behavior while watching. An
overall response rate of 76 percent yiclded nearly 800 completed interviews from
a sample of 1033 eligible panelists; refusals amounted to only | percent. Each
night, 100 panelists were interviewed who had not watched television during
the preceding hour. A special interview with MTV viewers was administered to
39 respondents.

Day-after recall (DAR) interviews were conducted with panelists between
ages 18 and 54 years. To qualify for the interview, a panelist had to have seen
one of the specitied programs on the previous evening. Only 128 men out of
1024 and 391 of 1071 females qualified. The recall response rate was 78.6
percent of eligible panelists, with females well ahead of males.

Telephone debriefing interviews were conducted during four days shortly after
panelists completed the last Monitor. In-tab panelists and out-of-tabs were sam-
pled separately. The final sample achieved of 1238 was made up of 1125 in-tab
and 113 out-of-tab panelists (versus the goal of 1000 and 200).

Panelist Attitudes and Opinions

The effects on viewing behavior of panel participation for two weeks were
minimal. The major effect was that panelists reported being more attentive to
and critical of programming watched than normal. The Monitor experience may
have motivated panelists to use a television guide more frequently than usual,
but only 14 percent reported that they planned ahead on programs to watch more
than usual. (Other data showed no difference between panelists and nonpanelists
on this point.)

The Channel Guide supplied with the Monitor packet was apparently helpful.
About one-third of the in-tab group “used it very much,” while another 30 percent
said they used it “somewhat.” The possibility of bias relative to unmeasured
behavior is indicated by the finding that about 10 percent of the panelists said
they watched at least one program for the first time because of the Guide, while
11.4 percent indicated watching at least one channel more often because the
Guide reminded them of it.
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TAA’s Monitor experience exceeded expectations in quantity and timely returns.
Over half of the respondents reported filling out the diary while watching TV,
and 90 percent reported compieting the daily form the same evening the program
appeared. Panelists were not greatly inconvenienced by the daily mailing require-
ment. Eighty-three percent were either “very willing” or “willing” 10 take part
in another such study. TAA concluded that the “Viewing Monitor has proven
to be a viable method of collecting information reflecting the audience’s reactions
to television programs.”'®

TAA Reports

The results of the study were released during 1983 in the following four major
reports:

The Audience Rates Television. This is the principal report in the series,
which introduces a new television rating system. The value of qualitative ratings
and an analysis of the Program Appeal and Program Impact Indexes i discussed.

Appeal and Impact: A Program Ratings Book.  Program Appeal and Program
Impact ratings for more than 300 broadcast and cable-delivered television pro-
grams are provided along with special breakdowns of scores by audience sub-
categories for age and sex, educational background, and cable access.

The Muluchannel Environment. A summary of TAA’s exploration of the
ettfect access to cable television has on viewers' use of and satisfaction with
televiston.

Methodologv Repori. A tull, 200-page technical description of the research
design. implementation. and evaluation of the 1982 prototype ratings study.

A Technical Appendix gives a brief summary of the Methodology Report,
outlining the rescarch design and survey procedures.

Appraisal

The Television Audience Assessment pilot survey was a well-organized survey
in its design, execution, analysis, and presentation of results. TAA and Chilton
Rescarch contributed to our understanding of viewer performance in the cable
television area. Further results of the TAA and its relevance to cable television
are presented in Chapter 6.

The project, originally umder Elizabeth J. Roberts, President, plowed much
new ground and produced some new approaches 10 TV audience measurement.
The skilled analysis applied to the data provides insights into new dimensions
of broadcast and cable television viewing.
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TAA’s last study, covering daytime viewing, was conducted nationwide in
November 1985. Results were released in April 1986. Two executives then in
charge. Rolf M. Waulfsberg, President, and Steven A. Holt, Executive Vice
President, worked valiantly to create commercial support for a regularly syn-
dicated service based on the findings of the study. Wulfsberg later said, “We
had a difficult time convincing people of its commercial relevance.””!7 As a result,
necessary financing was not forthcoming, and TAA suspended all operations in
mid-1986.

Television Audience Assessment had mounted the most professional effort
yet to inaugurate a regular qualitative rating service. It is not likely that another
will emerge anytime soon.

IV. SUMMARY

This chapter examined 14 individual “qualitative” ratings efforts. Is there a future
for syndicated qualitative ratings? The answer must be, “Don’t bet on it.”"®
Clearly there is a growing interest in product-use and target customer data. As
cable growth squeezes television audiences . both broadcasters and cable operators
will look for more definitive rating data (just as people ratings and demographics
have replaced the former household base). This trend is further fueled by the
brand and product proliferation we see in every field, from cigarettes, breakfast
cereals, and pain relievers to blue jeans, lawnmowers, and automobiles. With
further market segmentation, why not have more ditferentiated audience cate-
gories to help advertisers hit their target niche on the consumer dartboard?

Anthony J. Adams, research director of Campbell Soup. recently said. in
discussing life-style research: “Many product managers are bypassing both life-
styles and demographics and moving directly to product usage as the primary
targeting device.” He believes life-style research has failed to meet its promise,
that despite some successes, its users have questions about “discrimination,
reliability. validity, and actionability.”"” The single-source services appear to
have the best chance to succeed.

When we look at the second two categories discussed, the outlook is murkier.
TVQ has earned its spurs over the years and with expansion into cable areas
seems a safe bet for the future. Vox Box failed to gain support despite the
advantages of a system that provided detailed commercial announcement audi-
ence information, a factor often asked for. The onetime expectations that Warner-
Amex’s two-way QUBE would serve in this area have vanished, as QUBE failed
financially. Television Audience Assessment, a major entrant, staked out a broad
area covering both quality of program and quality of viewing experience. For
several years it had much going for it, not the least of which was security of
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funding from the Markle Foundation and financial support from major cable
interests. Its failure in 1986 to gain commercial support for a continuing syn-
dicated service suggests a bleak future for this form of qualitative measurement.

For such syndicated surveys to be useful. two major hurdles must be over-
come. The first is the availability of population figures for newly dimensioned
categories, because program nonviewers as well as viewers must be accounted
for. The strength of demographics is the availability of an enormous U.S. Census
base of data by geography. Services such as PRIZM and Cluster Plus, which
build on census figures, can be readily linked to other market and media data.
A second and more important requirement is that the media planners at agencies
and advertisers use the qualitative service data as an input requirement for buying.
Negotiating spot and network buys is a complex and costly operation at the
agency level.* To simplify the process, the buyers have specific guides for each
account. If the qualitative services ratings are slated to be used in buying, the
stations and networks will rush to supply them. Otherwise the service’s effec-
tiveness in the advertising marketplace is marginal at best, and significant industry
support is highly questionable.
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Cable Ratings
(1979-1987)

Cable television has presented new challenges to the broadcast rating services.
Developed originally in the 1940s (and for years known as CATV, Community
Antenna Television), cable was strictly an extension of broadcast station cov-
erage. It provided viewers satisfactory station reception in distant or difficult
terrain situations by using strategically positioned antenna arrays and amplifiers
and coaxial cable lines to carry the pictures to subscribers. The latter were thus
able to receive some or additional TV stations with improved picture quality.
By the 1960s, however, CATV had become cable. Growing penetration in some
major cities such as San Diego and Buffalo, the expansion in number of channels
offered to 36, 50 and beyond, and the emergence of Home Box Office and well-
financed multiple service operators (MSOs) demonstrated that this was an impor-
tant new communications medium that went well beyond its CATV beginnings.
In 1976, the use of satellites to distribute cable-produced programming nation-
wide gave HBO. superstation WTBS. and Spanish International Network (SIN)
a major upward thrust. This quickly brought in new cable networks led by CBN
and USA. Meanwhile, major MSOs were battling each other and local aspirants
to capture franchises in every U.S. city with over 100,000 population. This
resulted in a phenomenal growth, with 400.000 new subscribers per month being
added as 1984 began and industry estimates placing cable penetration at 43
percent of U.S. television households by July 1984.

|. BASIC CABLE CHARACTERISTICS

In order to understand some of the problems of measuring audiences of cable-
oriented programs, one must appreciate the fundamental differences between
cable and commercial broadcasting:

160
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» Cable is basically a subscriber service, not a 100% advertising-supported
medium like broadcast TV. Total cable revenues exceeded $10.5 billion in 1986,
of which only $948,000,000 (only 9 percent) came from advertiser expenditures.
Doubling and tripling those ad figures will not swing the balance of subscription
and ad revenue to anything like the magazine medium’s experience (approxi-
mately 50/50). This economic fact of life accounts for cable management’s
priorities. Primary atiention must go to increased subscription revenue—by sys-
tem extension, higher household penetration along routes, better service, reduc-
tion of turnover and piracy, more pay tiers, higher revenue per subscriber, etc.
The number of subscribers can go down as well as up. Little time or expertise
is available for developing ad revenue, even less to concern over viewing numbers
and rating services. New 1986 federal legislation giving cable operators freedom
to raise rates could tempt franchisees to risk subscriber loss to increase profits.

» Cable, unlike broadcasting, is a capital- and labor-intensive business. The
capital costs for a low-power television station serving a radius of 20 miles are
about $200,000," compared o0 an estimate of $60.000,000 for a cable system
of 50 channels built to cover 100,000 households on a 50 percent penetration
basis in the same area.” Capital investment in cable is estimated at $7 billion as
of January 1984.” and with the accelerating costs attached to cabling such major
cities as New York, Chicage, Philadelphia, Washington, Detroit, Baltimore,
Cileveland, Minneapolis, and St. Louis, that figure could double by the decade’s
end. This means heavy debt loads and interest charges when money costs are
close to historical highs.

» Cable, with its CATV background, and unlike radio or TV, has been a
grass-roots development. It suffers as an advertising and marketing medium from
its low penetration of major metropolitan areas. In February 1987, only one out
of the top Arbitron Areas of Dominant Influence (ADIs) were credited with better
than 50 percent penetration (Pittsburgh), whereas below 40 were New York and
Dallas 37, Los Angeles 38, Washington 35, Detroit 36, Chicago 32, Minneapolis
35 and Baltimore 30 percent

An Arbitron map showing county cable penetration by color code vividly
portrays the asymmetrical spatial character of its deployment. The above-50
percent areas are concentrated in a few major regions: (1) the Appalachians from
Kentucky north 1o the Canadian border, (2) Florida and western Georgia, (3) the
lower Mississippi Valley, (4) Texas north through Kansas, (5) the Rockies north
of Denver, and (6) significant West Coast areas from San Diego to Yakima (with
Los Angeles, Fresno, Sacramento, and Portland well below average). The east-
ern seaboard (except for Connecticut) and most of the Midwest (except for the
Peoria/Springtield area) are generally below average with great variability from
ADI to ADI and from county to county.

* Cable systems are monopolies franchised by local government units to
operate in prescribed limited geographic areas, not licensed by the FCC to operate
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in a competitive environment. This produces thousands of tiny units operating
independent of each other with limited consistency of programming or scheduling
across ADI/DMAs, regionally or nationally. Cable networks have no choice of
“local affiliation™; if a system operator dislikes contract terms he can scuttle a
network’s service and the network has no place to £o.” This monopoly situation
affects another factor in syndicated audience measurement: There is only one
entity to support local measurement, not a group of local competing TV or radio
stations splitting the cost. There are now over 8000 cable systems operating,
compared to 1400 TV broadcast stations. About 50 percent of these cable units
have fewer than 10,000 subscribers.

* In its formative years cable leaders propounded the philosophy that it must
be viewed as a medium akin to magazines, wherein specialized services would
attract selective audiences that advertisers would seek and be willing to pay
premium prices to reach. The term “narrowcasting” was frequently applied to
this concept. Its corollary in audience measurement was that broadcasting’s
traditional average quarter-hour or average minute ratings were inappropriate.
Cable should be evaluated on weekly cumulatives and on qualitative factors, not
the traditional CPM of commercial television. A maverick on this point was Ted
Turner, who boldly insisted that he was going to beat the networks at their own
game. To do so, he encouraged Nielsen to rate superstation WTBS in its NTI
report and did likewise with the Cable News Network .

Meanwhile advertiser interest in cable developed, not so much toward qual-
itative cable audiences as in the direction of cable network audiences as a replace-
ment for rating points lost by commercial networks as a result of the intrusion
of cable (especially HBO, which was not commercially available). So the quan-
titative measure won out, all cable networks went to NTI measurement as soon
as they could qualify, and the Cable Advertising Bureau emphasized audience
losses suffered by commercial broadcast networks, based on NTI data, and said
little about the value of narrowcasting, a term rarely heard at present. One reason
for this is that research studies have generally failed to show the substantial
qualitative plus that cable exponents once propounded: greater impact and
involvement with cable programming. The present desirable economic and demo-
graphic aspects of cable households is what we expect with a new medium with
a monthly bill attached. This qualitative edge over broadcast TV will tend to
diminish if cable penetration reaches the levels of 60 to 70 percent of households
passed that many industry experts predict for 1990,

¢ Cable, in both its media and its measurement dimensions, originally suffered
from an absence of accepted population data, especially at local levels. Until
1983 there were a variety of conflicting estimates about even national cable
penetration, but the acceptance by both broadcasting and cable networks of
Niclsen estimates has removed that obstacle. Some of the problem stems from
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piracy of the service and from what is called churn: the number of subscribers
who cancel and must be replaced. A majority of cable franchises are smull
systems, operating with limited staffs so that record keeping and reporting on a
current basis is an unproductive chore. Some cable systems were unwilling to
release information about pay services and tiers.® Now both Arbitron and Nielsen
supply periodic market penetration estimates (on an ADI and DMA basis respec-
tively) which are based on diary sweep results.

II. CABLE AUDIENCE MEASUREMENT

Whereas cable operators in the past attempted to position cable as a greatly
different medium, superior to broadcast television, subscribers and viewers saw
it as simply an extension of television. Going on the cable was much like
acquiring an AM-FM receiver when you formerly had only AM: It brought more
channels and more choices. (FM once abounded with “narrowcast™ classical
music stations, but today the program fare of AM and FM is virtually
interchangeable.)

Advertisers, too, tor the most part, use cable commercial programming much
like broadcasting. A primary motive for advertiser use of cable is replucement
of audience share lost from commercial TV due to cable erosion.

As a result, it is rational to try to measure cable-originated program audiences
alongside broadcast audiences, using the same techniques, samples, etc. This
means NTI meters at the national level and Arbitron and Nielsen diaries and
meters at the local level. Early on, before the cable networks could quality for
NTI inclusion (because of limited coverage and penetration and low ratings), it
became evident that diaries were underreporting cable audiences. Meter and
coincidental studies have confirmed the Arbitron and Nielsen deficiencies in this
area. (See the Methodological Test section below.)

Another problem in cable audience measurement was the exceedingly uneven
penetration levels from county to county and town to town. The lack of uniformity
in cable program originations available from one system to another, the lack of
accurate program schedules and uncertain channel designations, plus poor system
cooperation added administrative problems for the broadcast rating services.
There has never been any real financial support from local cable systems for
ratings services. In 1987 Paul Kagan estimated that only 22 percent of all U.S.
systems representing 71 percent of subscribers were carrying local ads.

In the tinal analysis. research studies revealed that the failure of diary reporting
is probably due to two factors:
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I. A lack of a strong identity associated with the various cable networks,
and their programs which makes them less memorable than commercial broadcast
stations and networks (the problem for years felt by broadcast independents,
especially UHF).

2. The remote-control tuning potential frequently associated with cable makes
fast switching around from channel to channel much easier. Viewers using this
technique (rather than a printed guide, for example) are less likely to know or
remember the name of the program source, especially when it is a relatively
unidentified new network. Some short tuning spurts during commercials or station
breaks are invariably unreported (and this may be when cable network identifiers
are missed).

We know that diaries are generally filled out after the fact, rather than con-
currently with viewing. Recall omission errors are to be expected and can be
tolerated if they are not too great and are random in nature. But we know this
is not true, and that poses problems for cable program measurement.” Meters
are the best answer; coincidentals are also free of the memory factor. Both
techniques are expensive, and each has a severe limitation—meters (except
peoplemeters) produce no people data; coincidentals produce no cume data (and
are limited to certain interviewing hours).

lIl. SYNDICATED CABLE MEASUREMENT SERVICES

By far the most meaningful cable rating activity has been produced at the national
level, for several reasons. First is cable network interest and financial support
from both advertiser-supported and pay cable services. Although cable networks
were originally very reluctant to accept any form of broadcast audience meas-
urement, they soon found, especially after WTBS became an NTI subscriber in
1980, that advertiser and agency demands for solid data could not be satisfied
in any other way. Second, the Nielsen National Television Index provided cable’s
highest audience estimates, and, even though the measurement was for the
average minute, it overcame the underreporting of cable audiences so prevalent
with diaries. Experience in radio and broadcast television would have fore-
told the leading role of national measurement. In both cases, viable national
network services preceded local measurements. Moreover, network services
strongly influenced the character and usage patterns of the local measurements,
even when different methodologies were applied. We therefore examine the
development of network ratings first, followed by the less crystallized local
Situation.
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Network Cable Rating Services

Nielsen Pay Cable Report

In December 1978, when cable was in about 18 percent of U.S. TV house-
holds, Nielsen announced plans for the first cable report—Pay Cable Report—
to be launched in 1979. This report was produced quarterly from 33,000 NSI
household diaries to show the national audience within pay cable homes by
giving aggregate usage of cable systems—individual broadcast networks, inde-
pendent stations, public broadcasting stations, superstations, pay cable, and all
nonpay, nonbroadcast, cable-originated programming. Data are reported by day
part and average day/time period. Audiences for Home Box Office, Showtime,
and The Movie Channel are reported separately in the same format.

Nielsen Individual Cable Network Monthly
Pocketpieces

These are not syndicated reports, but are reports prepared to meet the require-
ments of individual cable network subscribers. The first such report was origi-
nated in February 1981 to serve Turner Broadcasting’s Superstation WTBS.
Cable networks have subscribed as they met the Nielsen minimum number of
sample households. As of April 1987 reports were prepared for WTBS. HBO,
CNN, CBN, ESPN, USA, Nickelodeon, Nick-at-Nite, Lifetime, the Nashville
Network, the Weather Channel, Arts & Entertainment Network, Black Enter-
tainment Television, and Financial News Network, each designed to produce
ratings based on the particular cable network population and containing whatever
information the network and the sample limitations dictate.

NTI Cable Status Report

Issued monthly and quarterly, this is primarily a planning report, which reflects
viewing within pay cable, basic cable, and noncable households. It provides
estimates by day part of broadcast services and cable programming (including
cable-originated programs) and is the primary source of industry trend data on
aggregate cable audience trends.

Nielsen Cable Activity Report (NCAR)

This is a special quarterly release that reports on household audiences to all
Nielsen metered viewing categories. Ratings, share, and weekly cumulative
audiences are reported for specific cable and broadcast networks, for independent
TV stations, for total U.S. TV households, and for cable universe and pay cable
households. Totals for TV network affiliates and independent stations are shown.
It is a one-service comparison of cable and broadcast delivery.
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NTI Monthly National Audience Demographics
Report (NAD)

The NTI NAD report provides estimates of national houschold and persons
usage within cable and noncable households. Individual broadcast network pro-
gram data on a household and person basis are classified according to cable and
noncable households.

Nielsen Cable Audience Profile Report (CAP)

Cable Audience Protile is a local cable audience measurement tool designed
specitically to generate average quarter-hour and weekly cumes for 14 advertiser-
supported cable networks. Using NSI sweep data. CAP evaluates the performance
of the nationally distributed network on a local syslem or interconnect level by
comparing a cable network’s local viewership to the national viewing level for
the same network. The result of this comparison is expressed as an index. These
indices, used in conjunction with national metered cable network ratings, gen-
erate approximated local meter ratings for the system or interconnect. Four
sweeps per year are reported for all markets and systems with sufficient sample
to be reported by Nielsen (617 as of April 1987).

Pay Cable Satisfaction Report

Developed by Nielsen to serve the concerns of HBO (and other pay cable
subscribers), this report is a monthly diary-based survey in which viewer sat-
isfaction is measured (on a five-point scale) along with usage. Satisfaction scores
are used by HBO, for example, to produce Total Subscriber Satisfaction (TSS)
scores. These are a product of multiplying viewing and satisfaction ratings. As
Robert Maxwell, vice president for research at HBO, said: “Our bottom line is
installs and disconnects, not ratings . . . consumers use us selectively and we
look at such things as Gross Rating Points for multiple showings of movies,
Cume, TSS, and Satisfaction. These are indicators of how successful we are at
delivering a low disconnect rate and a high install rate. . . .”°

Other Nielsen National Cable Services

Many other NTI reports show audience breakdowns between pay cable, basic
cable, and noncable households. In addition, customized reports are prepared to
meel specific needs of cable industry components. National cable estimates are
released four times a year.

Nielsen annually publishes cable penetration figures on a market-by-market
basis, including county estimates. Another important ongoing service is Cable
On-Line Data Exchange (CODE), a data base of information on 11,000 head-
ends,"” including 350 variables for individual cable systems (subscribership,
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penetration, technical characteristics, programming carried, etc.). CODE is
updated periodically to reflect recent developments.

Local Cable Rating Services

Unlike broadcast television, where local measurement is keyed to 200 + meas-
urement areas defined as ADI (Arbitron) and DMA (Nielsen), cable’s 8000
franchise areas represent political rather than marketing areas. The result is a
kaleidoscope that defies any systematic measurement.

* The franchise units are generally too small in size and number of subscribers
to justify or support syndicated sample surveys. Two antidotes to this problem
are (1) “interconnects,” whereby several systems in a market area agree to sell
availabilities in programming that both carry, thus affording larger audience
units, and (2) mergers and swaps among multiple service operators to produce
enlarged coverage areas by gaining contiguously owned systems that can be more
efficiently managed, programmed, and sold as a larger unit. Although underway,
both of these are long-term, not immediate solutions.

* Most (about 78 percent) cable systems serve less than S000 subscribers; 87
percent less than 10,000."" The need for ratings measurement is negligible because
there is no national advertiser interest in such small population units and local
sales are made on the basis of local experience, not numbers. The competition
is probably weekly newspapers, shopping news, and perhaps a local radio station.

*» The disparity in channel capacity (12 to 100) between systems makes regu-
larization of program schedules and local promotion difficult. Viewers have
problems in reporting chanrels used, and rating services have problems giving
proper credit. Upgrading is helping to solve this problem—by April 1986, 72
percent of systems had a channel capacity of 30 or more.

Syndicated Local Services

It might be anticipated that ongoing local TV measurements (Arbitron and
Nielsen Station Index) would produce cable audience figures. However, as just
indicated, there are major barriers to that, and the two services handle this in
different ways.

Arbitron.  Arbitron supplies local ratings for individual cable networks and
superstations based on composite data from all franchises within each ADI. Each
network or superstation must show a record of viewing for five minutes or more
by a minimum of 20 percent of TV households during a survey week; this
information is entered in the day-part summary section of their market reports.

In the November 1986 sweep report, Arbitron included cable audience esti-
mates in 70 of the 214 television rating reports. Superstations were reported in
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over 200 markets. This is a significant showing considering claims of the Turner
Broadcasting Service that diary/meter comparisons indicate that diaries re-
ported only 55 to 58 percent of WTBS usage and 43 percent of viewing of
CNN."?

Nielsen NSI. Nielsen supplies local cable ratings for individual cable net-
works and superstations within each DMA. Each (network, system, service)
must show a record of viewing for at least five minutes by a minimum of 20
percent of TV households during a survey week; this information is entered in
the day-part summary section of the Viewers In Profile report.

In the February 1987 sweep report, Nielsen included cable audience estimates
in 97 of the 209 television market reports.

Nielsen’s policy is that “locally originated cable programming would be reported
by individual cable system in regular NSI Reports where minimum reporting
standards—the same as for a TV station—are met.”’'3 Nielsen reports that one
such programming source met these reporting standards in the February 1987
report. Nielsen provides the following reports:

* The 1987 County/Coverage study reports household audience and share of
total viewing to cable-originated and pay cable programming by broad day part
in the standard county-by-county format. Cable viewing shares are reported in
the Station Summary and DMA Summary of the County/Coverage Study.

* NSI Plus, NSI's on-line computer analysis service, offers the capability of
separating cable and noncable viewing and reports audience to cable-originated
programming.

* The NSI Total Activity Report provides, for each Nielsen DMA, estimates
of the amount of viewing for over-the-air affiliates, independents, cable-originated,
and pay cable channels as a group. It does not break out channels.

IV. METHODOLOGICAL STUDIES

In the early 1980s concerns arose in the cable industry about the weaknesses of
the diary method of broadcast audience measurement. As evidence mounted that
household diaries significantly understated cable-originated programming, sev-
eral important projects were mounted to test new measurement techniques. The
National Cabletelevision Association, Cable Television Advertising Bureau. and
leading multiple service operators inaugurated and funded methodological research
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studies. In addition, Arbitron and Nielsen contributed money, time, and effort
to the quest for better diary measurement of audiences to cable-originated pro-
grams. The results of three research studies undertaken in 1983—Cable Audience
Methodology Study, Arbitron, and Television Audience Assessment—are dis-
cussed as follows.

Cable Audience Methodology Study (CAMS)

CAMS is by far the most ambitious of the technical studies. It began in 1980,
when the cable industry sought to clarify the many contradictory claims being
made by various research supplies. At that time, an ad hoc committee was
organized under National Cable Television Association (NCTA) auspices to
explore more accurate measurement methods for cable-subscribing homes. The
committee consisted of five cable industry representatives and five agency media
research professionals. Gabe Samuels of J. Walter Thompson and William Ryan
of Palmer Communications were its cochairmen. In 1981 the committee asked
68 research companies for new approaches to the problem. The committee selected
A. C. Nielsen to work with it in designing a comprehensive methodological
study.

In the fall of 1981, the newly formed Cabletelevision Advertising Bureau,
together with the National Cable Television Association, created the CAB/NCTA
Research Standards Committee, under the chairmanship of Jordan Rost, of Warner-
Amex Satellite Entertainment Company. This committee, composed of 15 lead-
ing cable research and marketing executives, took the ad hoc committee’s rec-
ommendations, further refined them, and raised the necessary funds to make the
study a reality. From this, CAMS was born.

CAMS Design

This $350,000 project tested six methodologies capable of determining both
broadcast and cable viewing for a local franchise area. The six methods tested
included two telephone recall and four diary techniques as follows:

I. Twenty-four-hour unaided telephone recall, calling the same person for
seven consecutive days. During the first day’s call, one randomly selected house-
hold member ages 12 years or older was recruited for follow-up calls. Daily
calls to the same person used an unaided viewing collection procedure.
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2. Twenty-tour-hour aided telephone recall—different houscholds were called
cach day for seven days with one randomly selected person (age 12+) inter-
viewed with an aided viewing collection procedure. The fieldworker asked if
the respondent watched ESPN, CNN, USA Network, HBO, an independent TV
station, a public broadcasting station, WTBS, and/or NBC within the past 24
hours. A supplementary sample of 430 was added to the first day’s calls of the
unaided telephone recall test call to compare aided and unaided results. (Note:
In all telephone recall interviewing, at least five attempts across three day parts
were made to contact the randomly selected person. If not contacted within 48
hours of the time period being measured, the person or household was deleted
from the sample).

3. Day-part, seven-day household diary—prediary week recruitment by tele-
phone, also letters prediary and with diary, then one houschold day-part diary
for each TV set with printed broadcast and cable channels were used.

4. Day-part, seven-day personal diary—same procedure as in (3) was used
but was limited to one diary for one randomly selected individual in each household.

5. Half-hour, seven-day personal diary—one personal diary for randomly
selected person in the household providing preprinted space for half-hour entries
was used.

6. Standard Nielsen Station Index diary—one closed-end, seven-day, quarter-
hour diary (the only quarter-hour test cell in the study) for each TV set was
used. (Note: In all diary techniques, at least five attempts across three day parts
and two days were made in recruiting household or individual. Besides the initial
telephone call, respondent received prediary week letter, diary cover letter.
reminder postcards at beginning and end of diary week, and $1 incentive).

With the exception of the NSI standard (quarter-hour) diary, other diaries
requested viewing to be indicated by penciling in preprinted ovals for selected
time periods to aid tabulation.

CAMS was conducted in June 1982 in two cities—Columbus, Ohio, and San
Jose, California—where the cable systems tested (Warner-Amex and Gill Cable,
respectively) offered at lcast 30 channels, with a local origination program chan-
nel, at least one text channel, three or more advertising cable networks, one or
more pay channels, and three or more important signals. Samples were selected
from both subscriber files and listed telephone directories. The two cities were
about equally represented, with total sample sizes for test calls varying from
500 to 1500.

The validation tool used was a large-scale telephone coincidental (42,500
calls), with calls grouped so that each quarter hour would be a subsample of the
total. Four day parts were measured by coincidentals. In addition, aggregate
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late-night tuning data for 11:30 P.M. to 8:00 A.M. from the Columbus two-
way QUBE system was used as a supplementary validator for the 24-hour diary
data and the telephone recall data.

CAMS Results

Using the coincidental results as its yardstick of reality (even though it was
not conducted with all the features attached to the Industry Research Standard
coincidental used in many previous methodology studies), the CAMS findings
were both eye opening and disappointing for all participants for the following
reasons:

« None of the six techniques tested was able to measure audiences to cable-
originated programs correctly. The final report said “Cable channels were one
of the most difficult categories to measure, almost always being understated.”'*

« The accuracy of the telephone coincidental for producing ratings and share
by program category and channel was confirmed by a limited number of com-
parisons between QUBE and coincidental findings in Columbus.

« The seven-day unaided telephone recall produced the results closest to the
coincidental in determining number of persons using television (PUT). Never-
theless, this method overstated the broadcast network share by over 20 percent
while understating both basic cable share and pay cable by 40 percent (persons
ages 12+, Monday-Friday 9:00 A.M.—11:00 P.M.).

« The Standard NSI diary. the current measurement technique, produced a
low PUT of 15.4, about 20 percent below the coincidental level. On the other
hand, broadcast (both network and independent) ratings were not too far below
the yardstick numbers,'® whereas basic and pay cable each lost 50 percent of its
rating. The result was that the broadcast network share soared to 65, 23 percent
above the coincidental, in contrast to losses of 43 percent and 33 percent respec-
tively for basic and pay cable. The diary technique’s response and nonresponse
errors obviously dealt reported cable audience a hard blow.

+ The personal half-hour diary produced the highest ratings of any of the
tested techniques. Overall, it reported PUT 63 percent over the coincidental level
but was the closest to the mark for pay cable. An analysis of absolute differences
shows this technique furthest from the coincidental for broadcast affiliates and
independents.

* The standard NSI diary was the only diary in the study that provided
household ratings. It produced household usage levels (HUT) very similar to the
coincidental. However, as was true with people ratings, broadcast network shares
were overstated, in this case by 24 percent, while combined cable ratings and
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share were understated by 36 percent. Broadcast independents, as they did in
the PUT comparison, came out remarkably close on the two methods.

Table 6-1, developed from the final CAMS report, shows the cost index and
cooperation rate achieved for each methodology in the test.

Assessment of CAMS

The CAMS results were a tremendous disappointment to an industry that had
staked a large sum (for a relatively small advertising medium) to get answers to
its audience measurement problems. The various alternative methodologies tested
proved, with one possible exception,'® to be inferior to the Nielsen standard
household diary in overall accuracy. The fact that none of the tested techniques
solved local cable problems meant that the industry had to rely on meters and
coincidentals, methodologies which produce average-minute audience ratings, a
measurement the cable industry had hoped to avoid. However, the study did
confirm three points, to everyone's satisfaction:

I. The standard household diary understates cable-originated program ratings.
(Nielsen and others knew this from diary—meter and diary—coincidental com-
parisons made well before the CAMS study.)

TABLE 6-1
Cost Index and Cooperation Rate for Six Methodolagies Tested in
CAMS
Test Methodology® Cost Index” Cooperation Rate®
One-day aided 24-hour telephone recall 260 84.0%
Seven-day unaided 24-hour telephone recall 218 59.4%
Standard NSI household diary 135 49.7%
Half-hour personal scannable diary 120 55.8%
Day-part houschold scannable diary 109 56.0%
Day-part personal scannable diary 100 62.8%

All but the first listed collected seven days of viewing data.

“Cost was predicated on sample from subscriber list, 250 cases providing usable data, incentives
for mail techniques. One-day recall method required 750 persons to equal other methods in relative
accuracy.

"Proportion of Gill Cable/QUBE subscribers who were contacted and who provided usable viewing
data. Excludes noncontacts and refusals to provide cable subscription data.
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2. Coincidentals can accurately measure cable-ariginated program audiences.
(The coincidental-QUBE comparisons, not revealed in the report—at the request
of Warner-Amex—are the basis for this CAMS conclusion, again one that was
universally accepted based on available meter-coincidental assessments.)

3. Audiences to cable program originations are difficult to measure, and the
study showed how difficult it was. Nevertheless, it was left to the ratings com-
panies to find a solution. The CAMS committee concluded with the hypothesis
that the cable problems stemmed from the relative unfamiliarity with channel
numbers on a 30+ system and low-rated cable program fare.'” That, however,
does not explain the situation with pay cable, where HBO had achieved significant
audience success with well-known, highly publicized theatrical films. Yet pay
cable was generally underrated by as great a degree as basic cable.

The CAMS design had several serious flaws:

* The only meter-type data were from QUBE’s Columbus two-way system.
This operation is not set up to produce either average-minute or cumulative
ratings, and its results were of limited usefulness. Moreover the franchisee,
Warner-Amex, sticks to a policy of not making any QUBE data public because
it feels bound to subscribers not to.

» There was a lack of comparative data on both an average quarter-hour and
a household basis, because the committee wanted to establish new measurements
for people on a cumulative basis.

* On the other hand, in seeking to develop new tools for measuring weekly
cumulative audiences, the report states: “There is no proven standard by which
to validate personal cume data.”

* Proposed validation efforts for household cumulatives rested on developing
ratios from Nielsen Television Index meters between average quarter-hour and
cumulative data for three broadcast and three cable networks. These ratios would
be applied to data from telephone coincidentals for each network. After exam-
ining the results “It was determined that the data could not be correlated between
national rating estimates and the local system estimates provided by CAMS.”**
Rank order analyses were performed to produce carrelations of average audience
ratings and the corresponding daily cumulative audience for six techniques. The
high correlation coefticient persuaded Nielsen that “these methodologies have
potential for being used to provide cumulative data for cable channels. However,
the cume methodologies must be validated.”"

The CAMS report closed with the following list of questions and the con-
clusion that “The cable indusiry is determined to find answers to these and any
other questions that can improve the accuracy of audience measurement:*’
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I. What is the easiest way for a cable viewer to identify and report viewing,
channel number, or the name of the service on that channel?

2. What is the effect of different types of converters on the ability to correctly
identify the channels being viewed?

3. The half-hour diary is overreporting. Is this a feature of the rostering or the
ease of simply checking off boxes in the diary?

4. The telephone recall methods established good PUT levels. What would be the
effect of different probes to reconstruct viewing activity?

Arbitron Two-Way Cable/Cable Diary Test

The Arbitron Ratings Company had conducted a number of tests beginning in
1979 in an effort to find a diary that would overcome the shortcomings of their
standard TV household diary in measuring cable-originated program audiences.
None of these tests, including experiments with a personal diary (which Arbitron
uses successfully in radio), produced any improvements in cable measurement.
Focus group research indicated “that cable subscribers were not aware of what
services they received. From this we inferred that a viable cable diary would
need to specifically ‘educate’ diary keepers about their cable services, as well
as give them general cable instructions.”?'
The Two-Way Cable/Cable Diary Test was designed to answer these questions;

I. Is diary-based measurement appropriate for cable viewing?

2. Can we develop a cable diary to “educate” cable diary keepers and improve
their ability to report all set use?

3. Is telephone-aided recall, such as that previously used by Arbitron, appro-
priate to measure viewing on local cable systems?

Two-way cable measurement was selected as the validation method since by
scanning household converters it can provide meterlike average minute data.’
A big advantage in this design is that the diary and meter data come from rhe
same households, thus removing sampling error and permitting significant results
from a small sample.

Method

The following four methods were involved:

1. Two-way cable measurement.

2. Standard diary-based measurement.

3. Special cable-diary measurement, complemented by special cable proce-
dures (letters, phone calls, etc.).

4. Telephone-aided recall measurement.
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The special cable diary and procedures began with telephone placement, which
identified cable subscribers and system used. Households then received a prelisted
cable diary (showing all channels offered by their system) and prelisted noncable
diary for each wired and unwired set in the household. The listing contained
channel 1D/call letters, dial setting, and channel description at the front of the
diary. A special *Cable Hotline” was established for subscribers to call with
questions about diary keeping, and Arbitron letters and phone calls gave special
attention to cable viewing.

Four test markets in the East and South were used. All systems offered over
30 channels with at least one pay service available. Only the South Atlantic
system was used in the two-way test.

With the exception of the two-way sample, all research samples were ran-
domly selected from subscriber lists. The single-system two-way sample was
part random and part convenience. The initial selection to receive the special
two-way converter was randomly selected, but substitution of adjacent locations
was permitted. Replacing old one-way equipment with the two-way converter
started many months before the actual test (the minimum was three months). At
the time of installation, respondents were told that these converters transmitted
data to the cable system and might be used by Arbitron for research purposes.
Confidentiality was assured and release forms were signed. A total of 170 house-
holds comprised this two-way sample.

Possible limitations on the two-way cable validation could emanate from these
factors: (1) small size of sample, (2) older than average population with higher
ratio of retired, (3) biasing of convenience selection, and (4) conditioning effect
on diary and telephone interviews (three to six menths after two-way converter
installation).

Test Design

*» Use of two-way scan versus standard diary, June 1982.

* Nonscan households received either standard diary or special cable diary,
June 1982.

* Test of two-way scan versus telephone-aided recall, October 1982.

Results
Standard Diary Versus Two-Way Cable

* Overall viewing from two-way data exceeded diary results by 19 percent
(6:00 A.M -2:00 A M. day); between 9:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. the diary
was underreported by 27 percent.

* Basic cable (including superstations) was underreported by 34 percent.

* Pay cable lost 40 percent in average quarter-hour rating.



176 6. CABLE RATINGS (1979-1987)

* Broadcast service estimates for affiliates were fractionally overreported while
independents and imported signals were 40 percent underreported in the
diary.

Standard Diary Versus Cable Diary

* Response rate improved 3.6 points for cable diary (from 40.5 percent for
standard to 44.1 percent).

* Overall HUT levels rose, with cable diary up by 7 percent.

* Basic cable gained 18 percent in average quarter-hour rating and pay 29
percent in cable diary estimates.

¢ Cable diary improvements were consistent across day parts.

* Broadcast ratings were virtually unaffected.

* Persons estimates showed the same patterns—slightly higher ratings for
basic and pay cable services, with little or no change in broadcast ratings.

Telephone-aided Recall Versus Two-Way Cable.  Arbitron found that this
test produced “no meaningful comparisons” because two-way data were for a
single set and for a household, whereas telephone interview was limited to a
single person’s recall.

Arbitron Conclusion

Arbitron reached two conclusions:* *“Special cable diaries seem to help, but the
current information does not indicate much improvement. More testing needs to
be done in this area.”

Arbitron would not resume use of the aided telephone recall technique. The
test survey produced no basis for resuming use of that method, formerly employed
in the Arbitron Network Cable Report (ANCR) and its Cable Audience Meas-
urement and Profile (CAMP) studies, which had been suspended in October
1982.

Assessment

This Arbitron methodological study was a pioneering eftfort in use of specially
placed two-way converters in a sample panel for validation purposes. It produced
useful if limited results in terms of testing the standard Arbitron TV household
diary. The results show deficiencies in rating cable audiences very similar to
those produced by CAMS when Nielsen tested its diary against coincidentals.

The test of a new cable diary with special roster and respondent aids was
encouraging in that cable services showed audience gains while broadcast service
stayed level with the standard diary. There was enough improvement to hope
that the diary may still prove reasonably valid for cable audience measurement.
To that end, Arbitron conducted another test in November 1983. They used two
diary forms: (1) Arbitron’s now-standard “illustrated diary” and (2) a special
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cable diary along with customized “educational” efforts to motivate respondents
1o keep accurate diaries. This study is due for release in 1985.

V. TELEVISION AUDIENCE ASSESSMENT (TAA)
STUDY

The details of the pilot survey conducted by TAA in two markets in 1982 were
covered in Chapter 5. This survey was financially supported by cable interests
who hoped it would produce evidence of a qualitative slant for cable programs—
therefore the results are reported here.

TAA Results

Insights Regarding Television Viewing

While Americans are watching more television than ever before, they are also
watching more channels. Viewing patterns refiect a new video mobility made
possible by remote controls and special format cable programs as indicated in
the following TAA highlights:

Unplanned viewing. Programs are often selected at the time of viewing. Fewer
than half of all programs watched were selected in advance of watching.

Many dropouts. Less than two-thirds of the audience for an average hour-
long program actually watches it to the end.

High audience turnover. On the average, in cable markets. only one-third of
the audience for one week’s episode returns to watch the next episode of the
same series the following week.

Reduced channel loyalty. Viewers with cable television switch channels more
often than viewers in uncabled areas; viewers with premium-pay services show
the greatest mobility.

Reduced commercial expasure. Nearly 15 percent of broadcast viewers and
nearly 40 percent of cable subscribers report that they “always” or “often” change
channets during commercial breaks.

Increused channel switching. This is a practice encouraged by new program
formats. Two-thirds of Music TV (MTV) viewers report turning to the program
service during the commercial break in another program. After a few minutes,
about 20 percent stay with MTV but 70 percent return to their original show.

Viewers leaving the room. Half the audience leaves the room at least once
during the course of a show, and most of these people leave more than once
during both program and commercials.

Numerous distractions. Forty to 50 percent of the audience is eating dinner,
washing dishes, reading, talking on the telephone, or doing something else while
the TV is on.
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New Qualitative Ratings

TAA’s primary goal in the prototype study was to test the reliability. stability,
and utility of its proposed system of qualitative ratings to supplement traditional
quantitative ratings data. The system is based on two indexes:

The Program Appeal Index measures the overall entertainment value of a
television program. It gauges the level of viewers' enjoyment and provides an
estimate of whether viewers will plan ahead to watch a program and remain
loyal to it over time.

The Program Impact Index measures the degrec of intellectual and emotional
stimulation a program gives its viewers. It relates to how involved or distracted
viewers are while watching.

Both indexes, which use a 1-100 scale to assess programs’ difterent effects
on their viewers, were tested for television programming and advertising.

Program Appeal

Program appeal ratings show that Americans enjoy television. On a 1-100
scale, the average Appeal score of over 250 programs rated in the study was
73, and 90 percent of all shows were scored at 50 or above by their viewers.
The highest-rated program received an Appeal score of 91, whereas the lowest
was 46.

Individual shows can score high or low regardless of their genre; the variation
in Appcal scores within each genre is far greater than the differences between
genres. A program’s Appeal score can vary noticeably among different audience
subgroups.

The appeal of series programs is remarkably consistent from one episode to
the next, both for first-run network shows and for syndicated “strip” series. This
stability is striking in light of the high turnover among viewers of series programs.

High Appeal scores identity which programs people are most likely to plan
ahead to view and remain loyal to over time. In the case of ongoing programs,
advance planning usually leads to increased viewer loyalty and repeat viewing.
Said a TAA report:

The television industry has an adage: If they watch it, they like it, reflecting the
long-held assumption that the bigger the audience, the more appealing the show.
In fact, Television Audience Assessment . . . shows: The size of the audience is
not a sufficient gauge of a program’s appeal. Programs with small audiences can
be highly satisfying to those who watch them, and programs with large audiences
may rate relatively low on a appeal scale.”
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Program Impact

Programs vary more in their emotional and intellectual impact on viewers
than in their general appeal. The lowest Impact rating for a program in the
prototype ratings study was |4, the highest 86. The Impact ratings given for all
shows averaged 44. This wider range indicates that the Impact Index is a more
sensitive measure than the Appeal Index. The audience generally finds high-
impact programs highly appealing as well. The greater the emotional and intel-
lectual stimulation offered by a show, the more viewers report enjoying the
program, while as a rule programs they rate as having low impact, they also
rate as having low appeal.

High-impact programs involve their viewers, who tend to give the program
their undivided attention. While 44 percent of viewers who rate the program
they are watching very low on Impact are doing something distracting while it
is on, only 18 percent of those giving a high Impact rating are so distracted. If
viewers feel involved in a program, they are more likely to stay in the room
during the entire show. For low-impact programs, 46 percent of the audience
leaves during the commercials, compared to only 26 percent of viewers who
rate the viewed program high on the impact. The TAA report continued:

These findings suggest that within the basic television audience there exists another,
smaller, more realistic and mere effective market—the people who are actually
present and paying attention. The Program Impact Index provides advertisers and
programmers alike with a basis for estimating the size and composition of this
second market.”*

“The Multichannel Environment”

The TAA report “The Multichannel Environment” contains the findings most
relevant to cable. Highlights from the report show that cable subscribers:

* Hold a more positive overall attitude toward television than viewers who
had rejected cable subscription.

* Are, on average, younger, larger, and higher-income families and own
more TV sets, video cassette recorders (VCRs), and video games than
nonsubscribers.

* Have a strong interest in sports and movies, while nonsubscribers lean more
heavily toward cultural activities, the arts, social concerns, and news.

* Watch two more channels, on average, than nonsubscribers but less than
one-fourth of the channels receivable.

* Give broadcast programming the same scores as viewers without cable.

* Did not find cable programming any more appealing or involving than
broadcast programs. Basic and pay cable viewers alike made little distinction
between cable and broadcast programming in Appeal scores. In Impact ratings,
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pay cable viewers actually scored broadcast programming significantly higher
on average than cable originations.

* Were not more attentive or more likely to remain in the room throughout
programs than panelists with only broadcast TV.

* Waiched no more than 30 minutes per week of evening programs offered
by advertising-supported basic cable networks. Only two such networks were
viewed by more than 10 percent of the available audience during the two weeks
studied.

 Waiched more sports than nonsubscribers, and multipay subscribers watched
most of all. Premium subscribers watched more movies and sports and less news
and public affairs than people without pay cable service.

As the TAA sums it up: “In other words, cable is not necessrily associated
with higher ‘qualitative’ program ratings. Variation in viewer response appears
to be directly due to the program itself.”

Assessment.  These findings were a serious blow to the cable industry. The
latter had staked much on their claims that cable, with its special programming,
would involve viewers and deliver an attentive and premium audience. Cable
was now revealed to be what many people had anticipated—an improved delivery
system to provide subscribers with a broader selection of program choices; and
people watched programs, not channels.

VI. WARNER-AMEX QUBE RESEARCH

Researchers concerned with cable have for years been curious about what could
be learned about viewing of cable-subscribing homes from the two-way QUBE
service of Warner-Amex Cable Communications, Inc. Wamer-Amex had released
virtually nothing until Dr. Hazel Kahan, vice president of research, gave two
revealing presentations to professional groups in 1983. The data presented are
not of a methodological nature but does provide new insights into the hetero-
geneous nature of viewing in cable-subscribing households.

The first presentation’’” drew on telephone coincidental surveys conducted by
Nielsen Home Video Index in sample QUBE households in five markets during
June 1983, as well as data from QUBE and other sources. In the five markets
(Cincinnati, Columbus, Pittsburgh, Houston, and Dallas), the coincidental showed
broadcast getting a prime-time share of 58. Whereas cable programs had no
reportable NSI audience, among all TV households they garnered a 49 share on
the Nielsen coincidental in QUBE homes. Looking at the situation in individual
QUBE systems shows wide variation in shares: from 36 in Columbus (the original
home of QUBE) to 56 in Dallas. This variation, said Dr. Kahan, “does not seem
to be related to channel capacity as we once thought. Pittsburgh and Dallas each



VI. WARNER-AMEX QUBE RESEARCH 181

had 80 channels, but cable audience shares were 42 and 53 respectively. Even
though we have a QUBE penetration of 70-80 percent in Cincinnnati, QUBE
sets are only 29 percent of all TV sets . . . with 73 percent of the viewing going
on in prime time on those sets.”

Dr. Kahan, citing a Roper survey which reported that the second most-frequent
family activity, after eating, is TV watching, concludes: “So families are still
watching TV together. That is a very difterent scenario from the one futurologists
have painted of narrowcasting, of television as a personal medium, of people
sitting in their own little rooms, each watching their own TV sets.”

In her second presentation,” Dr. Kahan observed, “Although there is unde-
niably appeal in the concept of lots of channels, this appeal quickly diminishes

. and we see the enchantment give way to discomfort as the subscriber
understands that /more is not necessarily better . . . The subscriber soon finds
by flipping around that only a few cable channels actually offer him or her
something to watch. Dr. Kahan asserted that her research on limited channel
use “will altow us to readjust our thinking, our planning, our programming—
for we made false preliminary assumptions about what our subscribers wanted.”

Subscribers want more options, and their choice of new programming formats
will produce new viewing patterns. The number of viewers per set is considerably
higher for cable channels than for broadcast channels, partly because of larger
households and partly because people tend to cluster in front of the home’s single
cable outlet. Adapting to the unfamiliar “megachannel” environment requires
time, and the changes in people’s usage patterns may somewhat confound
researchers.

The Warner-Amex QUBE data show “that 30 channels account for over 95
percent of viewing and that this number of channels reaches 100 percent of our
households. The following tabie shows a consistent picture for three systems”:?

Percent Viewing by Number of Channels®

Percent of Viewing

Nuwmber of
Channels System A System B System C
5 67.4 54.1 66.4
10 85.3 76.1 86.1
15 94 4 88.8 95.0
20 97.8 94.4 97.1
25 99.2 96.8 98.5
30 99.9 96.1 999

“Source: QUBE, 1983.

The pattern is consistent despite the wide range of programmed channels—
from 33 to 66. On average, 9 channels are used during the average week, 14
during the month. This, said Dr. Kahan, “does no: tell us that the same nine
channels are being used by each household.”
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Dr. Kahan's conclusions were that “We need more than four or five channels,
we need less than 80 to 108 . . . People recoil from so much choice . . . the
number of channels that survive is a function of advertising dollars available
and a function of the hours people spend watching television.”

VIl. SUMMARY

In its scarch for adequate measurement of audiences to cable-originated pro-
grams, the cable television industry has passed several important milestones in
recent years.

* Acceptance of broadcast-type measurements (average minute and average
quarter hour) by most cable networks; a recognition that cable program audiences
are only a share of one total television audience.

* Recognition from the CAMS and Arbitron methodological studies that accu-
rately measuring cable-originated programs will be difficult and that only meters
and coincidentals can demonstrably do the job at this time.

* Recognition by both local rating companies that present household TV
diaries seriously understate cable program audience size. Arbitron and Nielsen
have both tested new diary approaches without any significant success.

* Realization, based on results of studies such as TAA that earlier cable claims
about the superior impact of cable programming were largely unsupportable by
objective research.

* Until the syndicated local rating services develop more accurate techniques
than the present household diary. most local cable program ratings there may
well be supplied by custom coincidentals.

* Significant forward steps were taken in reaching better sources for more
uniform and reliable universe estimates of cable penetration and households by
market area if not by franchise area.

» Realization that “more is not better,” that subscribers use only a fraction
of cable services programmed, and that 30 to 35 channels account for nearly all
viewing regardless of numbers of system channels available.

* Recognition that realistically there is no way that ratings and audience data
can be developed at the franchise level. Only a handful of individual systems
would have need for or be able to afford such studies. Since each system is a
monopoly, there is no syndicate over which to spread costs as in broadcasting—
each system would foot the entire bill.

The formation of interconnects, grouping franchises into common market
areas which can standardize channel assignments, audience and sales promotion

and sales efforts, jointly supported is the way to go (CAB lists over 200 in its
1987 Directory).
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The hype of 1981 and 1982 has given way to a realistic appreciation of cable’s
place in the spectrum of electronic media—alongside broadcast radio and televi-
sion. Many problems remain, but their solution is more likely now that the
industry fully understands what measurements are needed and can be afforded.
With earlier misconceptions cleared away, a more realistically targeted approach
to cable advertising solutions is possible in the immediate future.

[R%]
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Using Ratings Data

. INTRODUCTION

Just as the human nervous system controls all human functional activity, so do
ratings control every functional activity in the broadcast industry.

This chapter discusses many of the different ways in which audience data are
used. Nonprofessionals, whose familiarity with rating numbers is largely confined
to periodic press accounts of rankings of national commercial networks and
programs, are usually surprised to learn what detailed behavioral knowledge
audience ratings services provide.

Any discussion of ratings usage must be connected to a fundamental aspect
of the broadcast media (radio. TV, cable)—the perishability of electronic com-
munication. Once a program is aired, the audience and the potential commercial
time it bears are gone forever, never to be regained. Like the airline seat, empty
when the jet takes off, or the tickets still in the box office after Sunday’s pro
football game, these unsold units are down the drain—there’s no chance for
revenue recovery by stockpiling or sale pricing at a later date. This aspect of
commercial broadcasting creates a situation where marketplace supply-and-demand
factors are potent in determining pricing.

Buyers look for the best buy on the basis of criteria established for the product
in question using conventional rating parameters. But the ratings by which buyers
and programmers alike gauge their activities are only measurements of the past,
not the future when the new programs and commercials run. Any given program
under consideration is likely to have quite a different audience in November
than it did in May (perhaps the last rating available) or in November last year.
Changed competition, lead-in, seasonal factors, and long-range trends can all

185
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affect the coming November audience. Yet some estimate of the effect of these
many factors must be made in order to determine whether the networks’ and the
advertisers’ target objectives are likely to be met. Analysts for seller and buyer
alike make estimates but ultimately must come to reasonable agreement for
commitments to be made.

Ratings, which are themselves estimates (albeit objective approximations),
are now used as a basis for further predictions based on judgmental and subjective
procedures. As follows, there are several checks on this process—the postbuy
evaluation and the make-good. Nevertheless, in approaching the practical use
of ratings, it is important to understand the perishable nature of commercial
broadcast time and the necessity for estimating future audience behavior from
past ratings. In this complicated activity, what the general public sees—network
standings and the rank order of programs on a household basis—has little oper-
ational significance despite their value for network prestige and promotion
purposes.

To discuss the uses of ratings, we start with the national television network
ratings and their use at the network level. This includes a detailed synopsis of
the various TV rating services that quantify the many audience aspects of a new
network program. Following that we go to local TV ratings and then radio ratings.
(Cable rating usage is still in a formative state, as indicated in Chapter 6 and
will not be covered here.) In each case, we discuss the broadcasters’ usage first
because they are primary sponsors of the independent measurement services
(defraying about 85 percent of the total cost). Then we look at the station
representative firms that conduct the national spot sales function for local stations.
Advertising agencies and advertisers are treated next, followed by many other
service organizations that facilitate sales—buying services, computer services,
etc. Then the use by program producers and syndicators is examined, and finally,
applications by those outside the industry: the government, the press, and the
public are shown.

Il. COMMERCIAL TELEVISION NETWORKS

The phone rings on the bedside table in a richly furnished Beverly Hills home.
The clock on the table registers 5:05 as a man's arm reaches the phone at the
instant the second ring starts. Obviously he has anticipated the call, because he is
immediately wide awake and has a pen and preprinted sheet of paper at hand.
After a curt “Good morning,” he begins furiously writing numbers on the sheet.
These are Nielsen rating numbers for the preceding Friday. Saturday, and Sunday
nights being read to him by a research department employee in New York. The
man in Beverly Hills is the network’s program vice president preparing himself
for today’s possible repercussions from those rating figures. In somewhat different
conditions, perhaps, two other network program heads are also getting the numbers
at about the same time.
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Although the above account is fictional, it is close indeed to reality and not
at all exaggerated. Listen to the actual testimony of some who have been there:

“The ratings dominate Mr. Daly’s (Robert A. Daly, president of CBS Enter-
tainment) life. They are the first thing he thinks about in the morning, he says,
and one of the last things he thinks about at night.”'

“At the network, every morning a report card comes in on your performance
of the day before. . . . The stakes are so high—millions and millions of dollars
riding on every show. It's a constant state of tension—high anxiety morning
noon and night.”?

President Thomas Wyman of CBS told a meeting of the New York Society
of Security Analysts, “One percentage point differential [in ratings| is more
important than the output of all development programs in the next thirty-six
months.””

The conventional wisdom in 1983 was that each prime-time rating point
represents an incremental $50 million in advertising revenue and each daytime
point an extra $35 million, and those increments go straight to the bottom line.

If rating points are that important, if they can cause the rise and fall of network
heads and other top executives, the ratings are obviously of consuming interest
from day to day. In only a few businesses, such as retailing or entertainment or
professional sports, are day-to-day performance figures available to management
(and in retailing, of course, Macy’s doesn’t tell Gimbels). The daily Nielsen
figures go directly to each network by computer-to-computer delivery early each
morning from the rating company’s Dunedin, Florida, operations center. These
“dailies” are the ratings for prime-time programs broadcast two days previously.
In addition, each research department receives the overnight ratings from Nielsen
and Arbitron meter services in major markets for the preceding day, also delivered
by computer. These two sets of data are processed and copied at top speed
because the research departments try to have daily ratings on all executive desks
by 9:00 A.M. Occasionally when delays occur, the delivery of 200 reports in
the proper pecking order demands an orchestrated effort that would challenge a
Toscanini—make sure everyone has the figures before the first phone call about
them. William Rubens, NBC vice president for research, states:

This constant pressure for the “overnights™ is partly to satisfy yet another vital
need—the psychic need for ratings, that is. the very human need to know how
well you are doing. The truth is that for the network executive who is basically
concerned with national audiences, the value of the three local overnight ratings
reponts is limited. . . . As a predictor of the national ratings, delivered just a day
later [they are] far from perfect. No matter; the overnights remain must-reading.*

In some cases, past trend figures are included in the daily issues while weekly
summaries, which may include news. sports, and weekend ratings, are furnished
to keep executives abreast of the schedule performance through trend figures
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provided. So we see here the beginning of a feedback process that starts with
crude figures that undergo many refinements throughout the broadcast industry
during subsequent weeks and months.

Rating Streams

The ever-widening stream of rating information that contributes to the large
audience data base eventually available to the skilled network analyst can best
be visualized by using an example of an imaginary new network program,
“Wigwam Waltz.” The first thing we learn is that a single initial household rating
figure (let’s say 15) for “Waltz” is meaningless until we know what time period
it was scheduled in, its share, its competition (reruns, regular, and/or special),
lead-in, lead-out, previous program in its period, day of week, season of year,
etc. We are at first limited to household data from meters, but within 10 days
the first demographic breakdowns appear and thousands of new analyses are
made possible, while continuous daily meter reports provide important early
trends.

If you were the producer of “Wigwam Waltz,” you would be like a plainsman
waiting for the first spring freshets to enter the dried-out riverbed. The first tiny
rivulets are the “overnights,” the Nielsen and Arbitron meter figures from a
number of major markets that reach networks and others by 9:00 A .M. the next
morning covering the previous day from 6 A.M. to 1:00 A.M.® Next day, the
Nielsen NTI network daily rating (the national Nielsen) is delivered by desk-top
terminal. These are now houschold meter reports followed by demographics a
day later and are preliminary in nature. Nielsen’s Fast Weekly Households
Report (mailed the fifth day following the end of the report week) is the earliest
““final’’ national data available. At about the same time, Arbitron and Nielsen
mail their weekly meter audience reports for individual markets to subscribers.
These reports supply more complete details on time period and program audience
estimates than do the original overnight figures. Four days later, Nielsen (during
the first 18 weeks of the season beginning in September) mails the Fast Evening
Persons Audiences Reports, which provide the first network persons ratings
available (from NAC diary homes). Total persons, 14 age/sex breaks, and other
details are provided.

The Nielsen national TV ratings pocketpiece covers a two-week period and
is mailed 12 days following the end of the report period. The best-known and
longest continuously produced Nielsen ratings report, it would compare in impor-
tance to a rise in the plains river to the producer’s hip level. The pocketpiece
provides the following information:

* Household estimates by individual weeks.

* Person audience estimates for 19 age/sex categories.
* Season-to-date program averages.

* Program type averages.
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* Overall TV usage versus previous year.
» TV usage by time periods and day parts.

The arrival of the NTI pocketpiece marks the end of the first cycle of rating
estimates. The data flow then becomes more measured. NTI’s Market Section
Audiences Report two weeks later provides data by geography. county size, cable
status, and selected demographics including household size, presence of nona-
dults, and education of head of household. Although issued nine times a year,
five of these reports are released for the September-through-December fall sea-
son. Thus, “Wigwam Waltz's” performance could well be explored from many
angles within a month. Another audience aspect is covered by Nielsen’s Program
Cumulative Audiences, a report issued five times annually to show the program’s
cumulative audience reach across four weeks, the average number of telecasts
received per household, and a frequency distribution by number of telecasts.
“Waltz’s” reach and frequency characteristics can then be matched to the require-
ments of particular advertisers. A brand cumulative audience report provides
similar audience information by brands, because so much of television is pur-
chased on numerous commercial exposures spread over several networks and
day parts. These come out three times a year (October, February, and July) and
present full competitive brand data as well as your own. This data flow brings
the river to midriff level.

A data output report comparable to the pocketpiece in importance is the
National Audience Demographics report (NAD), which consists of two volumes,
revealing the most detailed analysis of television viewing in print. The reports,
produced seven times a year (three in the fourth quarter) give a wide variety of
television usage data by day parts. Television usage and network program audi-
ence by half hours, television usage by lady of the house and working women,
for example, gives estimates of total audience ratings for network and other
programs. The NAD report provides clients with a multidimensional picture such
as women ages 18 to 49 in households with incomes of $30,000+ . The first
NAD fall report is mailed in late November, one month after the close of the
period covered. A supplement provides costs per thousand viewers data for
programs.

The foregoing list is by no means complete—the list of Nielsen reports includes
Buying Guides, Tracking Reports, Planners Reports, Cable TV/Status. A two-
volume listing of all network feature films and audiences since 1961, is updated
three times a year.

Local Diary Input

Arbitron and Nielsen now provide data from fall local sweeps. These four-week
diary reports from some 200+ television markets across the country generally
measure the months of November, February, May, and July and are mailed to
subscribers three to four weeks later. This information tells the producer and the
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network airing “Wigwam Waltz” a great deal about its audience delivery in
ditferent competitive and regional situations. The producer is now swamped with
data and probably needs the professional help of trained research analysts to
interpret it. Many special ratings analyses are possible by using computers, either
at the network or agency, the rating service or at organizations that make available
an endless variety of special tabulations based on published and unpublished
data.

With the general picture of ratings output in mind, we can now see how
industry elements use the broad data base at hand.

Network Program Schedules

Developing the annual fall network program schedule is perhaps the most impor-
tant effort at each network, and ratings plus vast amounts of qualitative research
on new programs are used to interlock a night-by-night schedule that will bring
in the maximum audience for its shows. These three schedules account for close
to 80 percent of all U.S. viewing between 8 and 11 P.M. and eventually produce
syndicated series shown in rerun to large audiences for years on TV stations in
the United States and around the world. Every one of the nation’s TV viewers
can be said to have some stake in the programs appearing on network schedules.
A major concern at network level is how to break into a bloc of solidly popular
evening programs on a competing network. Various counterprogramming strat-
egies based on demographics and qualitative factors are developed, and shows
to meet the specifications are sought. Scheduling devices such as hour-long
introductions for new half-hour series, special guest stars on the opener, and
inaugurating the series against other than the regular competition (reruns, preemp-
tions, etc.) are employed. Demographic data can sometimes point to weaknesses
in the competitive lineup and help a lagging network to catch up to its competitors.
A high-rated network employs “hammock™ positioning for new shows, preceded
and followed by solid successes.

The strategies that are involved in molding each network’s schedule, when
the two competitors’ actions are only partially known, require the participation
of top management executives. After years in the No. 3 spot, the ABC TV
network catapulted to first place in prime-time ratings in 1976, a move that sent
shock waves through the industry. A New York Times interview with John D.
Backe, president of CBS. in January 1979 reported, “His tenure has seen CBS
displaced by ABC in the bitter rivalry for prime-time television audiences. It
was a stunning comedown, an embarrassment that has fed persistent speculation
of dramatic changes at the top of CBS.” The No. | designation is not only
prestigious, Backe said, but also has enormous effect on income and the stock
market.®

CBS regained its lead but was once more under challenge by ABC in 1983
1984. More recently NBC, for years third-place runner in prime time, has shown
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a gradual ratings improvement after Fred Silverman was replaced by Grant Tinker
as president in 1981. On April 3, 1983, The Times reported:

So far this season, the network’s ratings have risen marginally and its demo-
graphics—the urban, young, and female audience sought by advertisers—have
improved far more, while its rivals have slipped. . . . “We've completely changed
the profile of the network in one television season™ . . . said Brandon Tartikoff,
President of NBC Entertainment.

In the same story Grant Tinker lamented NBC’s severe shortage of “building
blocks,” solid ratings performers around which newer programs can be spotted
in the schedule to get maximum exposure and thus win their own fans. By fall
1984 NBC had risen to second place in average prime time ratings. with ABC
once again in third position.

Decisions regarding the network schedule are based, of course, on rating
predictions, including demographic audience makeup. For new programs on
competing networks, only crude estimates are available, while the scheduling
network has data from whatever audience testing has been done in advance,
some of it quite sophisticated. The network prime-time scheduling takes place
over several weeks in April, with much executive shuttling from New York to
Hollywood. Those involved are reasonably knowledgeable in interpreting the
various rating analyses developed to aid in evolving a strategy. The final schedule,
however, is not based solely on ratings. Schedule balance, program diversity,
qualitative strength, sales interest, and efforts to start or capitalize on new trends
are all part of the decision mix. Such hit programs as “All in the Family” and
“Hill Street Blues” were ratings disappointments at first.

The scheduling problem is not confined to prime time—daytime presents its
own challenge. And as the new season develops, judgments must be made as
to renewal or cancellation or possible reshuffling of shows based on unsuspected
data from ratings reports. Similarly, there are tactical questions as to when and
where to preempt for one-time-only specials or miniseries. Where will this do
you the most good; where will it deliver the biggest blow to your rivals?

Networks have facilities to do their own program duplication studies, an
important tool, not only in scheduling but in developing sales packages and in
promotion, as we discuss shortly. Audience flow studies, which reveal from
Nielsen minute-by-minute data where a show’s audience comes from (set off.
other stations, etc.) and where it goes when the next program begins, are crucial
to constructing a solid nightly audience franchise. When looked at on a demo-
graphic basis, these studies can reveal need for schedule shifts to retain specific
target audiences such as women ages 18-35. It is even possible to develop data
from a household-by-household analysis via computer tape trom Nielsen. Net-
works may do this themselves or contract with an outside service to handle such
tabulations, as several do.
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While ratings may not be the sole determinant of program decisions, they come
very close to it. The sales departments deal primarily with major advertising
agencies representing the country’s 100 top advertisers. Ratings and audience
estimates and cost per thousand (CPM) data from them are the coinage of the
business.

According to David Poltrack.® the sale of network television time takes place
in three distinct stages: (1) the up-front market where advertisers make full-
season commitments soon after fall schedules are announced and which accounts
for 70 percent of network expenditure; (2) the scatter market, following the up-
front market, which consists of advertisers making quarterly commitments through
the year; and (3) the opportunistic market, composed of week-to-week purchases
of unsold time.

The up-front prime-time market opens as soon as networks have announced
their schedules to affiliates in May and proceeds for about eight weeks of most
intense negotiations where commitments of several billion dollars are made. The
procedure involves the major national advertisers and their agencies, who first
submit a plan request to each network. This request specifies budget by quarter,
the demographics on which to base the buy, and special requirements. The
network responds with detailed program schedules, quarterly audience projec-
tions, and estimated CPMs for total households and target demographics.

The network’s offer is almost never accepted at once but serves as the basis
for spirited negotiations as to programs to be included, cost per thousand, audi-
ence guarantees, etc. Both buyer and seller have made their estimates of the
anticipated rating performance of the shows involved, but these figures are not
revealed because the buyer generally refuses to accept network estimates until
it seems necessary, but then he may get the guarantee. Poltrack states: “The net
result of these buyer-seller strategies is that negotiations focus on program mix
and number of announcements included in the package, as opposed to the final
price of the plan, which stays fixed.” The two parties then come to terms, and
the plan is put on hold to provide the agency negotiator a stated time (up to
several weeks for large buys) to get management and client approval before
finalizing the order.

A vital element in this up-front agreement is the network’s guarantee to meet
a certain minimum audience level that will yield the advertiser the cost per
thousand demanded for households or target demographic groups such as women
ages 18-35. Should the planned schedule of announcements not attain the required
rating level, the adjustment is made, not in monetary refunds but in kind, by
the network’s furnishing “make-good” announcements in programs acceptable
to the agency that will raise the total gross rating points and the net reach and
frequency of the schedule to a satisfactory level. On the other hand, the network
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gains nothing when aggregate ratings exceed the estimates: It’s strictly a bonus
for the advertiser and a feather in the agency’s cap.

Once the fall ratings start 1o trickle in during mid-September, all concerned
are watching for the hits and the flops. Network salespeople must juggle dis-
appointed customers with the needs of short-term scatter and opportunistic adver-
tisers. Announcement prices move up and down to reflect program rating
performance and the strength of advertiser demand. Scatter-plan buyers may get
bargains or pay premiums relative to the up-front customers. The biweekly
Nielsen pocketpiece becomes the umpire calling the shots between seller and
buyer.'®

As the season lengthens, the network rating standings are affected by many
factors, some anticipated, others not. Preemptions of the regular schedule for
special events, sports events such as the World Seres and the Olympics, political
conventions, and various miniseries all have extensive ratings impact on com-
petitive network audiences. By December, major moves generally occur—failing
series are replaced and schedules are reshuffled in efforts to obtain higher ratings
by improving audience flow and counterprogram elements. Adjustments and
make-goods for up-front clients who are hurt by show failures and fall below
their guarantee target become a major sales preoccupation.

Sports and special events such as political conventions and inauguration cer-
emonies have their own speceial requirements for rating analysis. Such sports
events as the Superbowl, World Series, and Olympics produce large audiences
and command high prices because of such delivery, and their audience char-
acteristics, which tend toward a heavier young and male makeup than average
network programming (plus the publicity and attention value involved). The
Superbow! has finally generated the “million-dollar minute.” CBS sold 30-second
commercials for $480.000 each for the 1984 game, and ABC reports selling
minutes at the $1 million level for 1985 (a discounted price which may go
higher). ABC priced “Winds of War” commercials at $350,000, while CBS sold
30 seconds at $450,000 each for the two-and-a-half-hour finale of “M*A*S*H.”
Average per minute ratings for these three events were: “Winds of War,” 38.6;
final “M*A*S*H,” 60.2; and Superbowl XVII, 48.6, yielding cost per thousand
households of $10.90, $9.00 and $11.90, respectively. ABC priced 30-second
commercials for Superbowl 1988 as high as $675,000 each.

Network Research Departments

The primary mechanisms by which ratings are received, analyzed, and dissem-
inated throughout network organizations are the research departments. These
departments, staffed with from 40 to 60 professionals, are involved in a wide
range of audience, market, opinion, and social research. Syndicated audience
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measurement does, however, take about half the budget, and much of the remain-
der goes to various forms of program testing and qualitative probing. The research
department is responsible for providing detailed analysis of the ratings and for
iterpreting the significant developments and trends to management, program-
ming (news included) and sales. A department representative participates in
program scheduling, decision making. and developing network plans and strategy.

The research department heads negotiate contracts for network rating and also
local market rating services, which are valuable in station relations as well as
some analytical work. Print readership services such as Simmons and Media
Mark are also used in their efforts to find marketing pluses for sales purposes.
The research department efforts are further refined and targeted by sales and
market development groups within network sales departments.

Research departments are eternally trying to improve the quality, reliability,
and usefulness of ratings data. They do this by keeping pressure on Nielsen for
improvements, by exploring possible new services such as the AGB peoplemeter,
and by active participation in such industry groups as the Electronic Media Rating
Council and the Committee on National Television Audience Measurement
(CONTAM), the Committee on Local Television and Radio Audience Meas-
urement (COLTRAM), and the Advertising Research Foundation.

Station Relations

The network-affiliate relationship is a close one because each contributes to the
other’s business prosperity. Affiliates particularly depend on the audience success
of their network’s program schedule for their own commercial results. A strong
network rating performance in prime time and daytime benefits these stations in
several ways: (1) greater station compensation from the network, which becomes
more sold out (the station collects on announcement minutes sold) (2) higher
rates made possible for commercial positions it can sell in and around network
shows and (3) overall audience buildup and flow, which benefits all ratings of
its local and other nonnetwork programming. Therefore, affiliated station exec-
utives keep a sharp eye on network rating trends.

A major concern of affiliates is that their network put its best programming
foot forward during the local market sweeps by Arbitron and Nielsen (see Tele-
vision Stations later in the chapter.) The networks help atfiliates by scheduling
during each four-week measured period some choice movie titles and high-
visibility special programs while avoiding low-audience-appeal documentaries.
Top guest stars turn up on regular series while story lines reach for suspenseful
highlights. This form of program hyping is accompanied by unusual promotional
activity also, a product of network and affiliate collaboration. This type of activity
is of no direct benefit to the network, except by presenting a chance for a well-
publicized rating event, because the network is measured daily and the effect of
hyping is quickly and easily discerned by network buyers. On the other hand,
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spot buyers have little choice but to use the ratings as published, except where
they may make some subjective corrections. (See Chapter 8 for a fuller discussion
of this topic.)

The strength of a national network is not due entirely to its program popularity.
The network’s particular aggregation of local stations in some 200 markets across
the country plays a role in its success. The stations in any individual market are
rarely equal in physical plant and coverage, management, local programming
(especially news). promotion, etc. Although their overall rating position is influ-
enced strongly by network programming, standout local stations often contribute
audience muscle to their network too. The local market ratings indicate which
stations these are, also what weaknesses a particular network may have in each
market. Switches of network aftiliates occur only infrequently because they mean
uprooting relationships of many years’ standing Nevertheless, they do occur,
usually when a network has a strong ratings story that can be translated into
added revenue for the station. The ABC network, once a poor third in station
coverage factors, has pulled up in recent years by using its rating surge (0 woo
popular affiliates from NBC and CBS.

Another aspect of ratings use in affiliate relations involves station clearance
procedures. Affiliates frequently assert their independence by scheduling some
other programming in a network time period. The network then tries for at least
a repeat of its displaced show at an acceptable ¢ime. In an effort to recapture
live clearance time, the station is constantly reminded what damage the preemp-
tion does to itself and/or the network by using data from local rating reports.

Publicity and Promotion

Ratings play a prominent role in each network’s publicity and advertising to the
general public and to the trade press. The demand for and use of ratings data
increase year by year as the viewing public becomes more aware of audience
ratings. Americans are likely to be impressed with a program’s or network’s
audience leadership, even though it may not correspond to their personal viewing.
Nielsen limits its public release of data to top 15 prime-time and daytime pro-
grams as shown in biweekly pocketpieces. Most other ratings releases are gen-
erated by the network research and press relations to develop credible stories
for the press.

Audience promotion has the objective of drawing viewers to the network’s
program schedule. New programs must win “triers,” who it is hoped will find
something they like in the first sampling and become habitual viewers. One-
time-only and special series require intensive audience promotion efforts because
(1) they are generally costly and require audience levels above normal to be
successful and (2) to achieve a successful rating level they must break normal
weekly viewing patterns and capture followers of other network series.
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Although various print media and other promotional devices may be used, a
major form of audience promotion is the “audience promo” announcement tucked
into various network shows during the weeks before the broadcast. Determining
where to place these promos for maximum effect is a problem for the rating
analyst—matching the estimated demographic profile of the promoted show with
comparable shows now in the lineup. It doesn’t take much study to know that
a football broadcast is a good place to promote a basketball matchup, but what
kind of viewers will respond to a Holocaust series and where do we reach them
in our present schedule? A searching and detailed rating analysis will turn up
the answers that guide the scheduling of Holocaust promos. Now that radio is
widely used to promote TV audiences, using radio rating demographic reports
is essential for maximum efficiency in reaching the target audience.

Financial Planning

Network financial planners involved with profit and loss estimates, future budg-
ets, cash flow, and capital outlays make extensive use of forward rating projec-
tions. This is especially true in the mid 1980s when the future impact of such
new technologies as cable, home video cassettes, direct broadcasting service
(DBS), and video text services could offer competition to commercial network
shares and audience levels. The network share erosion has already been signif-
icant in prime time, but much of the loss has been to other broadcasters (inde-
pendents, public broadcasting stations, and superstations), while increases in
overall usage and in population help to enlarge the total pie. Where this will
lead network audiences and the revenue streams they generate in the 1985-1990
period is of great significance for all television networks, especially when major
program commitments must be made more than a year ahead.

Current rating standings and trends and their probable effect on a network’s
revenue and profit for the fiscal year are of course assiduously monitored and
evaluated from month to month. To help fourth-quarter results, for example, a
network’s pricing formula might be altered more speedily than usual to maximize
revenue from poor ratings performers. Budgets and outlays for replacement and
new pilots and series must be kept in line with anticipated success or failure of
present offerings.

Other Network Uses

In dealing with Washington agencies—the FCC, FTC, and the various congres-
sional committees and subcommittees that formulate and enforce government
policy affecting the networks—ratings and audience data are often produced to
support an industry position. Viewing public choices and patterns are pertinent
to many issues under discussion, and there is some degree of interest in what
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the audience measurements show. The FCC uses Arbitron’s Area of Dominant
Influence (ADI) data for ranking TV markets in some of its rules applications.

iil.  PUBLIC BROADCASTING SERVICE

The above account of ratings usage is keyed to the three national commercial
networks—ABC, CBS, and NBC. The PBS service differs in several significant
ways from its more popular brethren: It does not sell advertising exposures, PBS
stations frequently run a program several times during a week, and its programs
are not always broadcast on a unified live schedule cleared by the affiliates."’
Rating services concentrate on measuring commercially sponsored programs.
Nielsen NTI does not report sustaining or nonsponsored shows on commercial
networks, and local services have often lumped local educational and public
service stations in an “all others™ category. PBS has, therefore, had to arrange
for special ratings data from Nielsen to provide its management, producers, and
local stations with necessary audience data. The ratings, including all the usual
demographic breakdowns, are secured 10 weeks out of the year. This helps PBS
in its scheduling; in dealing with stations on financing, carriage, and promotion
problems; and in its ceaseless efforts to induce corporations 10 fund some of its
output.

Nielsen cable reports based on compositing the local NSI services on a national
basis do show PBS ratings and share and, as of 1983, both local services were
providing local audience data for public broadcasting stations as well. NTI data
shows a slow but steady increase in the net weekly cumulative audience of PBS
to 50 percent of all TV households in 1983.

V. TELEVISION STATIONS

In contrast to network TV, television stations face a situation in which two highly
competitive services (Arbitron and Nielsen NSI) vie for subscribers, in which
the weekly viewer household diary is the preeminent measurement tool, and in
which the important ratings are generated in four “sweeps” per year.

Since advertising agencies usually subscribe to only one local rating service
and the two competitors split that market about 50-50, all TV stations find it
necessary to subscribe to two services that measure their market at the same
time, using virtually identical diary methodology. Sample size and report format
may vary slightly, but basically Arbitron and Nielsen are duplicates in the eyes
of the trade. The principal differences are generally in service features: computer
tapes, special reports, delivery speed, and in some situations contract terms such
as price and length. Report total in-tab household sample sizes vary from 200
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to 1600. Most market reports involve 400-600 diaries with little difference
between services.

The expansion of local meter services changes some of the rules of the game.
Household ratings (on a sample of 300-500) are delivered the next day every
day. Demographics are available from larger samples at least for all sweep periods
and in the larger markets for 6 to 10 four-weck periods. By early 1985, local
market meter services will be provided by both services in top markets comprising
about one-third of U.S. TV households.

Inasmuch as the ratings companies require station subscribers to move from
diaries to meters at costs approximating 250 percent higher (the diary ratings
are no longer computed except for demographic data, because the household
estimate now comes from the meter), there has been strong resistance to meter
service from local broadcasters in markets below the top five, where most major
stations have subscribed to both services.

Independents, which usually gain audience share with meters in comparison
to diaries, are the strongest station supporters. Affiliates are unenthusiastic, and
they command the major share of subscriber revenue for the raters. The economic
impact of meters on stations and services may force a trend toward a single local
service, but only time can answer that. Arbitron, the aggressive meter advocate,
insists that local stations can afford two meter services, while Nielsen’s strategy
has been to move where it is reasonably assured of local support from network
affiliates. Nielsen’s moves to match Arbitron have been stimulated by agency
interest in meters. Nielsen could not afford to give Arbitron a significant lead
in markets metered.

Coverage

By covering every U.S. county in their syndicated diary surveys, the ratings
companies collect large enough samples over time to produce county-by-county
coverage studies that define where each station has reportable audiences. These
studies define broad market areas identitied with metropolitan areas or cit