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Examining the %alidity of. Audience Accumulation Measu#es‘
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The validity of the audience data reported by the two
majoE-syndicatedtmagazine readership services-—MRI and

SMRB—-temainsva-hqtly debated issue. Most fesearch.to date

« has focused on the'single—issue readersn}p estimates
‘provided by these services. The present study.addresses a
'second issue, of‘at'least as muchlimportanee-—audience
accumulatidn estimates. -. . o .

In this study, we examine differences in MRI and SMRB

turnover rates, which serve as the ‘basis for estimating

>

audienge accumulation. Our "results indicate that while MRI
»
tends to produce, on average, lower turnover rates than

SMRB,‘differences/are‘dependent upon magazine circulation

size. We argue/that,the reasdn for this finding is'baseﬁ on

a ‘complex interaction of in—hqme“and sut—of7npme readership

~1evels,ecirculationlsiée, and - the freqnency4sf-reading'

~question used by MRI to estimate turnover.

Presented to the Advertising Division, Association
for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication, :
.National Convention,  Gainesville, Florida, August, 1984.
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Exami#ing the Validity of Aude
A Comparison oﬂ

the two major magazine readership sen@ices,‘Mediamark :w

Inc. (SMRB);'remains a key_issue for'a majority of mgdia.

- v C. <

resgarchérs. SMRB uses an issue-specific metﬁod réferred,io'
‘. as "through-the-book;" while MRI.empioys a "recent reading"

or time-specific method. Lirtleiwaé publishéd on theseﬂ°

s

methods until 1978, when W.R. Simmons ‘and Associates, Inc..

merged witH'TCI to form SMRB. SMKB then decided to combat'“

. i T

the problem of measuring a large number of magazime - titles :.

in a single study by combining their through- the-book methodf
| 2} )
with*TQI.s form of recent raading. This new combined

.measurement technique raised questions and increased concern

about thé\fpomnarabiiity" of these two conceptually and

metthologioally differing apnroaohes.

.
1

Theseaconcerns were strong -enough " prompt an

Advertising Research Foundation'(ARF) Comnarability_Study in

1979. The;purpo&a=of Ehéks:ua? was "not to évalyate the
lakcuracy‘or apprppriatanessuofleitneruof the ‘two magaéine'
méasoreménr mérhodo ..;?bnt to oetermine the‘degreé and
patterns of;ﬁiffarenoes‘betweenfthe two'matnoqsf" (Gafty,

Samuels,ri; Walter Thomnson's Résgarch Director,

f v

. ' ! - ¢ - RO | . .
echoed this sdmtimen;, saying, "It doesn’t hake a digferencE
which sevice is wrong;or‘right because the Qéfinition‘of

o e ‘. .
A . “
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: ’ readeY isunot the same...MRI simplv broadensrthe definition
' . . ‘
_ to. include lookers or seers, not - actual readers (Lechten,
’ ' _’\ o o S h . . ' : \'
1980) . ’ - S s ﬁ" ! R S Y !

' . ..
. - . » d N . 1

’ . 7

ARF discovered that the SMRB recent reading method
produced audbence levels significantly higher than the mixed

~th{ough the—%ook method for all magazines,ﬁ?specially among

2

‘readeXxs claiming to, have nead outside of their home (ARF : f

.« .

\ -
Comparabilf%y Study, 1980).s A 1983 report by Bernstein and

_Montoya confirms this: conclusion._ Their analysis shows that

T

MRI records a 44A higher level of readership than SMRB, with
‘It\ Y : . LU B B

'MRIirecording~twice as many out—of-home or incidental'

) LN ) . - s . i B \ E ’) »

. readers as SMRB. They attribute this difference to the

h »

inability of SMRB s issue- specific method to include

e

R dndivi uals who have experienced a brief or inci ental

‘ex osure to a magazine. ., SMRB’ s_cskeletonized" test issue.

-

]
\ ay not be recognized by an incidental ot" casual reader -
)(SMRB removes all but the editorial content of the magazines

. studied)

Ll

This comparison of SMRB s throug ~the-book and -recent- __

"peading method hasrbeen'generalizedi lude any recent-

. . . -
. . - P , : L -

e

<

reading method; specifically MBI;sé. Many;magégine articles

‘f(Papaziana 1980; Rozen, 1980; Marketing and Media Decisions,

Q

1979 and 1980; Lechten, R?BO)rhave been~yritten n . response

to this controversy. To th)s date, however, no oje has a
solution to thiS'magazine audience'measurement vfoblem.

]

o While most discussions thus far have focused~8ﬁ'single—

.. "issue readership-estimates,imagazine:scheduling'iS-mptAbased
. - v ¢ ’ S

- S ..._ .;. | '» . p5- _ )

.
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'solely upon,these figures.- Rather, media.planners must '
. : + R . E N
consider Variouy estimates of audience accumulation in "

[ .

‘

7calculating the reach .and frequency of various.vehiclé
combinations. ‘Therefore,uthe fpcus‘of our studyuiS'upon'
Audience turnover levels-- the figures used in'calculatingu
ﬂaudience accumulation.  The following is a brief review of

the previous research on the turnover rates of MRI. and SMRB.

. " .o

[ . As has been documented (Richarggand Frankel 1983;‘
Pavlik, '1983), the MRI’ recent-reading technique and SMRB

through the book magazine readership me hod produce'gﬁl'

. et ; ‘ s

significantly different turnover levels. ‘Differences
between the two-sets. of turnover. levels are- apparently due
R : v . oL :

to methodological differences in the ways in which they ame

determineld. WhileeSMRB'employsba two-interview technique to .

_estimate hverage issue audience and tuxnover,yMRI<uses a
single integview to determi?e average issue aud encegwith a

frequency of reading ques ion added. to estimate turnover.'

N
A 1983 study by Richardfand Frankel (using 1981 data)

,shows that the'MRI method'tends‘to produce significantly
. L .~
lower turnover levels than the SMRB method. "They ascertain

that 'since the SMRB two= interview method is based on’Th@ &
respondent ‘s direct testimony,' the data obtained by this -

—
method are of "dire&t e pirical quality." Therefore;;
’ ’
Richar% and Frankel conclude, '"there can be no question...'

4

that the é@timates of accumulation and duplication extended
t

beyond one 1issue are wrong 1if those estimates are based on'
the results of only one 'interview! —Q.as in the case of the

ot 2



i,

iSsue‘or timé period that would not be part of any other . . . \\\

"added ) ’The SMRB two interJiew method——used by Richard and :'J'hr

.'sibjects

"right"'and which 1is "wrong-" -Ragher,-we can only-hope to. g

why they ocur and choose the method that best satisfies the,

MRI method. - - ' + . -

b3

'Thé~va1idity of ‘this argument and its conclusion, however,

: - . , ) \
must bé questioned. - 'Richard and Frankel themselves note
that;."Turnov ¥ is...the proportion of, the audience from one
ar

sfngle randomiy'selected issue or time period.™

(Emphasis.

S

Frankel as their benchmark——does not meet this definition

| .

. (of coumse, neither does;thelMRIymethod)._ By interviewing

B

at least six mdeks agart" the method is.clearly

nbt randomly choosing a second issue or time period.

.

Since neither MRI’s nor SMRB s method fulfills the

> 8

_definition of turnover, 'we cannot conclude through a process

. B o

vpf.logical deduction,bnor:empirical testing, which method is -

o “ - @

identify the differences between the two methods, determine i

a
a

2

proposed media objectives. With this, in mind, we designed

the'present study to examine the differences in'turnoner - e
rates’ between MRI and SMRB, and.tne comditions under which
they may or may not:hold. “ - ' , _ KD

” . . : :
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© . Study Designv | . L

.1 _ j?or fhé present study, we'are u§ing 1982'réaaeréhip data
 {§§r.¥he‘96 titfeéfcommon’tovSMRB and MRI (tpe‘éhthofs thank

| Backervaﬁg Spiéivogél,'lnc. for ailowing u;‘access

» '

to these
v data). Ouf;analySis'focuSes 6m a compariéoh-of audience

turnovef rates for the two readership’"services. Circulation

\ '- . . \ ~ , - . . Al ) " l. .
size will be controlled for in the analysis in an attempt to
. ‘l ) . .
) idenﬁify any, conﬁingentvcondifioﬁs under hﬁich turnover rate
' differences may or may. not hold.’ Ciréulation figures are
. used for several reasons,_ihcluding'théir importance in
media planning and their preVious use by Riehard and Frankel
(1983). 'They also providé:;n-independén; measure of
readership (i.g., circ&latiqn'is;determined indépendently of
SMRB and MRL). - | ]
-
) A
L
* » !
11
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Results .
- ’ : a

* Examining the results presented-in IaBlé 1, wé_
immediately see that the overall mean turnoyer'raté for MRI
(.34) 158 sighificantly lower than for SMRB‘(.40).- This

o, - A -

resqlt»is‘consistent with Richard and Frgnkel (1&83). -The '
reason for thé‘lower MRI turnover rate i; épparently fhét

the respdndents answefing the frequency-of-reading question.;
(used 1in the recent-readipg method) tend té repqrfrtheir‘

reading behavior to be at ‘a somewhat more consistent level
. . . N : 'S

than if asked at two sepaféte po%nts.in time. .

Table 1 also indicates that flor MRI, turnover increases

progressively for each lower circulatioh levél, rgachipg‘its

highest level of .41 for periodicals with a circulation

A .

B ‘ un&erlfob;OOO. For SMRB;\turnerr rates aréﬁlowest»fdr
publications with circﬁlatiods‘of five million or more. For

periodicals with circulations ‘below five million there are,

no significant differences in turndve&Arates, although the
data db‘show slightiy higher turnoyer r;tes for.périodicals,
witﬁ circulatiqns under oﬁe mi n}.

The data also show\tﬂat MRI’s tqrnover_g@tes‘;re. o
significéntlyﬁlbwér th%n SMBB'Q for ﬁéri;dipals'of fiﬁe
million-plus circulatiod; 'Similarly, MRI‘s turnover rates

3 iare markedly lower than SMRB's‘for pe;iodicals'of’2.miilion.
to 4,999,999, 1‘1;11,111‘0 o to 1,999,999, and 500,000 to ' .
999,999. Img&xtantlyiﬁﬁéwe&erﬂ‘the diféerenées dscreése 59, 

we move to eachAlowe{ iebél'oé circﬁlatidn:' In‘fact,.for' :
those,period}cals'witﬁ a;éirCUl;fibn below 560,000, Vé‘find '

L, 3 . . s . . ‘

h
. | . ) :‘ . 9
. . . o X

"Q.’
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that the MRI turnover rate is not éfgﬁificantly less than

.

S ey

tthe SMRB rate-.

-

- In other*Wwords, our results indicate that turnover
systematically decreases for both methods as cirtulation

increases. More importantly, turnover levels are

essentially equal for both methods for publfcations under
. , ~ \ " ‘ .
500,000 in circulation. The results, then, directly

contradict Richard and Frankel who state that, "Mdnthly
publicatidons above two million in circulation behave no

°

differehﬁly with either method than do those under two

.million in cirgulation." Our results have several

impIications. First, since turnover systematically

Ll

eases as circulation increases, jone must conclude that

deér
réadership is more. consistent across issues—-i,e.; frequency
widl build ug'more'quickly-—for large qirculatiqp

publications. . » - T o

[3

“Perhaps more importantly,'since ;heré_is'ho difference - .

in turnover levels between MRI and SMRB for small

circulation monthlies, ;he MRI-SMRB debate is not a one-

’
]

dimensional issue. Rather,'we feel that?it entails a
complex interrelationship of several factors, indluding ip;Af
home and out-of-home single?issue reach estimates, *

]

circulation size and‘thq'frequencyLof—readership measure. -

PP SN

To explain, since turnover:is lowest for larger

circulation-publications, this. indicates that reporfed

~readership consistency—?as ﬁlicited from the frequency-of-

reading quéstion used by“MRI—eig.g;eater for larger

w0
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circulation bublicatidns;' The reason for .this seems ﬁost

likely tnhstem:fron the interabtion of'Circulation size and‘
in- .and ont-of—homehreadership. Consider the data in Tabie
v 2. For MRI .the ratio of in-home to out- of home readership
for smail-pubiications.is ./l:1. For SMRBVit is 1.36:1. - The
.  " same statistic_forbpublications overf506,000 is 1.40:1 ferq.
s : . o i . I
;MRI: and 2.3/:1'fnrvSMRB. In other wbrds,,in—hone

.. . J » /' : -
niadership increasesk&p proportion to out-ofﬂhome as

« .

circulation increases%n Next, consider the in§eraction this
\‘ . . . y i \

would have with affreqnency—of—reading qqestion.

Ind#viduals who Yead a'magazine in their own home probably_,

subscribe tovit, and read it regularly. ConJersely, persons
\;\whz,read a magazine outside their own home probably only
-« read it on occasion, when they arepin;the doctor s.office;

etc. . Therefore, we would generally expect lower-turnovz:-J

“levels for in-home rather than out-of-home readers. As.a

- .result, we would also éxpect that as in4homeareadership a '
portion of total readership increases, turnover wou1d f'

decrease. ‘Conversely}1as in;home pr0portionately decreases,

turnover would increase. The negatiJe correlations in Table
- 3 clearly support‘this,argument (i.e., they show that in-
 home readership is inversely related ‘to turnover,leVels,f

S ~while ut-of-home readership'is either not related'or'onlyf

T a wéakif re ated to'turnoﬁer).
A logical question might be. ‘since the-inhhome tO'oﬁt-
- , S N < .

of~- homerratio is always greater for SMRB than for ME#

.
LA

shouldn t SMRB actually haJe a lower turnover rate than HRI?

g"-v, o N e Cea ot

4 . - e s
o - » : @ " | R
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L st . - . . . L
The answer 1is "no'" because MRI uses the.frequency~of-reading
o < ~ .. , . . )
. : ,'5"‘r \ . ) , . ] o
» question, while SMRB uses the two-interview method.
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N Summary and Conclusdon
In confirmation of Richard and Frahkel s earlier -

4 E 4 (

findings, we nave found that, in general,-the MRI recent-
readi%g metHod'tendsYtJ*prodnce significantly lower turnover
leﬁels than the- SMRB two-interview.metnqd. lIn contrast to
‘earlier findings,:nowever; we'haye aleo shown that .
differences between'tne.two are contingent upon'circulation
;ize. Specifically, we have shown that MRI‘turnover levels
‘are no different than those provided by SMRB for |
publications with'circulations'under 500?000. This finding
suppqrte our-ccntention tnat Richard and Frankel may be,
incorrect in concluding that theIMRI method invariably
producea incorrect turrover estimates~-1f we assume for a
moment that the SMRB estimates are "correct." |
Furthermore, we suggest that”the Eeason for this
finding 1s based on a cpmplex interaction of these factc;s:
the proportion of in-home to out-of-hone‘readers, the
circulation size, and'the frequency~-of-reading measdre.
F‘&illy’ since both SMRB and MRI define readership
differentlp, and neitner fulfills the definitibn of.
turnover,.one cannot-ccnclude which method'ie better. Until
a valid method of calibrating the_twc research‘bureaus'
figures 1s discovered (if indeed there‘is one),
determination of which figures to use should be done
according to the type of advertisement being placed.

For example, if the ad”to'be placed requires a high

level of reader involvement (e.g+, has a large amount of

.13
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‘ o7 : % . 3. .-
copy or is very technical), SMRB’s definition of readership
and the figures obtaihed by it, wbuld,tetten fulfill a media
-planner’s ogﬁecéives. But, 1if thé'ad is only designed to
cr;ate an -image or build brand awareﬂess, then MRI“s figures
may be more appropriate.

Thus, before choosing which figures to ‘use, one must

evaluate the goals and objectiyes of the advertising, and

~ -

then select according to the readetsﬁip criteria speéified

by eéch_service. Buﬁ, for those who ére‘still unconvinced,

Ed Papaz;an (1980) sugge;ts: ﬁIf yoh are really interested, -~
.ask SMRB to send aﬁ interQiewer over and take you through )

the through-the-book interview... and then do the same with
: g :
MRI and the recent-reading method... you may come up with

'

some ideas of your own."
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. | Table 1

4 . S . \
v Mean Turnover Rates for MRI and SMRB -
: by Circulation* ; )
: MRI SMRB -
Overall =~ - .. .34 .40 n=g96
Circulation R ._ «20 30 . n=]12
5,000,000f . '
2,000,000~ ‘ «33 41 . n=13
4,999,999 ’
1,000,000~ - | .32 .40 n=24
1,999,999 : ' o
500,000~ «37 - 43 n=30
999,999 ‘ '
/)15500,000 ) 41 «43 . n=1/
Y . .

*Note: Statistical tests are not run because we are using
virtually the entire 1982 population of magazines surveyed
not a sample. - .

»(‘\
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In-Home and Out-of~-Home Readership* for MRI and SuRB
by Circulation '

.Circulation
500,000+

Ratio -

Circﬁlation\

. <500,000

‘Ratio (

In Home
5782

1.40:1

1922

Qaiisle

Table 2\

MRT =
Out of
Home

4125

1185

PAGE 16

4

*Note: Readership figures are in 000°s.

17

~sMpe (s
In. Home Out of
Home.
4725 1991
2.3/:1
811 595
7
1.36:1
.f, 2
e s
J ?
K 4
|}
J
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. ).

, Table 3
- Pearson Correlation Coeffibients between
%urnover and Readership
™  MRI L SMRB
== -/ | _ | _
In-Home Qut-of—-Home  In-Home - OQut-of-Home
‘a2 ' N R S I
: Readership Readership® Readérsﬁip,Readership
N2 C
MRI 3 "040 ) "019 "038 "008
.Turnover ' ' ;
'SMRB  *_ 2034 -.09 -.36 -.03}
Tdrnover ' - —— i e e
s §".N='9'6‘ . - , . '
A
-
\ ’



