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I« THE PROBLEM AND THE NATURE OF AUDJENCE "RATINGS®
FOR COMMERCIAL RADIO PROGRAMS

The course of commerclal radio broadcasting is gulded, in large part, by
monthly survey figures which go by the nasme "program ratings." FProgram rating
Studies are made by most commercial research organizations, the methods used
depending upon the clients requirements. The methods most widely used for ob-
teining program "ratinzs" are the "coinciderital, " "day-part recall,* and "roster.
A newcomer 1n the field, used on a limited scale, 1s the mechanical recorder of
radio set tunfing.

Currently, only tﬁo orzanizations conduct services for reporting monthly
on a wide range of commercial programs. These two are the Cooperatlvg Analysis
of Broadcasting and C. E. HooDer, Inc.

Because these two organizations furnish monthly figures which each calls
"program ratings" and because each attempts to sell its service to satisfy simi-
lar needs, the belief has arisen that the *ratings" furnished by one service
should agree with those furnished by the other; or if they are not in perfect
agreement, at least there should be some constant margin of difference between
them — "some definite relationship such that, given the rating of one service,

a simple correction could be applied to obtaln the other.

There 138, of course, no spriori reason to make such an assumption. The two
services could furnish ratings which bear a constant relation to each other only
1f the one method were influenced by no variables which did not also influence
the other, and to a like degree. This 1s far from the condition which obtains
in fact.

As & result, men interested in the audience size of specific programs who
are not thoroughly familiar, and few are, with the chasacteristlics of the day-
part recall and coincidental methods of obtaininz program ratings are thoroughly
confused. The ratings for a given program obtained by the two servicés may
agree well in May, the colncidental -being appreciably higher than the day-part
recall rating in February, and the day-part recall rating appreciably higher
than the coincidental in August. Or again, the two ratings for a given Drogram
may sgree well in the North Central geographic area, while 1its day-part recall
rating may be higher thwn the coincidental on the Pacffic Coast and the reverse
may hold in the East.

Such conditions lead to wide spread confusion and even doubt. In fact,
some members of the radio industry have developed a conviction that the results
of radio research in general and of the rating services in particular are highly
capricious.
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The object of this study is to aid in removing the confusion by showing
that the variations between the ratings furnished by the two commercial services
result, not from caprice, but from the differences in the method and sample used
by each.

The Methods

There are numerous differences between the procedures used by the Cooperative
Analysis of Broadcasting and by C. E. Hooper, Inc., but most Of them are of a
fixed nature which would tend to produce a constant margin of difference between
their findings. The characteristics of the two methods are discussed in detail in
Section A of the Appendix. Two differences between them constitute variables cap-
able of causing marked lnconsiétencles.

The method of gathering data used by the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting
1s the ‘day-part recall.® As the name implies, this method is based on memory.
Telephone interviewers call homes at 2 hour periods between 9:056 a.m. and 9:05 p.m.
and ask respondents 1f they have listened to the radio during the preceding 2 hours
and 1f so what programs they remember having hehrd.

The method used by C. E. Kooper, Inc. is called the "coincidental.®” As this
name implies, program information 1s obtained by making telephone calls to homes-
coincldentally with the broadcast. Interviewers ask the respondents 1if their
radio 1s turned on now and if s0, what program and statlon are being heard. Only
data collected during the broadcast of a given program are used in determining
its colncidental rating.

The fact that the coincldental method 1nvolves(ho memory) and the day-part
recall method does, introduces a variable which may cause marked inconsistencies
betwéen the ratings obtained by the two methods. The second source of variation
1s the difference in the manner of calculating the two ratings. It 18 apparent
that when an 1nter;1éwer from-either service dials a number of homes; the con-
ditions found are those represented in Chart I. In some Of the homes, someone
1s at home. 1In others, no one 1s at home.

In calculating the coincldental rating the data from all homes are used.
Those homes in which no one i1s at home are included in the base and are classed
as non-iisteging homes.

In the calculation of the day-part recall rating only that pert of the
total sample in which someone 1is at home is used. The segment of homes in which
no one 1s at home 1s ‘disregarded.

In view of the fact that "no answers® or .,not at homes" are included in the
calculation of the coincidental rating but are not included in calculating the
day-part recall rating, the day-part recall ratings would tend to be inflated
in comparison with the coincidental.



Chart 11
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Furthermore, "not at home" varies from time to time and place to blace, and
within rather wide limits. Thus its inclusion in calculating the coincidental
rating and omission in calculating the day-part recall rating becomes an impor-

tant source of inconsistencies between them.

tt. INKCONSISTENCIES

ARISING FROM VARIATION I[N "NOT AT HOME"
——

A. Influence of Seasonal Variation in "Not at Home"

There 1s nooneat home in approximately 50% more homes 1in July and August than
in January and February. This condition is shown in Chart II which shows that out
or each ten homes someone is at home in 'S and no one is at home in 2 in the Winter,
and in the Summer someéone 1s at home in 7 and no one 1s at home in 3. This varila-
tion in the size of the "not at home" segment has a definite influence on ratings.

suppose, as 18 indicated in the chart, that 2 of the 10 homes were listening
in both the Summer and Winter. The program's colncidenial rating, based on the
total sample 1nc1ud1né the *not at home" segment; would be 2 divided by 10 or 20%
in both Summer and wWinter.

The day-part recall rating is based, not on the total homes, but only on
those in which someone 1s at home. Under conditions in which 2 of the total 10
homes report having listened, the day-part recall rating in the Winter would be
2 divided by 8 or 25%.. In the Summer, the day-part recall rating would be 2
(listened) divided by 7 {(at home) or 28.6%.

It would appear from these considerations that the day-part recall ratings
rfor a given program would be 1nr1apedﬁip comparison with its coincidental and that
the degree.ot inflation would vary with variation in the size of the "not at home
Segment® of the population. This possibility together with the fact that no one
1s at home in the evéning in 50% more homes in the Summer than 1in the Winter, sug-
gests the following:

Hypothesis I. - In comparison with their coincidental ratings, the day-part
recall ratings obtalned by programs in the Summer months will
be inflated appreciably over the day-part recall ratings ob—
talned by the same programs during the Winter months.

The validity of this hypothesis was tested by analysis of the coincldental
and day-part recall national ratings of all evening programs which were checked by
both services, and which were broadcast both during the Winter months of January
and February and during the Summer months of July and August. That 1s to say, ex~
actly the same programs were used for Summer and for Winter. The total number ot
evening programs which conform to these conditions is 46. All were used.
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Chart III

EFFECT OF SEASONS

Summer

131.3%

Winter

109.2%

I00%
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Effect of Seasonal Variation in “Not at Home’
on

Average Day-Part Recall Ratings for Evening Programs

The average day-part recall rating for programs in January - February
and July - August are compared with the coincidental rating for
Jenuary - Februsry aad July - August respectively by expressing the
average day - part recall reting as & per cent of the coincidental rating .
The findings are based on National Ratings for 46 programs broadcast
in both January - February and July - August, 1941.
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The average rating obtained by each method for each two months' period was ob-
tained, and the camparison made by expressing the average day-part recall rating for
each period in per cent of the average coincidental rating for the same Deriod. The
results of this analysis are represented+*in Chart III. They show the following:

1. During the Winter months, the average day-part recall rating is
9.2% higher than the average coincidental rating.

2. During the Summer months, the average day-psrt recall rating on
the "same programs is 31.3%. higher than their average coincidental
rating.

These findings serve to verify Hypothesis I and appear to necessitate the fol-
lowing:

Conclusion I. - Seasonal variation in "mdét at home,” i3 a sajor cause
of inconsistency between day-part recall and coinci-
dental ratings.

Conclusion I'a. fhe same seasonal variation causes nearly as great
inconsistency among day-part recall ratings them-
selves for different seasons.

B. _Influence of desgraphic Différencés in "Not at Hoae"

1f, as was demonstrated in the above analysis, seasonal differences in "not at
home® give rise to inconsistenclies between day-part recall and coincidental ratings,
it seems probable that geographic differences would have a similar influence.

*Not at home” vari&s widely from one section of the country to another. bDuring
the months, January through July, 1941, the number of homes in which no one was at
home in the evening was 34% greater on the Pacific Coast than it was in the East.

The conditions found in the East and on the Pacific Coast during the Summer
when"noq at home® is maximum, are indicated approximately in Chart IV. Out of each
ten homes in the East, 'nd one 1s at home in 3; while on the Pacific Coast, no one 1is
at nome'in 4 out of each 10 homes. |

Assume, as {s indicated in the dlagram, that 2 of the 10 homes report having
listened to a given program in each of the two geographic areas. The coincidenial
rating which is based on total homes, including *not at home,® would be 2 (the
number listening) divided by 10 (the total homes) or 20%. Itshould be the same for
both areas.

"Not at Home" 1s omitted in the calculation of the day-part recall rating,
only those homes in which someone 1s at home being used. The day-part recall rating
for the East would be 2 (the number that listened) divided by 7 {the number in which
someone was at home) or 28.6%; while that for: the Pacific Coast would be 2 (the num—
ber that listened) divided by 6‘(the number in which someone was at home) or 33.3%.

It seems probable from these considerations that omission of the "not at home®
segment in the calculation of the day-part recall ratings would give rise to magni-
fication of the day-part recall rating as compared with the coincidental ratings,
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Chart ¥V

EFFECT OF GEOGRAPHY

Pacific

129.1%

North
Central

11.4%

100% 100%

Effect of Geographic Variations in “"Not at Home"”
on

Average Day-Part Recall Sectional Ratings on Eveniﬁg Programs

The average day-part recall ratings for programs in each section are
compared with the coincidental rating for that section by expressing the
sversge day - part recali rating as a per cent of the coincidental rating.
The findings are based on 7 month’s sverage sectional ratings for 82
Evening Sponsored Network Programs,
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which would vary in size from:one locality to another depending upon the number of
homes in each in which no one is ‘et home. The following seems possible:

Hypothesis IL -~ Transcontinental programs obtain day-part recall ratings on
.the Pacific Coast which are appreciably higher, in compari-
son with their coincidental ratings, than those obtained by
the same programs in the East.

The test of this hypothesis was made on all evening programs which meet the
following criteria: '

‘4. Were broadcast during six months of the seven months period, october,
1940 through April, 1941,

2. Were checked by both the day-part recall and the coincidental methods
throughout the period.

. Were reported to clients in terms of ratings for each individual geo-
graphilc area. (These are called "Sectional" ratings.)

There were 82 such sponsored network Drograms. All were used in this analysis.
The data on which the sectlonal ratings for each program was based represents an ac-
cumulatiyn of not less than 6 months for any program and a 7 months accumulation for
most.

The average day-part recall and coincldental ratings were found for programs in
each of the .geographic areas: East, North Central, South Central and Pacific Coast.
A8 in preceding camparisons, the average day-part recall for each category was ex-
pressed in per cent of the average coincldental rating for the same group Of Programs.

The results obtained are presented in Chart V. They show the following:

1. On the iiacinc Coast, day-part recall ratings for transcomtinental
programs average 29.1% higher than theif coincidental rating.

2. In the North Central area, day-part recall ratings for trans-
continental programs average 11.4% higher than thelir coinci-
dental rating.

3. In the South, day-part recall ratings for transcontinental pro-
grems average 6.7% higher than their coincidental rating.

4. In the East, day-part recall ratings for transcontinental pro-
grams average 2.5% b gher than their coincidental rating.

These findings verify Hypothesis II and necessitate:

Conclusion II.- Oeographit variation in "not at home" i3 & major cause of in-
consistency betwsen day-part recall and coincidental ratings.

Conclusion IJa. fhe same geographic variations cause nearly as great
inconsistency among day-part recall ratings themselves
for different geographic areas.

C. Influence of Variation in "Not at liome Then"

It has been shown above that omission of the "not at home" segment of the pop-
ulation from the day-part recall sample results in an inflation in day-part recall
ratings, in comparison with the coincidental ratings, which varies seasonally and
geographically.
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Chart V1

VARIATION OF "NOT AT HOME THEN"
IN THE DAY-PART RECALL SAMPLE

A. PROGRAM CHECKED IMMEDIATELY AFTER BROADCAST
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B. PROGRAM CHECKED 2 HOURS AFTER BROADCAST
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There 1s still another source of variation arising out of the omission of "not
at home" in the calculation of the day-part recall rating. This factor, which may be
called "not at home then," varies in magnitude with variation in the length of time
that elapses between the broadcast Of programs and their subsequent check by the day-
part recall method. This interval varies from & minutes to 2 hours in each evening
checking peripd. That 1s to say, when the day-part recall interviewer calls at 9:086
P.m. and asks about programs broadcast between 7:00 and 9:00 p.m., some Of the programs
checked were concluded only 5 ﬁinutes earlier, whereas others were concluded an hour
earlier and still others, those broadcast from 7:00 to 7: 15 p.m., about 2 hours earlier.

Supposing that In the 9:06 p.m. checking period the day-part recall interviewer
rinds someone at homq.in 7 homes and no one at home in 3. Of the 7 who are at home
now, the number who were not at home § or 10 minutes earlier, when the 8: 45-9:00 pro~
grams were belng broadcast, approaches O. Therefore, the degree of inflation of the
day-part recall rating would be very larsge.

But some of the people who are at home at 9:05 p.m. were not at home 2 hours
earlier. Perhaps in one of the seven homes in whiéh someone is at home now no one
was at home between 7:00 and 7:15 p.m. That 1S to say, a "not at home then® element
is involved in the reports on these programs wﬁereas no such element was involved in
the reports'on the 8:45-9:00 p.m. programs which were checked immedlately after they
were broadcast.

Obviously, "not at home then®" in the sample would tend to compensate, in part,
for omission Oof *"not at home ndw' in calculating day-part recall ratings; and the
larger this former element became the more nearly would the day-part recall ratings
approach the coincldental ratings for the same programs. YNot°'at home then® will
vary in every day-part recall checking period of the day from a minimm of O for
programs checked 1lmmediately after they are broadcast to as much as 20% of the total
sample, 1in some seasons of the year, for programs broadcast 2 hours earlier. This
fact in itself may be an important source of inconsistency between day-part recall
and coincidental ratings. '

It is apparent then, that the Presence of a "not at home then" segment in the
calculation of the day-part recall rating will operate to reduce the inflation of
these ratings; the magnitude of this reduction will be related to the increasing
magnitude .0f the *not at home then® segment. This segment, in turn, will vary
directly with the length of the interval of time between the broadcast and the sub-
sequent day-part recall checking period.

Chart VI 1llustrates how "not at home then® varies in the day-part recall re-
ports. Part A shows the conditions that would hold for programs broadcast just
prior to the day—ﬁart recall interviewer's call. Practically all the homes which
are occupied at the time of the telephone call were also occupled during the broad-
cast which ended 6 or 10 minutes earlier. There 1s no "not at home then" segment in
the sample for such programs. Part B shows the conditions that wpdld exist for programs
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Chart Vil

EFFECT OF TIME LAPSE

0 -4 Hour
128.0%

% - | Hour
|||.5% I - 1% Hours

107.6 %

1% - 2 Hours
101.6 %
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Effect of Variations in Elapsed Time Between Broadcast and Checking Period
on

Average Day-Part Recall Sectional Ratings for Evening Programs

The average day-part recell rating For programs checked at varidus intervals
sfter the broadcast are compared with the coincidental rating of the same
progreams by expressing the average day - part recall rating as a per ceat
of the coincidental rating. The findings are besed on sectional ratings
for 82 Evening Sponsored Network Programs.
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broadcast two bours prior to the day-part recall chezking period. Of the respondents
reached by the day-part recall interviewer, 15% to 20% were not at home during the
broadcast of the programs presented two hours earlier. This condition is represented
in the diagram by the shaded house in which some one 1s ®at home now but not at home
during the broadcast.® The larger this *"not at home then" segment becomes in the day-
part recall reports, the smaller will be the inflation caused by omission of "not at
home now® in the calculation of the day-part recall rating.

It will also be recalled that there is a second factor which tends to reduce the
inflation of day-part recall ratings. This factor is forgetting. As in the case of
*not at home then,® the magnitude of ‘forgetting also varies with the length of the
interval of time between the broadcast and the subse&uent day-part recall checking
period. L

Therefore, we have two deflationary elements, each of which would be expected to
exert a minimum effect on the day-part retings of those programs checked immedlately
after they gare broadcast and which would be expected tO exert & maximum of effect on
programs broadcast 14-2 hours prior to.the day-part recall program checking period.

These considerations suggest the following

Hypothesis III. - A maximum of inflation occurs in day-part recall ratings for
programs checked immediately after they are broadcast, and
a minimum of inflation oOccurs in day-part recall ratings for
programs broadcast 1§ to 2 hours before they are checked by
the day-part recall method.

The 82 programs used in studying geographic inconsistencles were used to test
the present hypothesis. 8incé time changes from one geographic area to another, a
program broadcast in the East at 10:00 p.m. reaches the Central zone at 9:00 p.m.
and the Pacific Coast at 7:00 p.m. In order to find the influence of the elapsed
interval between the end of the program broadcast and subsequent day-part recall
checking period, it 1s necessary to use, not National; but Sectional ratings.

Four categories of programs were used in the analysis: Programs checked by the
day-part recall method (1) O- 3§ hour after broadcast, (2) #-1 hour after broadcast,
(3) 1-13 nours after broadcast, (4) 13-2 hours after broadcast. The average of the
sectional ratings for programs 1n each category were found for each method.

In order to obtain the size of the day-part recsll ratings for each category in
comparison with the coincidental ratings on the same group, the average day-part re-
call rating for each categofy was divided by the average coincidental rating for
those programs,

The results obtalned in this test are represented in Chart VII which shows the
following:

1. The average day-part recall rating for programs checked O-4 hour arter oroaa-
cast is 28.0% higher than the average coincidental rating on the same program;

2. The average day-part recall rating for programs checked #-1 hour after broad-
cast 1s 11.5% higher than the corresponding coincidental rating.
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3. The average day-part recall rating for programs checked 1-1% hours after
broadcast 1s 7.6% higher than the corresponding coincidental rating:

4. The average day-part recall rating for programs checked 14-2 hours after
vroadcast 1s 1.6% higher than the corresponding coinc¢fdental rating.

It appears that these results amply valldate Hypothesis III and necessitate
the following:

Conclusion III - Variation in the length of the interval between the droad-
cast of programs and theitr day-part recall chech is a =major
cause of inconsistency between day~part recall and cotnci-
dental ratings.

Concluston IIIa. fhe same variation of length of interval causes ap-
proximately as great inconsistency among day-part
recall ratings themselves, for programs cheched
after different intervals.

Relative Weight of Influence
of ."Not at Home Then" and Forgetting

It should be noted that the 28.4% difference between ratings for programs
checked immediately after broadcast and those for programs checked 1 to 2 hours
later may not be attributed entirely to variation in *not at home then.*® As was
remarked above, another factor, rofgettlng. also varies with the length Of the
period elapsing between broadcast and recall.

The difference of 25.4% 1s the resuit of these two factors operating in the
same direction. It 1s impossible from these data glone to determine how much of
the difference 1s attributable to "not at home then" variation and how much to
variation in forgetting. However, by analyzing similar data for October, 1839 -
April, 1940 and comparing it with that for Octover, 1940 - April, 1941, 1t is
possible to obtain an approximation of ‘the relative influence of each of these
factors which tend to reduce the inflation of day-part recall ratings. The
discussion of the procedure and results will be found in Section 3 of the AD-
Dendix. These results show that the relative influence of "not at home then®
and forgetting, over a 2 hour period, 1s approximately in the order of 2 to 1
respectively. That 1s to say, of the 26.4% difference found above, approxi-
mately 17.6% 1s attributable to varlation in "not at home then® and 8.8% to
forgetting

I1t. INCONSISTENCIES ARISING FROM REMORY VAR|ABLES
S — ]

The second general source of variation»between the ratings obtained by the
day-part recall and the coincidental methods 18 the fact that the former 1s subject
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to fluctuations of memory from one program to another and from one time to another
while the latter 1s not.

The coincidental interviewer asks the respondent 1f his radlo 1s turned on now,
and 1f so, what station and program is tuned in. The memory required is that of
knowing what one wes doing ito 5 seconds earlier. In the day-part recall method,
on the other hand, the respondent 18 asked what he has listened to during & previous
period of two hours. The influence of varlatioq in memory, other than forgetting,
from program tO program on the day-part recall ratings has been widely over-~looked.

The listener's ability to remember different programs which he has heard varies
widely from one program to another, depending upon the characteristics of the pro-
grams. It 1s readily apparent that programs which hagve been on the alr for years
will probable be remembered better than those which are new. Simllarly, 1t seems
probable that hour programs would be remembered better than quarter—hour programs.
These two factors are extern&l. or adherent, to the material presented in the pro-
gram. It 1s also possible that memory variations arise as a result of inherent
differences in program content.

In the analysis which follows each of these factors, the adherent memory
variables: age and length, and the variables 1lnherent tO the programs themselves,
are considered in turn.

A. I(nfluence of Age of Program

The ability to remember any event depends, in part, upon the breadth of ex-
perience one has had with it. The listener has had more opportunity to develop
broad experience with a program which has been on the alr for many years than he
has had in connection with a new program. And since radlo programs are of all
ages, 1t seems probable that the wide range of this memory variable would result
in measﬁrable variations in the day-part recall ratings; they would not be ex-
pected to influence the coincidental ratings, which do not depend upon RemOry.

This condition suggests the following:

Hypothesis IV. - Programs which have been broadcast for a period of years
will obtein day-part recall ratings which are appreciably
higher, in comperison with their coincidental ratings,
than will programs which have been broadcast less than a
year.

To test this hypothesis, 108 programs were used. These were divided into
3 groups: programs which; prior to March, 1041, were broadcast for (1) less than
1 year, (2) more than 1 and less than 2 years, (3) two years or more. As in the
previous charts, the average day-part recaii rating for each category 1s expressed
in per cent of the average coincidental rating. '
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Chart VIIT

EFFECT OF PROGRAM AGE

Age - over
2 years
112.4%
s Age - | year
to 2 years
103.3%

1I00%
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95.3%

Age - less
than | year

Effect of Program Age
on

Average Day-Part Recall Rating for Evening Programs

The everage day-part recall rating for programs of different ages are
compared with the coincidental rating for those different ages respectively,

by expressing the average day - part recall rating as s per cent of the

coincidental rating. The findings are based on Nastiona! Ratings for 106

Evening Sponsored Network Programs.
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The results are shown in Chart VIII. They reveal the following:

1. Programs over 2 years of age obtaln average day-part recall ratings which
are 12.4% higher than their average colincidental ratings.

2. Programs between 1 and 2 years Of age obtain average day-part recall rat-
ings which are 3.3% higher than thelr average coincidental ratings.

3. Programs less than 1 year of age obtaln average day-part recall ratings
which are 4.7% lower than thelr average colnclidental ratings.

These results serve to verify Hypothesis IV and necessitate the following:

Conclusion I¥. - Variation in the age Oof programs {s a major cause of in-
consistency between day-part wecall and coincidental ratings.

Conclusion IVa. fhe same variation in age causes qven greater inconsistency
among day-part recdll ratings themselves, for programs of
different age.

B. influence of the Length of Programs

there are twoO reasons why variation in program length might be expected tO glve
to inconsistency between the iwo types of rating.

First. the length of the program would be expected to operate much as age of
program does. The longer the program the greater the breadth of associations that
will be developed in connection with i1it. Other things being equal, thls would re-
sult in varlation of day-part recall ratings in accordance with program length.

Secondly, the tendency to tune in and out on a program 18 greater for long pro-
grams than for short. The coincidental method measures "average audlence® which 1s
strictly comparable from one program to another, while the day-part recall method
measures "total rememberers.® (See Appendlx, Section A, for discussion.) The
guantity ®"total rememberérs' would be expected to expand for longer disconnected pro-
grams, such as Major Bowes in which tuning in an& out might be great, and contract
for shorter programs directed towards a single climax.

The possible operation of these two factors suggests the followlng:

Kypothesis V. - short programs will obtain day-part recall ratings which are
apprecliably lower, in comparison with their coincidental rat-
ings, than will long programs.

It has been shown above that age of program 1s One memory factor causing in-
consistencies between the two types of ratings. It 1s clear, therefore, that 1f
theé influence of program length is to be determined, uninfluenced by the age variable,
it 18 necessary to eliminate those variations which may be attributable to age alone.

This has been done in the present analysis by using programs from only one age
category, the "over 2 year®” age group which contains 54 evening programs for all of
which 7-month average retings were available.

Of these 54 programs, 7 were 1 hour 1in length, 42 were # hour in length and &
were 4 hour in length. While the number of programs in the hour and + hour cate-
gories are small, the reliability of the findings remains high because of the fact
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Chart IX
EFFECT OF PROGRAM LENGTH

| Hour
Programs

138.2%

Half-Hour

Programs

110.5%

IOO%

88.1%

Quarter-Hour
Programs

Effect of Program Length
on

Average Day-Part Recall Ratings for Evening Programs

The average day - part recell ratings for progrems of different lengths are
compared with the coincidental ratings for those different lengths

respectively, by expressing the average day-part recsll rating as & per cent

of the coincidental rating. The findings are based on National Ratings for

54 Evening Sponsored Network Programs over 2 years of age.
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Chart X

EFFECT OF POPULARITY DIFFERENCES

Coincidental
Ratings
above 15
116.0 % Coincidental
Ratings
IH-15 Co';ncidontal
atings
|°8'2% below |1

100% 100%

Effect of Popularity Differences
on

Average Day-Part Recall Ratings for Half-Hour Evening Programs

.The sverage day - part recall rating for programs of each rating category
sre compared with the coincidental rating for that category by expressing
the average day-part recall rating as a per cent of the coincidental rating.
The findings are bssed on 42 Evening Helf- Hour Sponsored Network

Progrems over 2 years of age.
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that the ratings for each program are based on an accurmlation of 7 months' data,
October, 1940 through April, 1941.

The comparison between the coincidental and day-part recall results for each
category Of programs was made as in preceding analyses. The results are represented
in Chart IX. They show the followjing with regard tO programs 2 Or more years Of age:

1. Programs 1 hour in length obtain an average day-part recall rating which 1s
34.2% higher than their average coincidental rating.

2. Programs ¥ hour 1in length obtaln an average day-part recall rating which is
10.5% higher than their average coincidental rating.

3. Programs % hour 1in length obtaln an average dey-part recall rating which is -
11.9% lower than thelr average coincidental rating.

The difference between day-part recall ratings for hour and for + hour programs,
in terms of their coincidental ratings, is 46.1% These findings demonstrate the
validity of Hypothesis V and necessitate the following:

toneluston V. - VFariation in praogrom length is a .major cause of inconsistency
batween day—part recall and coincidental ratings.

" Conclusion Fa. fhe same variation in length causes appreciadly greater
inconsistency among day-part recall ratings themselves,
for programs of different lengths.

C. Influence of inherent Memory Variables

Two factors, age and length, both external to the programs themselves, have been
shown to cause marked inconsistencies between day-part recall and coincidental
ratings. It seems probable. however. that Quite apart from age Or length there are
memory variables, resulting from contenc differences of the programs themselves
which-also vary within wide limits. The rating also depends in large part, upon
the program content.

These possibilities suggest the following:

Hypothesis V1. - The day-part recall ratings for high rating programs are ap-
precliably higher, in comparison with their coincidental rat-
ings, than are those for low rating programs.

In order to test this hypothesis, 1t 1s necessary to eliminate the variations
caused by both program age and by length of the droadcast period. This was-done
in the following analysis by using only evening programs whlch have been broadcast
for more than two years and which are one-half hour in.length. There were 42 pro-
grams which fall in this class. These were ‘divided 1into 3 categories: programs
obtaining a coincidental rating 1) above 15; 2) 11-16; 3) below II.

Chart X ropresencs the results obtained. It shows the rollowing with regard
to half-hour programs broadcast for 2 or.more years:

1. Programs obtaining coinc;dentél ratings over 15.C obtain day-part recall
ratings which average 16.0% higher than their coincidental ratings.

2. Programs obtaining coincidental ratings from 11.0 to 15.0 obtain day-part
recall ratings which average 8.2% higher than their coincidental ratings.
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Chart XI
EFFECT ON NETWORKS

Red
113.3%

Columbia

108.7%

100% 100%

66.5%
Mutual

Effect of Memory Variables .
on

Average Day-Part Recall Ratings for Evening Programs on Each Network

The avarage day - part recall rating for programs on eech network are
compared with the coincideatal rating for that network by expressing the
average day - part recall rating as a per cent of the coincidentsl rating.
The findings sre based on 7 month’s average National Ratings for 82

Evening Spoasored Network Programs.
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3. Programs obtalning coincidental ratings below 11.0 obtain day-part recall
ratings which are 4.6% higher than their average coincidental ratings.

These findings appear to verify Hypothesis VI and necessitate the following:

Conclusion VI. - Nemory variables arising from differences in progras content
Gre a major cause of inconsistency between day-part recall
and coincidental ratings.

Conclusion FIa. <The same memory variables couse approximately as great
tnconsistency among day-part recall ratings, themselves, -

for programs of different popularity.

D. influence of lemory Variables
on Day-Part Recall Ratings for Networks

It has been shown above that the day-part ratings tend tO penalize new, shorter
and lower rating programs as compared with the older, longer and higher récing pro-
grams.

It 1s & well recognized fact that networks vary from each other in the inherent
and adherent characteristics of thelr programs. = The longer, older and more preten-
tious shows are, for the most bart, presented on the Red and Columbila networks, while
programs presented on the Blue and Mutual Networks are commonly newer and more mod-
estly produced.

This condition suggests the following:

Hypothesls VII. ~ The average day-part recall rating for programs presented on
the Red and Columbia Networks are appreciably higher, in com~
parison with thelr average coincidental rating, than the aver—
age day-part recall for brograms presented on the Blue and
Mutual Networks.

This hypothesis was tested by using the 82 evening network programs describdbed
in Section I], B above. Of the 82 programs, 33 were Red, 30 were Columbia, 16 were
Blue and 3 were Mutual., While the number of Mutual programs 1s small, it should be
noted that the fatings for each are based on 7 months data. This fact insures high
statistical rellability even when 3 programs are used in a group.

The results of this analysis are represented in Ch#rt XI. This shows the fol-
lowing:

1. Day-part recall ratings for Red network programs average 13.3% higher than
their coincidental ratings.

2. Day-part recall ratings rér Columbia network programs average 8,7% higher
than their coincidental ratings.

3. .Day-part recall rgtings for Blue network programs average 3.8% lower than
thelr coincidental ratings.

4. Day-part recall ratings for Mutual network programs average 33.5% lower
than their average coincidental rating.

47



Chart XII

EFFECT ON PROGRAM TYPES

Variety
(19)
18.1%
A0 Concert
Music
(6) Plays
110.6 % (20) Continuity
108.4% D’;m. Populer
© Quiz Music

105.0% (12) ©)
102.2%

100% 100%

78.9%

News

()

Effect of Memory Varisbles
on
Average Day-Part Recall Ratings for Programs of Different Types

The aversge dey- part recsll rating for programs of esch type are
compared with the coincidental rating for that type by éxpressing
the average day-part recall rating as a per cent of the coincidental
rating. The findings are based on 7 month's average Netione) Retings
for 82 Evening Sponsored Network Programs.
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These findings serve ¢o verify Hypothesis VII and necessitate the rollowing:

Conclusion VII. - Differences in prograss carried by sach network result in
inconsistencies detween day-part recall and coincidental
ratings.

Conclusion VIiIa. fhe same differences in programs caouse appreciably
greater inconsistency among averags day-part recall
ratings themselves for different networis.

E. Influence of Memory Variables on
Day-Part Recall Ratings for Programs of Different Types

It has been shown above that the influence 6r mémory variables which affect the
day-part recall method are reflected in ratings-obtained for different networks. It
might be expected, also, that their influence would be reflected 1n day-part recall
ratings for programs of dlfferent types.

This possibility suggests the following:

Hypothesis VIII. - The average day-part recall’rgclng for programs of certain
types is appreclably higher, in comparison with their coin-
cidental ratings, than the average day-part recall rating for
other types of programs.

This hypothesis was tested by analyzing, 1n terms of type, the 82 programs used
immeédiately above. The results obtalned are represented in Chart XII. They show
the following with regard to evening programs:

1. Varlety programs obtéin day~part recall ratings which average 18.1% higher
then their coincidental ratings.

2. Concert music programs obtaln dey-part recall ratings which average 10.6%
higher than thelir coincidental.

3. Plays obtaln day-part recall ratings which average 8.4% higher than thelr
coincldental ratings.

4. Continulty drame programs obtain day-part recall ratings which average 5.0%
higher than thelr coincidental ratings.

S. Quiz programs obtaln day-part recéll ratings which average 2.7% higher than
thelir coincidental: ratings.

6. Popular music programs obtain day-part recall ratings which average 2.2%
higher than thelr coincidental ratings.

7. Miscellaneous programs obtain day-part recall ratings which average 8.9%
lower than their coincidental ratings.

8.. News programs obtaln day-part recall ratings which average 21.1% lower than
their coincidentals.

These fimdings serve to validate Hypothesis VIII and necessitate the following:

Conclusion YIII. - Memory variation fros one type of program to another results
in inconsistency between the average day-part recall and coin—
cidental ratings for the different types.

Conclusion VIIIa. fhe same memory variation among prograe types causes ap-
preciably greater inconsistencies among average day-dpart
recall ratings themselves for different types.
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1V, SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
fo s

The major inconsistencies between day-part recall and coincidental ratings for
radio program audiences appear to be attributable to two elements of difference which
constitute variables: difference of treatment of *"not at home® in calculating rat-
ings, and difference in the degree to which the memory variables affect the results
obtained by each method.

Omission of "not at home® in the calculation of the day=-part recall rating and
its inclusion Iin the calculation of the cOlncldenca; rating results in inflation of
the day-part recall rating in comparison with the coincidental rating. The extent
of this inflation varles directly with the sige of the "not at home® segment of the
population.

Three dimensions of variation in the size of the "not at home® segment were
analyzed. They aré:

1. Seasonal

2. Qeographic

3. Methodological (caused by variation in the length of the in-
terval between the end Oof a program's broad-
cast and 1ts subsequent check by the day-part
recall method.

The conclusions drawn'rron these analyses are:

Jonc lusion I. - Scasonal variation in 'not at home” is a major cause of in-
conststcncy be tween day-part recall and coincidental ratings.

Conclusion Ia. fhe same seasonal variation couses nearly as great in-
consistency omong day—ﬁcrt.rccall ratings themselves
for different seasons.

Conclusion Il.--Geogroaphic variation in "mot at home” {s a major cause of
inconsistency detween day-part recall and coincidental
ratings.

Conclusion IIa. The sase geographic variations cause nearly as great
tnconsistency asong day-part recall ratings themselves
Jor different geographic areas.

Conclusion III.-Variation in the length of the interval between the broad-
cast of programs and their day-part recall chech {s a major
cqusc'of‘(ncons{stcncy between day-part recall and coinci-
dental ratings.

Conclusion IIIa. The same variation of length of interval causes ap-
#rox{-ctely as grcat (nconsistcncy omong doy-part
recall ratings themselves, for progroms cheched aftcr
dtfferent intevvals.

The day-part recall is a memory method and thc coincidental 13 not. Memory
variables therefore cause great inconsistencies becwben thse two typas of ratings,

53



and also between one day-part recall rating and another. Five dimensions 0f memory
variation were analyzed. They are:

1. Program age

2. Program length
3. Program rating
4. Network used
5. Program type

The conclusions drawn from these analyses are:

Concluston IV. - Tariation in the age of programs is a major cause of incon-
sistency between day-part recall and coincidental ratings.

Conclusion I7a. fhe same variation {n age causes even greater incon-
' sistency among day-part recall ratings themselves, for
prograss of different age.

Conclusion V. - Variation in program length is a major couse of inconsistency
between day-part recall and coincidental ratings.
Conclusion Va. fhe same variation in length causes appreciadbly greater
inconsistency among day-part recall ratings themselves,
for programs of different lengths.

Conclusion VI. - Nemory variables arising from differences in program content
are a major cause of inconsistency between day-part recall
and coincidental ratings.

Conclusion FIa. fhe same memory uvoriables cause approximately as great
inconsistency asong day-part recall ratings thesmselues,
Jor programs of different popularity. :

Conclusion VII. Differences in programs carried by each network result in in-
consistencies between dverage day-part recall and such
coincidental ratings for different networas.

Conclusion VIIa. The same differences in programs cause appreciadbly greater
inconsistency among average day-part recall ratings thes—
selves, for different networhs.

Conclusion VIII.-Nemory variation from one type of program to another results in
tnconsistency between the @verage day-part rgcall and coinci~-
dental ratings for the different types.

Conclusion VIIIa.-The same memory variation among program types couses. ap-
pregiably greater variation among average day-part recall
ratings themselves, for different types.
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Y. APPEMDIX
SRS

Section A = The Methods

1. DAY-PART RECALL METEOD:

The first radfo program audience measuring service to make 1ts appearance was the
Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting.‘ This organization was sponsored by theé Associ-
ation of National Advertisers, and controlled by a governing committee currently con-
sisting of the following men well known in the field of advertising: Dr. D. P. Smelser,
Chairman, Procter & damble comqany; Dr. George Gallup, Young & Rub}cam. Inc.; Robert B.
Brown, Bristol-Myers Company; Mr. F. B. Ryan, Jr., Ruthrauff & Ryan, Inc.; Dr. L. D. H.
Weld, MCCann-E}ickaon,‘Inc.: Mr. A. Wells Wilbor, General Mills, Inc.; Mr. A. W. Lehman,
Manager.

The procedure used by the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting for obtalning pro—
gram audience data 18 called the *day-part recell® method.

' During the week In each half Of each month, Interviewers in 33 citles hold tele-
phone conversations with from 375 to 780 respondents at 1ncer§als of 2 hours, from
9:00 a.m. to 9-00 p.m. The number of calls made varles with the time at which they
are made. At 9: 00 a.m., the responnents 3re asked what programs they heard after
9:00 p.m. the previous evening. -In each subsequent period, they are asked what they
have heard during the préceding 2 hour perlod. For example, dey-part recall inter-
viewers calling after 7:05 p.m. would ask respondents what programs they had heard be-
tween 5:00 p.m. (5;06 p.m. was the previous checking time) and 7:00 D. M.

Recognizing that the random télephone sample may not yleld results on all programs
which sare strictly representative of the total population of which the telephone homes
are a part, the governing committee has adjusted the sample 1in an attempt to make it
equivalent to a normal cross-section. To this end, all.of the homes in a given section
of each city are designated as belonging to one economic group, ;ucﬁ as D, while all ot
the calls made in another section Of the city ere designated as A. Sections of each
city are divided 1nto four economic categories which 1nc1ude the following percentages
of the city population:

A- 6.0%
B - 13.3%
.C - 26.7%
D - 53.4%

It 1s somewhat unusual in po}ling rgsearch to consider that the "D" or lowest eco-
nomio-grohp contains over half of ﬁhe ﬁopulaiion. It 1s probable that such an all-
inclusive derinition 18 necessitated by the telephione distribution If, as 18 more
frequently ‘the case, the "D" group wes defined as the 1owesc 26-30% ‘of the population.
ft seems probable that few 0r no telephones would be found in the *D* group.
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The "ratings” are computed on completed telephone conversations only. The
homes in which the telephone 1s not answered ( and in which, presumably, no one
1s at home) are not included in the computation.

Day-part recell "ratings® are reported twice a month. Each "rating®” 1s based
on a *moving average® in which the data of the two most recent checking weeks are
combined.

2. THE COINCIDENTAL PROCEDURE

The second "rating® service, that of C. E. Hooper, Inc., made its first ap-
pearance in the field in 1934 undef the name of Clark-Hooper. It became C. E.
Hooper, Inc., early in 1938. This organization 1s a private enterprise under the
direction of a president. It has no’organization sponsorship and like any other.
business, research or otherwise, 1g operated for profit.

The iéthoa on which the Hooper radio audlence reporting service 1s based is
the telephome ®coincidental® which obtains 1ts name from the fact that the aud-
lence size 1s measured coincidentally with the broadcast of each program.

During one week out of each month, coincidental interviewers in verying num-
ber 1in each of 32 citles make telephone calls continuously from 8:00 a.m. until,
10:30 p.m., at the rate of about 1 call per interview per minute. Only citles '
ha?ing local outlets for at least 3 of the 4 major networks are used.

The interviewer asks respondents 1if they were listening to the radio when
the telephone rang, and if so, to what station and program and what the name of
the program sponsor 1is. .

A random sample of telephone homes in the 32 citles 1s employed. No at-
tempt 1s made to obtain a differentiation by economic levels. That 1s- to say, the
coincidental sample 1s desigred only to represent telephone hohes in'large cltles.
It 1s belleved in the Hooper organization that the telephone sample cannot be
made to represent g normal cross-section of the population since the lowest 26~
30% of the population éannoz arford telephone service% and thet a random cross-
section of telephone homes 1is a known quantity while an inaccurately adjusted
telephone sample 1s meaningless and misleading.

All telephone homes are included in the sample. Homes 1in whfch the telephone
rings and 1s unanswered are included. In calculating the "rating," the "no answers"
are put in the category of *"homes noﬁ listening.*

3. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE TWO_SERVICES

It 1s apparent that where two services survive and grow healthy in the commer-
clal world, each has certain factors of advantage over the other for specifi¢ pur<
poses.
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The day-part recall method, being based on a moving average Of twO seperate
checking periods (neither of which is alone based on sufficient sample to
¥ield high reliability) ylelds results less susceptible to unusual influences
occurring within a specific week than does the coincidental. The latter, on
the other hand, giveg a sharp picture of one week per month. This permits the
*one—-a-week®" advertiser to measure influences operating in specific programs.

The quantity which 1s measured by the day-part recall method is the per cent
of homes, where someone is at home when the interviewer telephones, in which
the respondents remember having listened to a given program. That 18 to say
it measures the *program rememberers® in the "4t home now®" segment of the tele—
phone home population of large cities. The figure approaches, subject to cer-
tain variations, an enumeration of gross listening of this part of the popu—~
lation, regardless of ‘the length of listening. Concerning an hour program, &
two-minute listener's report of previous listening obtains equal weight with
that ‘of a 60 minute listener. The only factor which mey limit this operatcion
is memory. . 4 two-minute listener may not subsequently remember his listening
as well as does the hour listener

The day-part recall procedure, covering as 1t does, the whole previous broad-
cast perlod, 1% not susceptible to analysis of listening to different parts

of the program. The coincidental calls which, except for the frirst 2 minutes
of each 15 minute time period, are made continuously during the time- each pro-
gram 1s broadcast, gives a minute-by-minute count of listeners. These added
together in the calculation of the rhting. yelld an average listening through-
out the entire broadcast period. In this method, length of listening automa-
tically obtains {ts correct weight. A listener who listens to a glven program
for 2 minutes has only 1/30 as much chance of being called while he 1s listen-
ing to 1t as does a person who listens for 680 minutes.

Since the time Of the telephone calls are recorded in the coincidental inter—
viewing, 1t 1s possible to analyze the listening pattern Of a program by 2, 3,
4 or 5 minute intervals, dependinz upon the amount of data at hand. This en-
ables the broadcaster to study the effectiveness 1in bullding and holding the
audiences of the various elements in hls program.

The purpose of a sponsored broadcast 1s to provide a vehicle adequate for carry—
ing the 'éoulnercial'. or a.dveét.ls‘:l.ng message. The audience at the time the
comnercial is presented is, therefore, a primary concern of the advertiser.
The colincidental methdd, susceptible as 1t 1s to analysis by short time in
tervals, enables the sponsor to determine the extent to which his commercial
holding the audience.

There 1S a little difference in the cities used by.the two services for samp-
ling. Currently, the coincidental ratings are based on data from 32 cities
and day-part recall ratings on data from 33. Of these, 28 cities are used in
common. As a result of changes in broadcasting fecilitlies, C. E. Hooper, Inc.,
added three citles to the sample and dropped one in Octobdr, 1941. Therefore,

_the data presented 1in this Study were obtained when the coincidental enumersa-

tion was made in 30 cities, 26 of which were used in common .with the Coopera-
tivé Analysis of Bréadcasting. This 1s a constant difference.

Not all calls in all cities are made within the political limits of the citles
by either service, but thé aifegs used by each are relatively constant from
month to month

The size of the samples are widely divergent. By obtaining data covering a
two hour period from each respondent, the dey-part recall method requires a
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relatively smell sample. The colncidental, since it obtains listening date
on the moment only, necessarily requires a large sample. The colncidental
method requires so extravagent a sample that it cannot be used economically
for continuous year-round sampling of small localltles.

Representatives of each of the two services heve in the past expressed armchair
criticisms of the size of the other's sample. In regard to the data presented here
there can be no question of size of the sample, since with the exception of & few
programs used in two Of the analyses, the rating on each program is based on an ac-
cumulation of 7 months' data (October, 1940 - april, 1941.) Size of the samples 1s
not, therefore, a factor causing variation between the results obtained by the two
services so0 far as the present study 1s concerned.

The sources of inconsistency betyeen the ratings furnished between the two ser—
vices must be sought, not in those elements of difference between them which are
constant, but rathr in the elements of difference  which are variable. The factors
which represent variables are two; differences in the metliod of calculating the
rating and difference. in the mental processes tested by t'he' two services.

The variable nature of the first of these — dlfferences 4in the method of
cali:ulaung t.ne'rat.lng - has not been clearly appreciated in the radio industry.
Nor has the vdriable .nature of the second factor -- differences in the influence
Of memory -— been perceived in its entirety. With regard to the latter, it has
been apparent that forgetting operates to obliterate memory or listening. It ap-
pears to have been belleved in the past that the ‘Torgetting process alone accounted
for the memory differences between the two methods. In an atto_'mpt. to control this
variable, the governing board of the Cooperative Analysis of Brdadcasting. has, from
time to time, decreased the length of the interval between checking periods.

From a psychological standpoint, 1t seems probai;le that the forgetting variable
is a comparatively minor element in the total memory differences between the two
services. Rather, it would seem that variations in'memory from program tO Drogram,
attributable to differences in age, length and content, might be much more important.

Section B -~ Inconsistencies Arising From Differences
In The Method Of Calculating Ratings

When the interviewer from either service dials a telephone number, the condi-
tions found fall into the following three categories:

1. Not at home now*® ‘{telephone is not answered)
2. ."At home now, no listening reported*®
3. ®At home now, listening reported®

The coincidental rating would be obtalned by dividing the number who report
listening to a given program by the total number of calls, including "not at home
now® as well as "at home now., "
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The calculation of the day-part recall rating is somewhat different. The day-
part recall interviewer's telephone call is made anywhere from 5 minutes to two hours
after the end of the program broadcast, depending ipon the time period in which the
program is presented. It 1s apperent that, Of the people who are at home at the time
the day-part recall tnterviewer calls, practically all of them were also at home dJdur~-
ing part of the broadcast $ or 10 minutes earlier. -But this is not true of programs
broadcast 2 hours earlier. as many as 15% to 20% of the respondents may not have been
at home two hours eerlier in certain seasons of the year.

There 1s a variable factor, the "at home not but not at home during the broadcast®
which fluctuates from about O for those programs brosdcast lmmediatley before the day-
part recall interviewer's tglepha{e call to 15% to 20% for programs broadcast £ hours
prior to the call.

The presence Of this variadble presents a dilemma. In the calculation of the rat-
ing for programs brosdcast immediately before the interviewers call, when °not at home
then® approaches O, it would De -aecurate to include 'not at home now.® But in the case
of the program whicl was broadcast 2 hours prior to the checking period, 15% to 20% of
the respondents who by definition are vat home nOw » were."mOot at home then.® On the
other hand, some of those who are "not at home now®.were "at 'nom' 2 hours earlier. If
the *not at home now" were included in the.calculation of the rating for those programs
which contain a large "not at home then® element, the result would over-weight the
‘not at home® factor and thereby under—rate the program audience.

The alternative procedure in calculating the day-part recall rating would be to
dlsngt.rd ontlr.OIy the 'not at home now® segment ©f the population. This procedure
would result in marked over rating of programe broadcast immediately before the checking
period since no *not at home® of any kind, either at the time of the call or dairing soms
part of the broadcast, would be included imn ths calculation. This inflationary tendency
would decreass as tlie length of the interval between checking and broadcast periods in-
creases; but there would always be somes inflation in comparison with the coincidental
results in a 2 hour period. This 1s necessitated by-the fact that the total "not at
home now* includes "at home now but not at home during broadcast® and "not at home now
and not at home duripg: broadcast.

A choice between the two celculating methods, neither of which was completely
satisfactory, had to be made. The one would tend to vield fairly accur;r.o results for
programs checKed lmmediately. after.they are broadcast but under rate programs broadcast
2 hours prior to«<he checking period. The other would tend tO Over rate all Drogpams,
those checked immediately after they are broadcast being inflated most and those broad-
¢ast two hours earlier least.

The governihg committee of the Cooperative Analyses of Brosdcasting chose the
latter. ° *Not at home now® 1s omitted entirely in the calculation of day-part recall
ratings.
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Chart XII1

EFFECT OF
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Based on National Ratings for 62
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Effect of Variation in Elapsed Time Between Broadcast and Checking Period

on

Average Day-.Part Recall Rating on Daytime Programs

Expressed in terms of Average Coincidental Ratings for the same groups of programs.
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Section ¢ - Influence of Forgetting

it was remarked in Section III, A, that the progressive deflation of day-part
recall ratings with increase in the length of the interval between program broadcast
and day-part recall checking period probably is attributable to two factors rather than
to ons. It was shown thet increase in the *"not at home thsn® element in the day-part
recall sample would have this effect. F'urnhomoi‘e. one of the best established prin-
ciples in psychology is the fact that the amount of forgetting is.related to the time
lapse between the presentation of an experience and its subsequent recall,

In Chart VII, the total influence of the length of the elapsed interval 1s pre~
sented. Obviously, it 1s impossible from these data alone to determing the extent to
which one or the other of the two variable factors contributes to the whole. With two
variables, forgetting and ®*not at home, and only one set Oof data, such a determination
is logically and mt.h_emar.lcany impossible. A solution could be obtained, however, 1f
two different equatiogns including the seme variables could be obtained which were based
on two sets of dsta. ' . .

The fact that the number of checking periods used by the day-part recall method was
increased in October, 1940 makes this second equation possible

The greatest inflation caused by "not at home® occurs in those programs broadcast
just prior to the day-part recell checking period. Before Gctober, 1940, there were 2
day-pert recall checking periods during the daytime which were devoted to checking day-
time programs alone. The average length of the interval between these checking periods
was 4 hours. "

Since October, 1940 there have beeqy 4 checks dally devoted tO daytime Drograms
alone. The length of the interval between these checking periods is £ hours.

It an equation for some Deriod of months prior to the change in the day-part re-
call method could be developed, it could be used in conjunction with an equation for
the period since the change, tO determine, approximately, the relative influence of
each of the two variables.

Daytime programs, which are highly similar in type from day to day and year to
year, were used for this purpose.

Chart XIII shows the overall influence of the length of the interval between
broadcast and day-part recall program-check for daytime progrems in October, 1939 -
April, 1940 and October 1940 - April, 1941, ,

It will be seen from this chart that in the period October, 1939 - April, 1040
those programs which were checksd by the day-part recall method O-1 hour after they
were broadcest were 8.0% higher, in comparison with the coincidental, than those
checked 1 to 2 hours after they were brosdcast. In that year the one group Of programs
wes rated slightly higher than the coincidental and the other slightly lower.
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In the period October, 1940 - April 1941, the day-part recsll ratings for both
groups were sppreciably higher than they were in the previous year. The difference
between the group checked O-1 hours after broeadcast and 1i-2 hours after broadcast 1s
also greater, being 13.2% for the current year.

With these' two measurements and the difference in the day-part recall checking
conditions in the two years, it is possible tO set up two squations. With two
equations and only two variables the value of each can be determined.

The omission of *not at home- In calculating day-part recall ratings exerts the
greatest inflationary lntluence‘ on those programs broadcast shortly before the day-
part recall check. Under the method used prior to last October this inflating factor
was introduced only twice a day, the average intervel being 4 hours. Under the new
conditions this varisble factor operates on daytime program retings 4 times daily.
The intarvsl 1s only half as long, 2 hours.

1t is apparent then that fr we let

Y = influence Of amitting snot at home® under the new conditions,
then
2Y = influence of omitting *not at home® under the former checking condi-

4 tion (only 2/4, or 1/2, as many daytime program checking periods then)
Further, we may let X.= the influence of forgetting of daytime programs over a
two hour period. S8Since dmlme programs had much the same character in the both years
studies, this quantity may be assumed to be about constant from one year to the next.
The conditions found for October, 1940 - April, 1941 may, therefore, be represented
by the following equation:
X+ Y = 13.2 (the difference between the O-1 and the 1-2£ hour intervals)
The conditions found for October, 1939- 4ipril, 1840, when (Y) occurred 1/2 as
often, may be represented by the equation:

X+)Y=8.8
2

S6lving for (Y) we get
X=13.2~-Y
X = 8-8 - Y

Y = 8.8 = The influence of *not ‘at home® variables.
XS 13.2 - 8.8 = 4.4 = The influence of forgetting variable.
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It would appear from the results obtained in these two periods of months that
fn the daytime the influence of omitting "not at home® in the calculation of day-part
recall ratings 1s about twice as zreat as the Influence of forzetting. These results
must, however, be accepted as rough approximations, since certaln factors, such as the
form of the curve for rorgectihg and that for "not at home® are not taken into account.
It 1s assumed here that both of these curves are, mathematically speeking, straight line
functions. Actually we know that even for & two hour period the forzetting curve 1s
logarithmic; and that for "not at home" may also be. It is for reasons of this nature
that the above ratio between the influence of ®"not at home® and of forgetting must be
regarded as an approximation.
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