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Foreword

This volume fills a widespread and long-felt nee 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 procedures and outcome
of ratings surveys. Yet no authoritative source exists.

Information supplied by each ratings company is limited to 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 tields of
electronic media. advertising, and other media have no place to turn for a
background on ratings. Few professionals in the fields of broadcasting or adver-
tising are aware of how ratings developed and why and how the present systems
came (o 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. [t is difficult 1o imagine a successful system of tree 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 consideration is
a major component in network and station decisions as to what programs will
survive and when and where they should be scheduted.

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 management and program and news management in television
and radio broadcast organizations will retain their jobs, be promoted. or demoted.

Xi



xii PREFACE

In the final analysis, the simple twist of the wrist (or push of the button) of
people switching their sets on and oft 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 generated a climate favorable to
ratings growth:

1. Broadcasting produced an intangible service. At its beginning it was a
new, exciting. almost mystical phenomenon based on unscen 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 critiue. no tearsheets to prove actual appearance, and no publisher’s
statement or Audit Burcau 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 {ree 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 it 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 exccuted. 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 Superbowl 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. therefore, 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 (0
a company’s particutar 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 of the broadcast. Listening and viewing habits are keyed to
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, before 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 geting for their money. 1t was. therefore, a relatively easy 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:

I. 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 ime period the percentage of the total audience
(households or persons using radio or TV) that tuned 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 technigues will be successful 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. | 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 so complex that some explanation is required to properly position the subject
of this book—broadcast and cable ratings. From a marketing standpoint. media
rescarch 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 rescarch
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
is 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
pioneers. The ratings business has always involved a limited number of key
players. and the interaction of human factors has provided a somewhat dramatic
story that [ wanted to include. 1 joined the National Broadcasting Company as
a statistician in March 1930, the month in which the first ratings survey was
conducted. NBC, with two networks, was the dominant element in all broad-
casting, so every aspiring researcher or raling service entrepreneur had to see
us. No new development escaped our attention. There is hardly a person men-
tioned in the book whom I did not know personally and with whom | did not
have a professional (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
Research Bureau and for TVQ. and budgeted for the NBC Cumulative Radio
Audience Measurement project. forerunner of Radio’s All Dimensian Audience
Report. | served on, and was often chairman of. virtually every signiticant
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, I have been intimately involved in ratings throughout a profes-
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. | 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 [988. 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 U.S.
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.

Mcanwhile 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 Spacth 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 Katz; Pulse—Sydney and Lawrence Roslow; Trendex—
Edward Hynes and Robert Rogers (also for Hooperatings): Nielsen—Arthur C.
Nielsen, Sr., Henry Rahmel. William Swigert. Gale Meizger, David Traylor,
Marie Austin, Kenneth Mogensen, Edward Schillmoeller. Ruth Betzer, and
William Behana; Arbitron—James Seiler, Rupert Ridgeway. James Rupp. Wil-
liam McClenaghan. Peter Langhoff, Norman Hecht, Theodore Shaker. A. J.
Aurichio, Shelley Cagner: TRAC VII—Richard Lysacker and Leslie Frankel:
RAM—John Patton; RADOX—Albert Sindlinger; Sindlinger—Albert Sindlinger
and Gerald Glasser: RADAR—Thomas Coftin, 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 I thank them for their contributions.
Special thanks go to Doris Katz, the peerless NBC Research Librarian who
cheertully supplied any and every tigure, date, or fact that 1 could not come up
with elsewhere. and Betty Brinkerhoff. who labored loyally and tirelessly in
preparing the manuscript tor publication.

Four people read the entire book, and special thanks go to them also: Dr.
Thomas Coftin 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. 1 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 scores and then
hundreds of stations sprang up across the land. As daily 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 hnk 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 11 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

1



2 1. RADIO SERVICES—PRE-TV {1930-1946)

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
brassiere had not yet been invented; and the computer was decades in the future.

This was the America that now suddenly found that speech and music could
inexplicably 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
1o “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 to over
$1000 in 1984 dollars), millions of American families acquired a radio receiver.

The public excitement provided by this miraculous radio medium of mass
communication was soon o 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 to promote its Jackson Heights apartments. After Wiltiam 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, a network of 16 stations stretching as far west as Minne-
apolis. Kansas City. Davenport, lowa. and Datlas was being set up. An internal
AT&T staff 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 signiticantly 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 WIZ (now WABC), New York, as the “flagship” 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 t0? And especially what is the size
of my program’s audience? Who is actually listening?

Early Attempts at Determining the Audience

The first eftort to provide solid data caime when NBC commissioned Dr. Daniel
Starch, a Harvard protessor and pioneer market research consultant, 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 radio’s grip on its audience was evident in such a national
phenontenon 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 tirst show at local
motion picture theaters, the program was piped in before the movie.

Audience mail indicated significant audience response, but such nonsystematic
teedback 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 pattern 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 purpases.

Nevertheless, lacking any other yardstick, the number of fan letters for stars
was an important clue to the unparalleled audience response that radie generated.
NBC received | 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 Bureau 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 hgure 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 to pay $70 per
month (360 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
tor 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 supporied by advertisers.*

In mid 1929, Crossley added a Harvard graduate to his New Yoik staff who
had previously served as an occasional Crossley interviewer. John Karol quickly
discerned the signiticance 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
tindings from his vartous individual 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 programs 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 12 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 endorsement 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 haison com-
mittee of subscribers was accepted, and the initial interviewing began one month
later.

Although the Association of National Advertisers stopped short 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 opinion polling
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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 advertisers 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
to 27. Networks were not accepted as subscribers at that time.

In an effort 1o tind 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 opinion
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.

[t did not take long for “ratingitis” to appear on Madison Avenue, Michigan
Avenue, and Sunset Boulevard. First, such trade journals as Varietv began
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disclosing and discussing Crossley ratings. Then the gossip columnists (Walter
Winchell and Ed Sullivan) picked up the practice. soon to be emulated by
newspaper radio editors and columnists. The CAB was a faceless abstraction.
but Crossley was the creator ot the ratings. Even among advertisers and agencies
the audience numbers were “Crossley ratings.” Despite the CAB Governing
Commitiee’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 tirst 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 otien showed losses),
he considered the unsought publicity a major recompense for his extensive and
continuous effort.

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

. COOPERATIVE ANALYSIS OF BROADCASTING
DEVELOPMENTS: 1930-1946

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

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 at a high of 77 percent and Natchez, Mississippi at
a low of 12 percent. The CAB estimated that out of 66 million total
listeners, an advertiser, with a single evening network program. could
average 3 million but go as high as 8 million. New programs were reported
lo start with a rating” of about 5 but if successful 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
small towns and villages. the survey now concentrated in cities each of
which was served by the NBC Red, NBC Blue. and CBS networks. Thus,
the concept of ratings as a relatively pure program measure, unaftected
by station coverage and varying lineups, was initiated. Since no ratings
were truly projectable to actual audience size until the late 1940s. a strong
case could be made ftor considering ratings as strictly a gauge of relative
program popularity.

1933 Thirty-nine cities of “fairly equat™ network competition were used. with
a total of 75.030 telephone calls. Audience size by socioeconamic groups
(determined by rent and occupation) was instituted.
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Radio ownership among telephone subscribers was up 10 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 to noon; at 5:15 listening from noon to
5:00 P.M.; at 8:15, listening from 5:00 10 8:00 P.M. At 9:00 the following
morning listening data for the previous evening after 8:0 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 of 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 afier-9:00 P.M. activity the previous evening
and pre-9:00 A.M. listening the current morning.
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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 all time periods. The CAB emphasized that it was measuring
“conscious program impressions,” in contrast to Hooper's coincidental
ratings, which tended to 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 personal 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 aceept it. Had
it succeeded, it might well have changed the outcome of the survival
contest with Hooper and later with Nielsen.

The CAB overlap method apparently failed to give the service a viable
competitive tool with which to fend oft Hooper’s steady gains in accept-
ance. Despite some members who favored its so-called conscious impres-
sion ratings, in 1944 the CAB Governing Committee 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 future, 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 |5 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 expensive 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 expanded 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
areas 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 ditference. 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. Jr., then vice president for research
(later president) of McCann-Erickson. The findings proved to be the thunderbolt
that telled the CAB. Nielsen made a competitive speech on March 21, extolling
the superiority of his Nielsen Television Index (NTI) meter-based service over
the CAB and Hooper ratings. The CAB asked a three-person committee 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
meet the specifications of an ideal 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 fatal 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 efforts of private entrepreneurs Hooper and Nielsen.
The first round was over; there was one more 10 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 but 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 tinanced 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 left the Danie!l 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 signiticantly lower level than those presented by the CAB for
most programs.

Atlthough Hooper was the foremost exponent and practitioner of 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 Uneversity 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 acknowl-
edged the assistance he received from Gallup while making his initial plans.
When Hooper’s service became established, Gallup abandoned the private Y&R
effort.

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. Sponsored 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) (o 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 (o 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 fact 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 for 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
employees. In 1938 C. E. Hooper, Inc. opened its doors and the Hooper ratings
era began.

As noted earlier. 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



IV. C.E.HOOPER AND TELEPHONE COINCIDENTAL 13

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 torms 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 affiliates 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 tive questions from the interview could yield much data on
audience behavior: households 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 little 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 flaw. 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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to 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-
ctpiece, 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 form rather than the vertical form adopted
by the CAB). Hooper realized that these reports. although useful for research
analysts at 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
inside suit pocket where it could be easily referred to. 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
Measurement,” 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 H period (1946-1950) was the most eventful
in the history of radio ratings (as we!l as in the radio industry). As we stated,
the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting, after 16 years, folded in July 1946,
Hooper acquired and agreed 10 service all CAB accounts.

C. E. Hooper and his Hooperatings were now preeminent, a supremacy that
was confirmed 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 of 24, Crosby dropped successively to 18.3, 15.1, and 12.2. A hasty
intusion of bigger-name guest stars saved Crosby from going live.'” A later
instance was William S. Paley’s deal to 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 if Paley guaranteed them $3000 for every point that Jack Benny
fell betow 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 faced with two serious problems:
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1. The continued expansion of the Nielsen Audimeter service, which by 1947
sampled 68 percent of U.S. radio homes and was targeting 97 percent 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 to 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 area of 36 cities, 34 of which had one or more TV stations (only Hartford
and Portland, Oregon, were without local TV). Added 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 face-off with archrival
Nielsen over U.S. projectable audience figures and set out to find his own answer.
His attention focused on listener diaries. of which he had some knowledge from
work done by CBS beginning in 1940. As early 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 quarter-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 1o the coincidental average-
minute concept and was adamantly opposed 1o publishing pure diary figures,
which he distrusted because they were self-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 houschold 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 Bureau. 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—tast 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 oftered $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 companies reported losing money on
ratings at the time (a fact more than likely attributable to their efforts to launch
viable television measurements with limited client support).

Hooper denied that he was quitting the field. 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
sets are tuned during the time that they are operated

It is a further object of the invention to provide for scientitically measering 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 popularity of programs being broad-
cast from 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 for 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 19331934, 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 proposa! 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 engineering background was not adequate, so
they sought help from Elder. who was by then assistant professor of engineering
and business administration, and Louis F. Woodrutf, an associate protessor of
electrical engineering at MIT. The two professors agreed to supervise the stu-
dent’s project, with Woodruft 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 successtul flying machine) was built and tried on several
sets with the graphs laboriously decoded.

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

It 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
laterally in either direction as the tuning dial wrned to change the wavelength, and
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the tape moved continuously horizontally with ime. The stylus was brought into
contact with the tape magnetcally when the set was turned on. When installing
the device on a set. the set was successively tuned to 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 1ape and a pencil-lead stylus, but this did not work
dependably. After 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 ditferentiate 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) for 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 Woodruff filed for their basic patent on August 17, 1936 and
received it on October 10, 1939.

First Commercial Use of the Audimeter

According 10 Elder. the first commercial use of the Audimeter was in the fall
of 1935 atter John Karol, CBS research director, who was acquainted with the
Elder—Woodruff invention. “suggested to John Shepard (owner of WNAC, Bos-
ton) that a survey with our instrument might be usetul.” 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 rescarcher 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 firn Anderson-Nichols. Anderson quickly agreed te a contract
lo take over the Audimeters for a New York area study for statton 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 tor 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 and 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 10 the name Audimeter.
Nielsen paid the legal and patent costs incurred by the inventors and & 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). Nielsen
agreed to pay Elder and Woodruff 15 percent of the pretax profits of the business
done based on the patents transferred. The two protessors 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 Index 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 o 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-
passed the Audimeter itself (especially timing and recording aspects); field tech-
niques for sampling and gaining family acceptance: editing, keypunching, and
labulating of tapes; determining and recording household purchases, and a host
of legal problems associated with a continuous panel. In Nielsen’s words: “The
dithculty which became apparent very quickly was that an average of over 40
percent of the houscholds 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 expeaded over a
long time interval before we succeeded in developing methods which solved the
power outage problem.*

Fortunately 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 funding 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 fanning 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
field 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 fieild 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 Il made it possible 1o obtain additionai
Audimeters, Nielsen Radio Index (NRI) coverage was expanded to 63 percent
of all U.S. homes. The sample covered all areas 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 totat 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 0
get the instrument into successtul 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 inauguration of a highly technical
business™ betore launching the NRI service in 1942, “While coverage of the
remaining areas is definitely planned,” he said, “the present area is considered
sufticiently 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
Muarion 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 Rescarch.” 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 commitiee. Nielsen
issued both his letter and the printed speech to the industry and the press with
the explanation that “at last we feel obliged . . . 10 speak publicly, and with
complete trankness. on the whole subject of radio research.” Thus, a month
before the demise of the CAB, Nielsen was throwing down the gauntlet 10
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 tield 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 handily 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 Nielsen, 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 10 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 increased the 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 freeze 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 comniercial 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 10 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 benetited the ratings field. They
were men of integrity, intellect, vision, and persistence. who placed a high value
on protessional ethics and entrepreneurial independence. They were rugged inno-
vators who started their own businesses from scraich. Each fought hard, in his
own way, lo 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 emerged 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 Govermnors.

In contrast to Crossley, always a low-key, fatherly type figure, 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 tamily,” and he maintained a parochial interest in their
personal lives. Radio research was Hooper’s torté, and he worked constantly to
put his service on top, even though he was bucking the “establishment”—the
tripartite (ANA, 4A’s, Network) nonprofit 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 successtul
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 ftacts and carefully reasoned (and nuribered) 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, tinancial
position, organization and widespread industry acceptance rendered him nearly
invincible. The ratings contlict 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 1o 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 local
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 tield in 1946 to concentrate in market and opinion
research, is retired, but his tirm, Crossley Surveys, Inc., continues 10 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 research activities and on diversifying at
home. The A. C. Nielsen Co.—by far the nation’s leading market research tirm,
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 tirmly believed that quality
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rescarch was expensive (by the cost structure standards 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 competitor, 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 briet look into their
personalities and methods provides readers some understanding of their immensely
important personal roles in pioneering the broadcast ratings field.

NOTES
I. Eric Barnouw, The Sponsor (New York: Oxford University Press, 1978),
p. 12
2. Ibid, p. 26.

3. Daniel Starch, A Study of Radio Broadcasting Based Exclusively on
Personal Interviews with Families in the United States East of the Rocky
Mountains, New York: National Broadcasting Company. April 1928.

4. S. H. Giellerup. “It’s Time we Took the ‘Blue Sky" Out of the Air,”
Advertising and Selling, Vol. XIIl, No. 13, October 16, 1929, p. 19.
Giellerup’s proposal was for an all-county mail survey to determine
station listening rather than program audiences.

5. The primary source for changes in CAB service details between 1930
and 1946 was “The Public Wants.” an unpublished manuscript by Archi-
bald M. Crossley dated March 1979.

6. The base (100 percent) for these ratings was the total number of telephone
households contacted for interviews. Nonrespondents were eliminated.

7. Frank W. Nye, “Hoop” of Hooperatings (Norwalk, Conn.: privately
printed, 1957).

8. George Gallup. letter to the author dated December 28, 1977.



9.

10.
I'l..

12.
13.
4.

16.
17.
18.

20.
. A. C. Niclsen, address to the Radio Executives Club of New York,

22.

NOTES 27

Nye. “Hoop” of Hooperatings, p. 7. “Pauline Arnold used the coinci-
dental telephone method at least three years before Hoop tatked it over
with Gallup and adopted it. Her husband, Mr. Percival White, devised
the name and christened it.” (Miss Arnold and Mr. White merged their
research business into the Market Research Corp. of America, Inc. in
1934. Also cited in a letter to the author from Matilda White Riley.
daughter of Percival White, dated June 11. 1978. F. Hillis Lumley, a
pioneer radio researcher, describes a telephone and personal interview
conducted in Omaha, Nebraska, in the spring of 1931. “Habits of the
Radio Audience.” Journal of Applied Psychologv XVII, 1933, p. 29.
Nye. “Hoop™ of Hooperatings, p. 80.

Robert Metz, Reflections in a Bloodshot Eve (New York: Playboy Press,
1975).

Nye. “Hoop™ of Hooperatings, p. 56.

Time, March 13, 1950, p. 64.

This is somewhat conjectural. The RCA Patent Department says that all
records were destroyed. The writer joined NBC in early 1930 and is
certain that it never came to the attention of the NBC research staff.

. Columbia Broadcasting System. “Does Radio Sell Goods?”, promotional

pamphlet

Robert Elder. letter to the author dated February 8, 1978.

Ibid.

Recall that Shepard was the sponsor of the first published commercial
coincidental survey. conducted in 1932 (sce Section V).

. Robert Elder letter of February 8. 1978. This letter plus others from Elder

and a meeting with him in Tucson. Arizona, in November 1978 form
the basis for much of this section.
A. C. Nielsen, letter to the author dated February 1978.

March 21, 1946.
Saturday Evening Post, title of an article published in the issue of Novem-
ber 22, 1947.



Radio Services—Post-TV
(1946-1987)

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 housewife’s other activities
(whether accompanied by listening or not) such as preparing meals, doing laun-
dry. housckeeping, 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

Protessor 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 swdy.
Between 1938 and 1940, Barton and CBS research executives John Churchilt,
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) bailot personally addressed. first class;
(2) all postage prepaid: (3) a small gift with first mailing: (4) adequate instructions
tor full family cooperation; (5) postcard “Thank You™ 48 hours after questionnaire
mailing; (6) follow-up on nonresponders after 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
lo 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 cnvisioned 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.

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

Obtained more information and greater accuracy—interviewer can probe.
Field work can begin on shorter notice—3 weeks versus 16.

to
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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 [—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 Il 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 worked 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 afford 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 and the country
as a whole which cannor 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 role 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.

ll. 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 ltalian, Yiddish, and Polish)
were shorichanged because resident phone subscription was below S0 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 Il interrupted Pulse’s progress because, in January 1942, Roslow
joined 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 1944-1945. Shortly there-
after Roslow added Boston, Chicago. Cincinnati, and Richmond to tis roster of
regular subscribers. [t 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 aftiliates 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 a!l radio listening, for all
hours, including automobile and other out-of-home listening for «!l 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 tigures 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 (ncphew 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 (o
recommend that the Niclsen company “either find a better meter or discontinue
NRI.™'® 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 tlying spot scanner for data entry to a computer.

Another technological advance came from the outside in the form of the
computer. Arthur Nielsen tirst recognized computer potential for ratings pro-
duction at the close of World War II. 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 financial resources to complete the contract, and eventually Remington
Rand took over UNIVAC. General Leslie R. Groves (of Manhattan Project tame),
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 1BM 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 successfully 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 Wolcott 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 offer-
ing NRI to ad agencies.”"”

Arthur Nielsen, like Hooper, distrusted the accuracy of listener or viewer
diary measurements. He believed that respondents failed to till 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 fune-
tions: (1) to remind diary keepers to make entries current (by three short light
flashes plus three short buzzes each half hour) and (2) 0 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,
adevice 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 veritication 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 (NS1) 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-household 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.
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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 muarkets; 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. [t 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 Nielsen 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 information on a basis of 800 keeping a |-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 too 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 I founded, and which bears my name, has
recently been lambasted unmercifully by broadcasters, and others. I 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 moditied 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. Duning 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
failed 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, ather 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 importam role in the
ratings field. The technique is simple, relatively easy to conduct. speedy. and
lends itself to use for measuring single programs or guickly assessing the effects
of talent or time-period changes on a special-order basis. lts use on a custom
basis by stations and research services is widespread in radio and TV as well as
in cable measurements (see Chapler 6).

As we discuss in Chapter 4, this method, despite its limitations, often serves
as a benchmark in methodological surveys when employing refinements in the
form of the so-called Industry Sponsored Research (ISR) Coincidental. With its
high response rate and low errar 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
fell into disuse. Sydney Roslow used personal recall in Pulse, but this was
accompanied by a complete rosier of local program schedules as a memory aid
1o 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-of-court settlement with Nielsen over RADOX in
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1952; see Chapter 3), had entered the custom market and economic research
held 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 a 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 1BM 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 (o 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 if at least one individual member of the household is in the
audience.” Sindlinger’s measurement was a total audience measurement for 5-
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 Measurement (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-ati-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” to 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:

1. Serious efforts to overcome a major weakness—nonresponse—in resus-
citating the telephone recall interview (which had disappeared in 1949).
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 reorgunization 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 tield in
June 1964 had not been satisfactorily 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
early 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 adjustiments 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, accurately 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
confidence 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 relied 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 efforts.

The results of this study, known as CRAM (Cumulative Radio Audience
Measurement), successfully solved the problem of repetitive daily callbacks 0
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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to obtain seven full days of listening data (in home and out) in order to produce
valid weekly cumulative tigures. 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 ot 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 tor the tield 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 followed 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 tirm 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 oftice 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 tamilies.*'

Another significant SRI contribution was the use of centrally supervised tele-
phone interviewing using rigid supervisory controls of daily recall interviews.
At tirst 18 locations were used but gradual reductions lead 1o use of only SRI's
own WATS telephone center.

The measurement period progressed over the years from a 2-week interval in
1972 10 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 year (spring and fall), with each repor: composed
of the two most recent studies’ averages.

SRI’s approximate 74 percent rate of response for the tabulated RADAR study
is 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, SRI 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, Washington, 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 immersed 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 eftorts 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 protfits 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 coincidental
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 mulimedia method.” In
addition, the All Radio Methodology Study (ARMS) had given poor marks 1o
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 Broadeast 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
setling point for Pulse, with its personal interview daily recall technique. 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 technigue, catled 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 1o 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 to spread
interviewing over three months and thus produce a more representative report.
The opportunity and incentive for special promotions and programming to hype
ratings, and the effect of unusual weather and local events on results are severely
curtailed.

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.

InJuly 1984, Arbitron inaugurated its Arbitrends system in the top 23 markets.
Arbitrends utilizes a station’s IBM-XT computer to deliver Arbitron report data.
“Betore 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 noncthnic 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 to 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 career working as a part-time
disc jockey for