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Executive Summary 
The Radio Ad Lab has begun a new series of research projects under the um-
brella theme, Radio and the Consumer's Mind: How Radio Works. The goal is to 
continue learning how radio advertising affects consumers differently than other 
forms of marketing. 
 
This new study, Personal Relevance Two: Radio’s Receptive Ad Environment, 
resulted from a high-quality telephone survey conducted by Harris Interactive for 
RAL. It expands upon the work begun with RAL’s very first research project, and 
our most important overall conclusion is this: 
 

Our new study suggests that radio listeners are especially 
receptive to advertising. 

 
We come to that conclusion based on the following study findings: 
 

1) Radio listeners have a unique relationship with radio as a medium. That 
relationship is more emotionally connected than for either newspapers 
or the Internet. And this relationship is much more personal than for tele-
vision or the Internet. This suggests that radio provides a pathway to the 
consumer’s mind that can provide better emotional connections to brands 
and products when the advertising is designed and placed properly. 

2) Consumers perceive that radio advertising is more personally relevant 
to them than ads on television or the Internet, in part (we believe) be-
cause radio ads are usually targeted to the demographics of particular 
stations. That sets up an advertising environment in which radio listeners 
actually expect ads to be more interesting to them. 

3) And we found that radio ads are better tolerated by listeners than are ads 
on television or the Internet, which implies a more positive environment 
for advertisers. 

Furthermore, when drilling down into these conclusions, we observed that our 
findings were generally true across all ages, genders, race/ethnic groups, and 
radio formats.  
 

RADIO 
LISTENERS 

ARE  
ESPECIALLY 
RECEPTIVE 

TO  
ADVERTISING 
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1) Radio’s overall pattern of ad receptivity was strong across all radio for-
mats examined in this study. 

2) Radio’s receptive ad environment is especially strong among Blacks/ 
African-Americans and Hispanics/Latinos (especially Spanish-Dominant 
Hispanics). Ethnic populations also showed some additional, unique emo-
tional connections with their stations, indicating strong lifestyle bonds with 
formats targeting those populations. 

3) Ad receptivity is even stronger among heavier radio listeners. 

4) And while there were age-related variations in the absolute values of our 
measures, the relationship of radio to other media held true across all age 
groups included here. 

For the industry to get maximum benefit from these observations, though, adver-
tisers (and radio ad producers) will need to understand and make use of these 
unique characteristics of radio when planning and executing radio ad campaigns. 
As we concluded in 2004, radio communicates with consumers in unique ways, 
and optimal effectiveness with radio advertising requires accounting for that dif-
ference.  
 
Radio is truly unique. It’s connected to emotions. It’s personal. Its ads are rele-
vant to consumers when radio is used properly. And it provides an environment 
for advertising that’s relatively accepting of ads. 
 
But actual ad effectiveness depends on the advertising industry applying that 
learning in the planning, creating, testing, and buying of radio advertising. 
 
 

RADIO 
COMMUNICATES 

 IN  
UNIQUE  
WAYS 
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Radio and the Consumer's Mind:  
How Radio Works 
In 2004 and 2005, the Radio Ad Lab conducted three major studies on different 
aspects of radio advertising. This was in keeping with our charter to provide the 
media marketplace with free, public, and objective research about radio advertis-
ing.  With broad representation of advertisers, agencies, and broadcasters, and 
with significant funding from the radio industry, RAL strives to create and dis-
seminate meaningful research on radio advertising. (More information about the 
Radio Ad Lab is available at http://RadioAdLab.org.) 
 
With this current study, RAL is beginning a new series of research projects under 
the general theme, Radio and the Consumer's Mind: How Radio Works. Our goal 
is to shed new light on the psychology of radio advertising more than on the me-
chanics. We’ve established in previous studies, especially the landmark Radio’s 
ROI Advantage, that radio works, and it works in extremely cost-effective ways. 
Now we want to help the industry better understand how radio works. 
 
In today’s advertising world, it’s now well established that multi-media ap-
proaches are sound. Most major advertisers try to use a mix of advertising media 
to reach consumers, and the challenge for planners isn’t just to pick a good me-
dium—it’s to understand each medium’s strengths so that the best communica-
tion occurs across media. 
 
That’s where we hope this series of studies will help. While the Radio Ad Lab is 
oriented toward understanding radio, each of our new studies (including the one 
you’re reading now) is designed to better understand radio in the larger context 
of marketing communications. 
 
• Do consumers react to radio ads differently than to those in other media, es-

pecially at a perceptual and emotional level? If so, how? 

• Can radio ads really “create pictures” in consumers’ minds, and if so, how do 
those mental images compare to those generated by a traditional visual me-
dium like television? 

• What kinds of subconscious engagement are triggered by radio advertising, 
and do they differ from the subconscious reactions to television ads? 

THE MISSION: 
TO BETTER 

UNDERSTAND 
HOW RADIO 

WORKS 
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• Do combinations of radio and Internet ads perform differently than Internet 
ads alone? 

• And how to we apply these lessons to the creation of better radio ads? 

These are the kinds of questions we hope to answer with our new series of RAL 
studies, Radio and the Consumer's Mind: How Radio Works. 
 

Earlier Research: Relevance and 
Emotions 
Much of the inspiration for this first study in the new series came from the initial 
research conducted by the Radio Ad Lab. Conducted by WirthlinWorldwide, the 
study became known as Personal Relevance, Personal Connections: How Radio 
Ads Affect Consumers. That study was conducted in 2004, and the full report on 
its findings remains available for free at the RAL website, http://RadioAdLab.org.  
 
In a nutshell, the study found the following: 
 
• Radio listening is a one-on-one and emotions-driven experience, and listen-

ers believe that both the medium and its advertising are more relevant to 
them (compared to television and newspapers). 

• Consumers see television and newspapers as being designed to satisfy the 
masses, but radio is where they turn to get gratification of their personal 
wants and needs. 

• Consumers believe that their radio programs carry ads which are appropriate 
for them as individuals, and listeners are therefore more ready to react at an 
emotional level—if the advertisement is well suited for that station’s context. 

• The ability of radio advertising to make personal, emotions-driven connec-
tions with listeners helps explain why radio can be so effective when the ad-
vertising is done well and placed appropriately. 

When that study was published, it provided useful guidance to advertisers on 
how to use radio better. We found that radio is the most personal medium of the 
three we studied.  Consumers choose radio to satisfy personal wants and needs, 
and as a result, radio affects listeners at a very individual and emotional level. 

RADIO ADS: 
PERSONAL, 
EMOTIONS-

DRIVEN, 
RELEVANT 
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The good news is that radio advertising also benefits from that personalized con-
nection.  Radio ads, like the programming that contains them, are seen as 
“speaking to me,” and radio advertisers are associated with “trying harder to 
reach me personally.”  That translates into an open door to a listener's emotions, 
which we know to be key to advertising effectiveness. 
 
So, that first Radio Ad Lab study provided at least one piece of the “how” ques-
tion—of the challenge of how to do better radio advertising.  Radio ads need to 
speak to individuals, not to the general population.  And they need to be com-
patible with their surroundings; effective radio ads must be just as targeted as the 
programs which contain them. 
 
Going Beyond the First “Personal Relevance” Study 
As useful as many industry researchers found that first study, it was designed 
primarily to profile the overall adult population. It surveyed 662 consumers aged 
18-54, and that wasn’t quite enough to allow diving deeper in search of more 
than general patterns. 
 
In addition, the study only contrasted radio with television and newspapers. A 
common question since the study’s release concerned perceptions of Internet 
advertising, and how those might compare with traditional media. 
 
Based on feedback from advertisers, agencies, and the RAL Research Commit-
tee, the Radio Ad Lab decided to revisit this subject with a substantially larger 
study, one which also contrasted radio advertising with ads on the Internet. 
 

Personal Relevance Two: The New 
Study 
The goals for this new RAL study, then, were several: 
 
• To take a fresh look at the themes we identified in the initial Personal Rele-

vance, Personal Connections study, to make sure the conclusions we drew 
from the earlier study remain valid today. 

• To significantly increase the sample size over the prior study, so that we can 
“drill down” in search of demographic and other variations from the general 
patterns. 

RADIO ADS 
NEED TO SPEAK 
TO INDIVIDUALS, 
BE COMPATIBLE 

WITH THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

THE NEW 
STUDY: 

MORE SAMPLE, 
MORE DRILL-
DOWNS, HIGH 

QUALITY, PLUS 
INTERNET
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• To take all reasonable steps to ensure a high quality, defensible study that 
can be confidently projected to the general population, and to allow for rea-
sonably representative samples of all age groups between ages 18 and 54. 

• In particular, to implement sound practices that assure quality representation 
of Black/African-American and Hispanic/Spanish-speaking populations so 
that we can determine whether these populations exhibit unique patterns on 
the variables measured. 

• Finally, to include Internet advertising in the mix of ad types we assessed 
(along with radio, television, and newspaper advertising). 

We believe we succeeded in meeting those goals because of the methods de-
scribed next. 
 
Methods Overview 
In the earlier study, we recruited consumers by telephone to participate in either 
a Web-based questionnaire, or a paper questionnaire via mail. About 80% of our 
completed sample in 2004 was generated (by respondent choice) from Internet 
completions.  
 
We chose that method because the 2004 study was exploratory in nature, and 
we had a relatively lengthy questionnaire about media and the advertising within 
each medium. In this new research we had a tighter focus, having learned from 
the first study what types of questions could discriminate among media most ef-
fectively. We also had feedback from the industry about what types of learnings 
were most useful. 
 
As a result, we based this new study on a nationally projectable Random Digit 
Dial (RDD) telephone survey of about 20 minutes duration. More details on our 
methods are available in the Technical Appendix, but here are some key features 
of how we developed and executed this study. 
 
Internet Focus Groups 
Because we had not included the Internet in our 2004 research, we began our 
2006 program with some qualitative research on perceptions of Internet advertis-
ing. We used Harris Interactive’s online “bulletin board” approach which allows 
Harris Interactive web panel respondents to log on at their convenience (it nor-
mally extends over two days) and interact with other participants in response to 
topic probes by the moderator.  The results of the sessions from over thirty  

NATIONALLY 
PROJECTABLE 

RDD 
TELEPHONE 

SURVEY 
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respondents were used as input for the survey instrument, allowing us to incorpo-
rate Internet attributes not covered in the previous research. 
 
Selecting the Attributes 
To keep the telephone interview as brief as possible, we used our experience 
from the 2004 study and a questionnaire pre-test among 463 members of Harris 
Interactive’s web panel to narrow the list of questions to only those which truly 
discriminated among media. Using the results of the pre-test, we used statistical 
analysis to help reduce the list of advertising attributes from 19 to 14 for the 2006 
study.  That allows the 2006 list of attributes to capture the key ideas from the 
earlier study along with the new online aspects. (See the Technical Appendix for 
the exact wording of the final questions.) 
 
The Questionnaire 
The primary focus of the questionnaire was to revisit the key advertising attrib-
utes we assessed in the 2004 study with this larger-scale project. But the body of 
the questionnaire contained a few broader questions about each medium as well: 
 
• Overall impressions of each medium (radio, TV, newspaper, and Internet)  

• Perceptions of advertising on/in each medium 

• Emotional benefits of each medium 

And of course, we collected a number of characteristics for each respondent: 
 
• Age and gender 

• Hispanic origin and language spoken in the home 

• Race 

• Other demographics (education, marital status, presence of children, em-
ployment status, household income) 

• General usage levels for each of the four media 

• Detailed information about radio usage (favorite-station format, typical loca-
tion of listening, dayparts, etc.) 
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Again, specific question wordings are included in the Technical Appendix. 
 
In addition, a Spanish-language version of the questionnaire was prepared in ad-
vance by experts at Harris Interactive, and that translation was reviewed and ap-
proved by Spanish-speaking members of the RAL Research Committee, includ-
ing one associated with a Spanish-language network.  
 
One issue that may occur to readers later is how we defined “the Internet” and 
“Internet advertising” to our respondents. Obviously, both the medium and the ad 
types within it are fairly diverse, and for some of our results, there may be ques-
tions about the generalizability of those findings. 
 
Overall, we were seeking respondents’ broadest impressions of advertising in 
each of the media. We wanted their first-take, top-of-mind reactions to their 
memories of ads in each of those four environments. 
 
Therefore, we acknowledge now that our observations about Internet advertising 
may not apply to every single type of Internet ad vehicle. At the beginning of the 
survey, we defined the medium as “Internet websites” to help distinguish web ad-
vertising from things like email spam; in our qualification questions, we also pref-
aced the question with the phrase “excluding email.” But from that point on, we 
simply referred to “Internet advertising.” Overall, then, the definition of Internet 
advertising was left to the respondents’ perceptions.1 
 
Sampling 
For this telephone survey, Random Digit Dial (RDD) sample was selected from 
all 50 states in the U.S. We used the Random A method of RDD sampling where 
we included blocks of telephone numbers that had a minimum of 3 numbers in a 
block (of 100 numbers) to be included as part of the sample.   
 
In addition, phone numbers that were estimated to be within ZIP Codes with 
populations that were 50% or greater Black/African-American or Hispanic/Latino 
were flagged for special treatments as described beginning on the next page. 
 

                                                 
1 Similar caveats could also be given about other media. For example, we didn’t attempt 
to distinguish between cable and broadcast channels for television. 

SPANISH 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
AND BILINGUAL 
INTERVIEWERS 
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A random adult aged 18-54 was selected within each household using the “Last 
Birthday” method of selection.2 Callbacks were scheduled if necessary to reach 
the designated respondent, and no quotas were set. 
 
Dialing Procedures 
Dialing was conducted during all parts of the day and week. About 25% of dialing 
was done during daytime hours (weekdays 9:00 AM - 4:00 PM) and the rest oc-
curred during weeknights (5:00 PM - 9:00 PM) and weekends (10:00 AM - 6:00 
PM Saturday and 12:00 PM - 8:00 PM Sunday). 
 
Persistent No Answers received at least 14 dialing attempts during the survey 
period of June 20 through August 6, 2006 (a little over six weeks). 
 
Cooperation Inducements 
To achieve an optimal response rate for this survey, we placed heavy emphasis 
on trying to convert initial refusals into cooperators with follow-up attempts and 
cash incentives. The amount of the conversion incentive varied by respondent 
characteristic and ranged between $5 and $25 as the field period progressed. 
 
In particular, we targeted the highest refusal conversion incentives at sample 
which resided in high density Black or Hispanic ZIP Codes, as defined above. 
 
Furthermore, we pre-assigned bilingual interviewers to the high density Hispanic 
ZIP Codes to better prepare for respondents that preferred to conduct the inter-
view in Spanish. Bilingual interviewers were also used for callbacks in the event 
of language difficulties outside the high density areas. 
 
Sample Performance 
We believe we achieved our objectives for a credible and projectable national 
telephone survey. The Technical Appendix has more details concerning sample 
outcomes, but here are the key results: 
 
• Interviews were completed with 2,648 respondents aged 18-54. 

• The overall response rate for the survey, calculated to rigorous and conserva-
tive standards, was 36-37%, depending on what assumption is made about 

                                                 
2 Readers should be aware that such “single person per household” sampling has a built-in ten-
dency to yield less-than-proportional representation of demographic characteristics that correlate 
with household size. For example, we would expect somewhat less than proportionate representa-
tion of Hispanics in the raw sample distribution because of this correlation with household size. But 
sample weighting is generally accepted as the appropriate compensation for this effect. 

RANDOM 
ADULTS  

AGE 18-54,  
JUNE-AUGUST 

2006 

RESPONSE 
RATE: 
37% 

IN-TAB: 
2,648 
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the usability of the few remaining No Answers. That compares favorably to 
most currency-type media research in the U.S. 

• Even in the high density ethnic ZIP Codes, the response rate was about 27%. 

• The tabulated sample was 8% Hispanic/Latino and 10% Black/African-
American, which is about what we expected for a telephone-frame survey us-
ing single-person-per-household sampling. (The 18-54 population incidence 
for those two groups is about 11% and 12% respectively.) 

 
• Within the Hispanic/Latino sample, 41% reported speaking Spanish “only” or 

“mostly” within the home. 

Sample Weighting and Tabulation Procedures 
To compensate for any remaining sample imbalances, we weighted the tabulated 
sample to the most recent (March 2005) Current Population Survey data from the 
U.S. Census. All participating respondents were weighted before any filtering on 
media usage that may have applied to certain question tabulations. 
 
The sample was weighted (using the “sample balancing” iterative technique) on 
these variables: Education, age by sex, Hispanic origin, region, and race. 
 
After weighting, we then filtered respondents appropriately for each question and 
medium.  
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For the questions about advertising, each medium had its own question, so we 
thought it best to filter the tabulations for those questions to those who used the 
medium somewhat regularly. For example, when computing the advertising at-
tribute ratings for newspapers, we limited the tabulations to those who indicated 
at least some newspaper readership. Here are the criteria we used: 3 
 
• Radio (N = 2,109): Listened to the radio two or more hours per week  

• Television (N = 1,960): Watched TV two or more hours per week  

• Newspaper (N =1,634): Read newspapers at least once per week  

• Internet (N = 1,371): Accessed the Internet “at least occasionally, at home, at 
work, or at another location” and answered two or more hours to the question 
“Excluding e-mail, how many hours per week, on average, do you typically 
spend on the Internet/Web?” 

These are relatively broad definitions of “users.” That’s because we’ll be taking a 
closer look at heavy, medium, and light users within some of the analyses. But 
we thought it made sense to at least filter out very light and non-users of each 
medium before seeking attribute ratings for advertising.  
 
We also had a survey question about emotional attributes, but that was a “forced 
choice” question: “I am going to read you a list that might describe different ways 
that people feel, and I'd like you to tell me which medium is most likely to make 
you feel that way.” For that four-way comparison, we decided that the only fair 
comparison was among respondents who had at least some exposure to the 
newest medium, the Internet. Therefore, all “emotions” tabulations are on our 
base of Internet users as defined above (N=1,371 overall). 
 
Finally: Note that when we refer to “significant” or “statistically significant” differ-
ences, we used a 95% confidence threshold for determining significance. 
 

                                                 
3 This filtering is slightly narrower than the questionnaire flow itself in which only total non-users of 
a medium were not asked questions about that medium. We decided to use the described criteria 
for most tabulations for consistency with the 2004 study. Note, however, that the special segmenta-
tion analysis described toward the end of this paper included all users of each medium, so that we 
could let all levels of usage drive the segmentation models. 

VARYING 
DEFINITIONS  

OF  
MEDIA USERS 
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Key Methodological Differences from 2004 Study 
Though this study was designed to follow up the original Personal Relevance 
study, there are some notable differences in the design which we believe could 
affect comparisons between the two sets of results: 
 
• Response rates: Response rates are higher for the new 2006 study (mid-30s 

vs. low 20s), possibly making the new study a better reflection of the popula-
tion at large. The 2004 study was longer, and required a two-stage recruit-
ment and questionnaire design. 

• Sample weighting: The design of the 2004 study did not permit for weighting 
respondents to population estimates, unlike this new research. Thus, the cur-
rent study is more likely to reflect proportional contributions from lower-
cooperation populations like young adults and ethnics. 

• Question structure: Many of the advertising criteria in 2004 were “forced 
choice” scales, in which respondents considered two media at a time and 
rated which one was more associated with a particular attribute. In this new 
study, each medium was evaluated independently (e.g., “Please tell me how 
well each of these statements describes advertising on [medium].”) That may 
have caused the media to have somewhat closer scores in 2006 compared to 
2004. 

Despite those differences, we’re reassured by the degree to which the 2006 
study echoes the key findings from the earlier project, as you’ll see now… 
 

The Overall Findings 
Radio’s Ad Receptivity 
In a moment, we’ll dive into some details about how radio contrasts with each 
medium individually within the minds of consumers. But cutting across all the 
media we studied here, one key theme emerged that we thought was especially 
valuable to advertisers: 
 
Radio listeners may be especially receptive to advertising, for three reasons: 
 
• Radio listeners are emotionally connected to their stations, and that carries 

over to the ads. 

A FEW 
METHODS 

DIFFERENCES, 
2004 VS. 2006 
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• Listeners expect ads on radio to be more relevant to them, and are therefore 
primed to expect ads for products that interest them. 

• And radio listeners in this study showed more acceptance of radio advertis-
ing than for ads in television or on the Internet. 

Those three patterns hold true across virtually all of the many analyses in this 
study, and we think they help explain why radio can be such an effective adver-
tising medium—especially when planners and ad producers understand and re-
spect these aspects of radio. 
 
There are other features of radio and radio advertising which showed clearly 
again in this study. For example, consumers do understand that radio ads are 
often for local products or services. Additionally, consumers appreciate that radio 
can be used as a companion to other activities, and that’s an asset in the mind of 
the consumer. But neither of those observations are likely to come as a surprise 
to students of media, and we’ll spend most of our time here focusing on the three 
factors highlighted above. 
 
Let’s begin with some broad observations. 
 
General Patterns: Emotions, Relevance, Acceptance 
Once again, radio showed up as the medium which most strongly affects con-
sumers in personal and emotional ways. When we presented our survey par-
ticipants with a list of statements about how each medium can make them feel, 
radio was clearly chosen over the other three media as the one which was most 
closely linked with personal mood enhancement, relaxation, and motivation:4 

                                                 
4 How to read this chart, and others which are based on the Emotions questions: We asked re-
spondents to “tell me which medium is most likely to make you feel” the way suggested by a par-
ticular statement. For example, we found that 58% of respondents said radio was the medium most 
likely to “improve your mood” compared to the other three media. To make sure that respondents 
had experience with all media, we tabulated these responses on a base of persons with occasional 
Internet usage, as defined earlier. 

EMOTIONAL 
CONNECTIONS, 
AD RELEVANCE, 
AD ACCEPTANCE 



 
 
 
 

 

 
   Personal Relevance Two: Radio’s Receptive Ad Environment     Page 17 

 
This is consistent with our first study in which we concluded that consumers 
strongly demonstrated “the importance of mood enhancement and personal sat-
isfaction” when contrasting radio with other media. The five attributes above—the 
top five for radio—were significantly stronger for radio than for the other three 
media. 
 
And when our new respondents considered radio advertising, they once again 
indicated that radio ads are usually the most likely to seem personally con-
nected to them and their communities. The theme of local connections emerged 
more strongly in this new study, but the idea that radio ads are expected to be 
more personally relevant also re-emerged in the 2006 data.5 

                                                 
5 How to read this chart, and others based on the advertising attribute questions:  For each medium 
we read a list of advertising-related statements, asking respondents to tell us “how well each of 
these statements describes advertising” on that medium using a five-point scale. The chart above 
provides the percentage of respondents who responded with the “top two boxes” (indicating strong 
agreement) for any given medium. For example, 50% of respondents agreed strongly that radio 
ads “are likely to be for local products or services.” We tallied each medium’s ratings on a base of 
that medium’s users, as described earlier. 
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In the chart above, we simply averaged the ratings for the other three media to-
gether, to help show how radio advertising performed overall relative to the other 
media in this study; we’ll take a closer look at each of the specific media in the 
following sections. But even from this simple portrayal, it’s clear that radio adver-
tising occupies a unique place in the consumer’s mind—it’s expected to be more 
local, and to be more targeted. Consumers expect radio ads to “reach the people 
they’re meant for,” and advertisers using radio seem more likely to care about 
“reaching you personally.” 
 
In addition, the local and community connections of radio emerged strongly in 
this study. That’s an important finding for advertisers trying to connect with a 
consumer’s sense of self, and with a consumer’s unique perception of “their 
world.” 
 
Finally, we should comment on the strong consumer association with the state-
ment, “With ads on radio, you can do other things while absorbing the advertis-
ing.” Because of that wording, it’s clear that this connection is a positive one for 
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consumers, and it should be for advertisers too. Radio is the original portable, 
companion medium, and that allows it to penetrate times, places, and activities 
not accessible to other media. We encourage media researchers to remember 
that “multi-tasking” can be a positive thing for advertising; it certainly is in the 
consumer’s mind. 
 
As intriguing as these broad overviews are, though, we think the truly useful find-
ings from this new research lie in the contrasts between radio and each individual 
other medium in this study, and with the variations we observed by demographic 
group. The next sections will look at each medium in turn; after that, we’ll turn to 
some interesting variations within the population. 
 
Radio vs. The Internet: More Relevant, Less Annoying 
Our 2004 study did not examine how radio advertising perceptions varied from 
those of Internet ads, so this is a particularly interesting place to start. And we’re 
glad we made this comparison, as the distinctions were clear and dramatic. The 
consumer perceives striking differences between the media of radio and the 
Internet, and that spills over to their attitudes toward ads within each medium. 
 
It’s not surprising that radio and the Internet occupy different emotional spaces in 
the minds of consumers, but those differences were certainly highlighted in our 
new study. Radio is clearly the medium which taps into personal emotions, 
and it does so much more strongly than the Internet: 

THE NEW 
INTERNET 
FINDINGS: 

RADIO ADS ARE 
MORE 

RELEVANT, 
LESS ANNOYING
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In the chart above, we focus on the emotional attributes which yielded the largest 
numerical radio-positive differences between radio and the Internet, and the pat-
tern is clear. Mood enhancement, relaxation, comfort, having a good time, and 
even motivation are all much more associated with radio than with the Internet. 
 
We think that’s pertinent to advertisers because it affects the overall environment 
in which ads are trying to communicate. Thanks to this study, it’s clearer than 
ever that the Internet is a dispassionate medium for information, at least in con-
trast to radio, and that’s evident when we examine some other emotional attrib-
utes—those for which the Internet was higher than radio: 
 
• Helps you understand what is going on in the world around you. 

• Broadens your perspective. 

• Gives you information you can share with others. 



 
 
 
 

 

 
   Personal Relevance Two: Radio’s Receptive Ad Environment     Page 21 

• Helps you solve problems. 

The Internet scores were all significantly higher than for radio on those attributes, 
and that shows where the Internet falls on the values continuum—a place to get 
information. 
 
So how does that environmental difference translate to perceptions of advertis-
ing? Our results make the “personal relevance” nature of radio extraordinarily 
clear, and in this contrast with the Internet, it’s also clear to consumers that radio 
is much more tailored to their communities: 

 
To summarize some observations from the chart above: 
 
• Compared to the Internet, consumers expect radio ads to be significantly 

more targeted to them personally, and to their local areas. That suggests that 
listeners expect radio ads to be for products of interest to them, more so than 
with Internet ads. 
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• Consumers also see radio ads as being more fun, interesting, engaging (us-
ing the consumers’ interpretation of that word), and honest. 

The finding about expectations of relevance is something of a surprise, given that 
Internet advertising is often targeted to some extent. Wisely planned Internet ads 
are presumably placed on sites where interest in those products would be higher. 
But based on these results, at least, it seems that radio listeners still have higher 
expectations that ads will be of interest to them than is true of regular Internet 
users. 
 
We also encountered another interesting and somewhat unexpected finding in 
this contrast with Internet advertising—that Internet ads are the most disliked 
of all the advertising types we assessed. 
 
Within our battery of ad-related questions were three that we believed might dis-
criminate across media, and which assessed negative perceptions of advertising: 
 
• Ads on [medium] are repeated too often. 

• Ads on [medium] get in the way of enjoying [medium]. 

• Ads on [medium] appear at inconvenient moments. 

Of course, consumers will always give rather high ratings on statements like 
those; some level of irritation with ads almost always shows up for most ad-
supported media. (The one exception in our studies has been for newspapers, 
where ad avoidance is so easy for consumers.) 
 
But what struck us was how high those annoyance factors were for Internet ad-
vertising: 

VERY HIGH 
NEGATIVES FOR 

INTERNET 
ADVERTISING 
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(The Internet annoyance scores were also higher than television’s scores on the 
second and third statements as well, though TV managed to out-annoy consum-
ers compared to the Internet and radio when it comes to repetition.) 
 
As noted earlier, our questions were worded rather generically about Internet ad-
vertising, so we can’t be sure that these reactions apply to all types of Internet 
ads. If the Internet ad industry moves away from pop-ups, pop-unders, and other 
types of severely interfering ads, this perception could change. But for now, it’s 
clear that consumers have tarred “Internet advertising” with this annoyance brush 
rather strongly. That can’t be helpful for ad effectiveness. 
 
Overall, then, it’s clear that radio advertising has very distinct consumer per-
ceptions compared to Internet advertising. Does that make radio advertising 
“better” somehow? Not necessarily. But it definitely makes it different. Radio and 
Internet advertising fulfill very different functions for consumers, and these study 
results confirm that different media work in different ways for marketers. Effective 
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campaigns need to account for where those media reside in the consumer’s 
mind. 
 
A later study in this new RAL series will take a closer look at Radio-Internet ad-
vertising synergy. But for now, we suggest that campaigns which plan to use ra-
dio and the Internet consider that: 
 
• Radio ads may be more effective at making emotional connections with con-

sumers, thanks to the much more emotional link that listeners have with the 
medium itself. 

• Radio also provides a fertile medium for ad receptivity, in that consumers 
expect ads to be relevant to them, and are significantly more accepting of ra-
dio ads compared to the Internet. Radio is the medium that seems to be 
“speaking to me” when it comes to advertising. 

• And of course, radio listeners have strong expectations of a local orientation 
for radio ads. Internet ads may catch up with that perception over time as 
geo-targeting becomes more prevalent, but this study serves as a good re-
minder that consumers see a connection between radio and their communi-
ties, and that bond doesn’t yet exist for the Internet. 

 
Radio vs. Television: More Personal, More Receptivity 
In our 2004 study, we did take a look at how radio perceptions compared to 
those for TV, and we concluded that “personal relevance, personal connections” 
held true for radio. Radio was the medium in which advertising was expected to 
speak to consumers at a more personal level, and consumers were trained, in a 
sense, to expect ads that might be of interest to them.  
 
In our new study, we found much the same pattern when comparing radio to 
television. For starters, radio once again emerged as a medium that touches 
people’s emotions in unique ways compared to television: 

RADIO AND 
TELEVISION: 

ECHOES OF THE 
ORIGINAL 

STUDY 



 
 
 
 

 

 
   Personal Relevance Two: Radio’s Receptive Ad Environment     Page 25 

 
The differences here aren’t quite as striking as they were against the more infor-
mation-seeking world of the Internet. But radio still appears to have unique emo-
tional attributes compared to television, especially as it relates to personal con-
nections—personal mood enhancement, personal motivation, personal comfort, 
etc. 
 
Television, meanwhile, is perceived as the more social, more group-oriented 
(and less individual or personal) medium. The significantly-higher attributes for 
television included statements like: 
 
• Gives you bonding time with family/ friends. 

• Helps you understand what is going on in the world around you. 

• Gives you topics to talk to other people about. 

• Allows you to enjoy the company of others. 



 
 
 
 

 

 
   Personal Relevance Two: Radio’s Receptive Ad Environment     Page 26 

That pattern of more group-oriented perceptions for TV is very consistent with 
our first study. But why should advertisers care? 
 
We think the more-personal nature of radio continues to spill over into the adver-
tising environment for radio listeners. Radio listening is done much more often in 
a solo situation, and radio listeners have one-to-one relationships with their sta-
tions. That environment can and should affect the style and tone of ads within 
radio in contrast to television. 
 
In part because of the personal environment and in part because of how adver-
tisers have used radio for targeting, we concluded in 2004 that radio listeners are 
actually expecting radio ads to be of some interest to them, and that such an ex-
pectation can provide a very favorable context for ads that properly tap into that 
expectation. 
 
And we saw some of that same pattern again in this new study: 
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While the strongest differences between radio and television ad perceptions in 
the chart above relate to radio’s greater localism, we do see continuing threads 
of that relevance theme. Radio ads just seem more tuned in to listeners’ percep-
tions of themselves and their communities, and we think that translates into a 
very receptive environment. 
 
We also thought it was interesting that television ads ranked almost as high as 
radio ads on the dimension, “You can do other things while absorbing the adver-
tising.” While RAL sees radio’s ability to accompany other activities as a positive, 
we suspect that this finding for television may have different implications for a 
visual advertising vehicle. 
 
On top of that, we also saw more negatives for TV advertising than for radio: 

 
Putting all these pieces together, here’s what we think advertisers should know 
about general perceptions of radio and television advertising: 
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• At an emotional level, we still see strong evidence that radio reaches con-
sumers in a different way. As the most personal of media, radio has an emo-
tional bond with listeners that is highly individual, fulfilling finely tuned per-
sonal wants and needs. When that’s recognized by marketers, it allows radio 
advertising to speak to consumers one-on-one, which we believe to be a 
unique, and likely very fertile, path to the consumer’s mind. 

• Meanwhile, radio advertising continues to exhibit different perceptions and 
expectations compared to TV ads. Of course, radio is well positioned to tap 
into a consumer’s sense of local community, but consumers also have 
greater expectations that radio ads will be more targeted—and thus, of 
more interest—to them as individuals. 

• And that potentially valuable environment is further enhanced by a greater 
level of acceptance for radio ads than for TV ads. 

As you can see, our themes of emotional connections, personal relevance, and 
ad acceptance—summing up to advertising receptivity—are certainly clear when 
the comparison is between radio and television. 
 
Radio vs. Newspapers: Connecting Emotionally, Effectively 
The contrasts between radio and newspapers have some similarities to the Inter-
net comparisons, especially on the emotional level. The following chart makes it 
almost overwhelmingly clear that a radio listener’s relationship with their station is 
much more connected to emotional experiences than is true for newspapers: 

NEWSPAPERS: 
THE LEFT-

BRAINED AND 
AVOIDABLE AD 
ENVIRONMENT 
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As you can see, listeners turn to radio for personal emotional satisfaction—mood 
enhancement, relaxation, fun, comfort, and so on. 
 
Meanwhile, and not surprisingly, newspapers trigger much more information-
oriented connections in the consumer’s mind. The following statements were all 
significantly more associated with newspapers than with radio: 
 
• Broadens your perspective. 

• Helps you understand what is going on in the world around you. 

• Gives you information you can share with others. 

• Gives you topics to talk to other people about. 

However, there weren’t that many radio-newspaper differences on our positive 
advertising questions. Our respondents did point out radio’s value as a compan-
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ion to other activities, something that’s not possible with newspapers, and a slim 
but statistically significant majority thought radio ads were more fun, but on most 
of the other factors, there were no striking radio-positive differences: 

 
As it turns out, we think the biggest advertising-related issue, other than emo-
tional connections, is one we didn’t measure directly: 
 
Newspaper ads are liked by consumers because they’re so easy to avoid. 
 
Consider, for example, the newspaper responses to some of the following state-
ments: 
 
• Ads on [medium] appear at inconvenient moments: Newspapers—9%. 

• Ads on [medium] get in the way of enjoying [medium]: Newspapers—11%. 

• Ads on [medium] are repeated too often: Newspapers—14%. 
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So we think the issue of ad avoidance is the other big distinction for newspapers 
compared to radio. Though we don’t have a question that measures this phe-
nomenon directly, we think it can be safely inferred that consumers are highly 
selective about their newspaper ad exposures. 
 
Overall, then, we think we’ve seen our general theme of radio’s ad-receptive en-
vironment emerge in this comparison to newspapers in the following ways: 
 
• Radio listening is clearly much more connected to consumer emotions, which 

we believe is conducive to many advertising appeals. 

• Radio advertising is harder to avoid than for newspapers, but as we estab-
lished earlier, radio ads are more accepted by consumers than are those for 
television or the Internet. 

Interim Summary: Radio Compared to Internet, TV and 
Newspapers 
Let’s pause for a moment to summarize what we think we’ve seen in this broad 
(Adults 18-54) look at our new study’s results. 
 
In general, we’re seeing a theme: We think the study results suggest that radio 
is the medium with the highest potential advertising receptivity. That’s be-
cause:  
 
• Consumers confirmed again in this study that they form a personal and 

emotional bond with radio that’s stronger than for any of the other three me-
dia we studied. If considered in planning and producing advertising for radio, 
that should provide an effective pathway for marketing effectiveness. 

• As in our first study, we also saw more evidence that targeted advertising on 
radio leads to consumer expectations of advertising relevance. That cre-
ates what should be a rich ad environment in which consumers are expecting 
radio ads to be interesting to them. 

• And finally, this study adds a new dimension of advertising tolerance on 
radio compared to television and the Internet. The extent of annoyance with 
Internet ads surprised us, and overall, this suggests that radio is the medium 
with ads that are hard to avoid but still accepted better than comparable me-
dia. 

RADIO’S AD-
RECEPTIVE 

ENVIRONMENT 
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Now let’s see if these observations hold true for different parts of the population 
as well as they do for Adults 18-54 overall. 
 

Demographic and Listening Variations: 
More Similarities Than Differences 
In our new questionnaire, we included a wide variety of questions about the re-
spondents themselves. That sets up an almost infinite number of possible cross-
tabulations, and an even longer paper as well! 
 
To make this exploration manageable, then, we’ll try to focus on some of the key 
questions we heard after the first study’s release: 
 
• Are the general conclusions about radio as true for younger age groups as for 

older? How about for men compared to women? 

• Do Blacks/African-Americans and Hispanics/Latinos show different patterns 
in their radio responses compared to non-ethnics? How about for Hispanics 
that speak Spanish predominantly? 

• What about radio formats? Do the general findings hold true for most formats, 
or are there exceptions? 

In addition, we’ll also take a look at how our key findings vary according to the 
amount of radio listening. 
 
Since these analyses may not answer all questions that may occur to readers, 
we’re prepared to conduct additional analyses as needed. If you think we’ve left a 
significant question unanswered, please contact us at the address or phone 
number shown on the cover, and we’ll discuss how best to address your ques-
tion. 
 
Listening Levels: More Listening = More Receptivity 
To begin our “deeper dive,” let’s first find out if a consumer’s amount of radio lis-
tening is related to ad receptivity. 
 
First, let’s define our classification by amount of listening. In the Technical Ap-
pendix, you can see that we asked the following question about radio usage 
overall: 

VARIATIONS: 
GENDER, 

AGE, 
RACE/ETHNIC, 

FORMAT, 
LISTENING 

LEVEL
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We won’t pretend that such a question will yield currency-grade radio listening 
levels, but it provided good discrimination among our respondents for the pur-
poses of segmentation. In the end, we decided on the following groups for this 
analysis: 
 
• Heavier Listeners: 10 or more hours/week (based on the question above) 

• Medium Listeners: 4 hours or more, but less than 10 hours per week 

• Lighter Listeners: 2 hours or more, but less than 4 hours per week  

The actual number of tabulated listeners in each category depended on whether 
we were looking at the “emotions” questions (which required Internet usage), or 
at the advertising questions.  
 
In general, we concluded that the more someone listens to radio, the more 
our findings about receptivity are true. One thing that seems clear is that 
heavier listeners expressed higher ratings for radio on the emotions factors: 

How many hours per week do you typically spend listening to the radio?   
[READ LIST IF NECESSARY] 

 
 1 Less than 2 hours  
 2 2 to less than 4 hours  
 3 4 to less than 6 hours  
 4 6 to less than 10 hours 
 5 10 to less than 15 hours 
 6 15 to less than 20 hours 
 7 20 or more hours 
 8 You do not listen to the radio. [DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR RADIO] 

MORE 
LISTENING 

= 
MORE 

RECEPTIVITY 
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While these differences were statistically significant, it’s also notable that these 
emotional factors remain very high even for the lightest listeners. These emo-
tional factors are still radio strengths even among lighter listeners; the scores for 
other media are lower still among that group (data not shown here). 
 
Similarly, we concluded that our general findings about advertising are even 
stronger among the heavier radio listeners. For example, the more someone lis-
tens to radio, the more likely they are to believe that radio ads “are more likely to 
reach the people they are meant for” and that “advertisers who use radio care 
about reaching you personally”: 
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Two new factors emerged for heavier listeners that we hadn’t seen very strongly 
for radio listeners overall: Heavier radio listeners were more likely to associate 
radio with the statements “Ads on radio are concise” and “Ads on radio are likely 
to get you to seek more information.” We hesitate to read too much into those 
differences, other than to point out that additional positive associations for radio 
seem to exist for heavier radio listeners. 
 
One interesting finding is that we saw no significant differences in the negative 
(ad annoyance) variables across these radio usage groups. Heavier radio listen-
ers were no more likely to give negative ratings to radio ads than were medium 
or lighter listeners. (Data not shown.) 
 
Overall, then, we conclude that the more someone listens to radio, the stronger 
our conclusions about ad receptivity. But lighter radio listeners also show the pat-
terns that we associate with ad receptivity—in other words, receptivity isn’t just 
associated with heavier listening.  
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Gender: A Little Difference On Emotions, But Not On 
Overall Receptivity 
Because our first study talked about the importance of emotional connections 
with radio, we were often asked if that was really true for men as much as for 
women. We’re now in a better position to answer that question. 
 
Our conclusion is that men show very strong patterns of radio ad receptivity, but 
there are some differences on the emotional dimension by itself: 

 
While all of the differences above are statistically significant, we were actually 
struck by how high radio’s emotional ratings still were for Men. For Men to flag 
radio as the mood-related medium so strongly is a finding in itself, we think. 
 
What’s even more interesting are these findings: 
 
• There were NO statistically significant differences between Men and 

Women on any of the advertising-related statements. 
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• Similarly, there were no significant gender differences for the ad annoy-
ance statements. 

Therefore, we feel comfortable saying that our conclusions “hold” for men and 
women: Radio is the more advertising-receptive medium because of radio’s per-
sonal and emotional connections; the expectations of relevance for radio ads; 
and the relative level of acceptance for radio ads (compared to television and 
Internet). 
 
Age Groups: Patterns Remain Despite Absolute 
Differences 
Another common and understandable question about our first study—indeed, 
about any study that makes broad claims about radio—is whether the conclu-
sions hold across age groups. Now we’re able to find out. 
 
In general, we did see some tendency for older age groups to show stronger rat-
ings on our “receptivity” factors. But we were reassured that even the hard-to-
please youngest groups showed consistency with the overall radio pattern when 
compared to other media. 
 
One unsurprising finding is that younger age groups tend to turn to radio for 
slightly different reasons. For example, radio scores strongly on “Improves your 
mood/Makes you feel positive” among all age groups, but that rating is highest 
for adults 35-44.  
 
Meanwhile, the factor described to respondents as “Helps you have a good time” 
scored relatively stronger for 18-24s, even as it was a radio strength for all age 
groups. 

RADIO’S 
RECEPTIVITY 

EXISTS FOR ALL 
AGES, BUT IT’S 

A BIT 
STRONGER FOR 
UPPER DEMOS
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So yes, there are some age-related variations in radio’s emotional strengths. But 
we think it’s also noteworthy that these same factors are radio’s strengths across 
all age groups relative to other media, regardless of age (data not shown for 
brevity). In other words, these are high scores for radio across the board. 
 
A similar finding exists among the advertising-related questions. The older end of 
our survey group shows statistically-stronger relevance ratings on two factors, 
while 18-24s are a little more likely to see radio ads as “fun”: 6 

                                                 
6 We should also point out that there were no differences by age group for the statements about 
radio ads being for local goods and services, or that radio ads allow you to do other things while 
absorbing the advertising. These factors are high across the board. 
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There’s one more age-related difference that intrigued us enough to cause a little 
extra digging. It probably won’t surprise readers to learn that 18-24s show more 
antipathy toward ads than other age groups, and that was true for our survey re-
sults as well (data not shown). On our three ad-annoyance questions, there was 
a general tendency for the 18-24s to show higher negative scores for radio ads 
than the other age groups, and that difference was statistically significant for the 
statement, “Ads on Radio appear at inconvenient moments.” 
 
But it occurred to us that 18-24s might be especially resistant to ads for all me-
dia, so we took a closer look: 
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So, yes, this is a tough age group; they say, at least, that ads are repeated too 
often, and get in the way, and appear at inconvenient moments for all media. But 
we can’t help but note the much higher negative-factor scores for television 
and Internet ads compared to radio, even for 18-24s. 
 
Overall, then: 
 
• Our findings about ad receptivity among radio listeners are somewhat 

stronger among older listeners.  

• But we see the same relative pattern among younger listeners. Radio is still 
the medium with the strongest personal and emotional connection; the high-
est expectations of ad relevance; and with more potential for advertising ac-
ceptance. 
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Buying Demos: Few Variations 
Given what we’ve seen by gender and age, we don’t expect any big surprises 
when examining some common “buying demos.” For the sake of completeness, 
though, let’s take a look at five common targets: Men and Women 18-49, Men 
and Women 25-54, and Working Women (those indicating full-time employment). 
 
The only noticeable variations we saw across these demos correlated with the 
emotional differences we saw by gender: 

 
As you can see, radio’s key emotional connections with listeners remain highly 
rated across these groups; they’re just a little more highly rated for the female 
targets. 
 
Meanwhile, the numerical differences for our ad-related questions in radio were 
very small. They might not have emerged as “statistically significant” had these 
sample groups not been relatively large, ranging from 629 for Men 18-49 to 1,186 
for Women 25-54. 
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It’s moderately interesting that the male buying demos indicated a slightly 
stronger sense that radio ads “are concise.” But overall, we again feel safe in 
saying that our conclusions about radio ad receptivity hold true across common 
buying demos. 
 
Ethnic Findings: Stronger Connections, Stronger 
Receptivity 
As described in the beginning of this paper, we set out to achieve reasonable 
and projectable samples of Black/African-American and Hispanic/Latino adults so 
that we can better understand whether our general findings apply to these impor-
tant populations. We’re now able to analyze this new study’s results in search of 
such learnings. 
 
One technical reminder: Keep in mind that our emotions questions are tabulated 
on a base of Internet users because of how that question was worded (a four-
way comparison of media). Similarly, the advertising questions about the Internet 
are also tabulated on that same base. That suggests two caveats in this section: 
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• We’ll provide ethnic tabulations on the emotions questions, but keep in mind 

that its projectability to the total ethnic population may be limited since this 
four-way comparison is only being made among Internet users. 

• In particular, we won’t attempt to break out our Hispanic/Latino respondents 
by language preference for the emotions questions because of small (Internet 
user) sample sizes. However, we do provide that breakout for the radio ad-
vertising question because of the larger screener there (i.e., those tabulations 
are based on all radio listeners without regard for Internet usage). 

With that caveat, then, let’s see how Blacks and Hispanics responded differently 
to our questionnaire.7 
 
In general, we saw even stronger emotional connections for radio from Blacks 
and Hispanics. Also interesting are some of the relative differences in which fac-
tors predominated: 

                                                 
7 Race and Hispanic origin were separate questions in the survey, so those choosing the Hispanic 
response could also be of any race. But for simplicity in data presentation, the categories in the 
next charts are mutually exclusive; Black means non-Hispanic Black, and White means non-
Hispanic White. The small number of respondents choosing multiple races are not included in 
these charts. 

STRONGER 
CONNECTIONS 
FOR BLACKS 

AND HISPANICS 
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As you can see in the chart above, the main emotional connections to radio are 
still there across race and ethnic groups. But several of them appear to be espe-
cially strong for Blacks/African-Americans (at least within this Internet-using 
population).  
 
It’s also interesting to note that the item described fully as “Allows you to over-
come hardships” emerged with particular strength for Blacks and Hispanics 
among this Internet respondent base; this factor was not especially powerful in 
our earlier, overall findings. This may be a tribute to the programming on stations 
targeting these population groups. 
 
As for the advertising-related questions, we saw that the receptivity-related 
statements had particular resonance with Blacks and Hispanics. Because of the 
different screening criteria, we’re also able to look at Spanish-Dominant Hispan-
ics8 as a separate group in this next chart: 

                                                 
8 Those indicating speaking Spanish “only” or “mostly” in the home. 
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Clearly, the relevance-related statements were strong among Blacks and Span-
ish-Dominant Hispanics (the first two statements in the chart above). But we also 
saw a few new radio-related advertising characteristics emerge for these two 
groups. Of particular interest are the items “Ads on radio are fun” and “Ads on 
radio are honest.” If nothing else, those both amplify the strong receptivity that 
these population groups have for ads on radio. 
 
Since we’ve defined “receptivity” as also having a tolerance component, we de-
cided to see whether Blacks and Hispanics approached the negative questions 
about advertising any differently than the general population. Their results are 
supportive of our general conclusions about radio: 
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To conclude our discussion of race and ethnic differences: 
 
• Both Blacks/African-Americans and Hispanics/Latinos have especially strong 

emotional connections with radio. 

• Our findings about radio listeners having expectations of personal relevance 
are even stronger for ethnic radio listeners, especially for Blacks/African-
Americans and Spanish-Dominant Hispancs. 

• And Blacks/African-Americans and Hispanics/Latinos show the same pattern 
of greater tolerance for radio advertising (compared to TV and Internet) as 
the general population. 

All of this leads us to conclude that our general theme of radio listeners being 
especially receptive to advertising is at least as true for Blacks and Hispanics as 
for the general population of adults 18-54. If anything, these radio listeners have 
stronger emotional connections to their stations, and are more likely to expect 
relevant advertising. 
 
Radio Formats: Mostly Consistent with General Patterns 
Lastly, we turn to the question of listening by radio format. Given what we’ve 
seen with small variations by age and ethnic group, one might expect to see 
some variations in receptivity findings by radio format, and we did see a few. 
Nevertheless, we were struck more by the similarities than by the differences. 
 
First, a reminder on how we measured “format.” We encourage you to examine 
the full question in the Technical Appendix, but in a nutshell: We presented re-
spondents with a randomized list of format descriptions, and simply asked: “Of 
the following radio station categories, which one best fits the radio station that 
you listen to most frequently?” The categories were closely based on the cate-
gory descriptions used by Arbitron to classify stations, with small wording 
changes suggested by radio members of our Research Committee. 
 
To make the presentation of results feasible, we focused on those “most listened 
to” station formats which were mentioned by at least 7% of our respondents.9 
 

                                                 
9 Unfortunately, that ruled out tabulation of the Spanish format, which was selected as the most 
frequently listened-to by less than 5% of our respondents, yielding too few respondents (after 
screening) for reliable tabulations. 

BLACKS AND 
HISPANICS: 
RADIO AD 

RECEPTIVITY IS 
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HIGH 
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In general, we saw some skews by format that were consistent with what we saw 
in the age and ethnic findings. But overall, the receptivity findings held up well 
across all formats. 
 
First, here’s a look at how the major emotions factors varied by format prefer-
ence. Among the important findings are that there were no statistically signifi-
cant differences across formats in radio’s largest emotional factor, “Im-
proves your mood/Makes you feel positive”:10 

 
The other variations in emotions factors make sense:  
 
• The statement “Makes you relax” didn’t resonate as strongly with 

News/Talk/Sports listeners as with others. 

                                                 
10 To further clarify “how to read” this chart: The emotions questions were tabulated on a base of 
Internet users, to make the 4-way choice of media fair. In the chart above, those Internet users 
were further categorized by the radio format they listened to most often. For example, 34% of Inter-
net users that favor News/Talk/Sports radio said that radio is the medium most likely to “make you 
relax.” 
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• Consistent with the ethnic findings, Urban scored especially strongly on 
statements like “Allows you to overcome hardships” and “Helps you have a 
good time.” Interestingly, Country scored above average on those two dimen-
sions, too. 

• Although it was on a somewhat smaller sample size, Oldies scored a little 
higher than average on several dimensions. That may parallel the age-related 
findings we saw earlier. 

We also concluded that the advertising-related questions showed more consis-
tency than diversity, though there were some small statistically-significant varia-
tions:11 

 
Again, perhaps the most important pattern is that there was no statistically 
significant difference by format for the factor called “Advertisers who use 
                                                 
11 In this chart, the bases are larger than in the previous chart because the ratings are based on all 
radio users, broken down by favorite format. For example, 25% of all radio listeners choosing Ur-
ban as their favorite format also scored the statement “radio ads are interesting and engaging” very 
highly (i.e., they chose one of the top two scale numbers for that statement). 
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radio care about reaching you personally.” In addition, only the Rock format 
differed statistically on the related statement, “Ads on radio are more likely to 
reach the people they are meant for.”12 
 
Two special perceptions of advertising in the Urban format emerged here. Urban-
format listeners were much more likely to say that “Ads on radio are interesting 
and engaging,” and that “Ads on radio are likely to get you to seek more informa-
tion.” We think that’s further evidence of the positive advertising environment that 
we saw in the Black/African-American findings. 
 
It’s also interesting to note that News/Talk/Sports listeners were more likely to 
say that “Ads on radio are concise.” We’ll leave it to programming gurus to 
speculate on the reasons. 
 
Finally: Since ad tolerance is a part of our receptivity theory, let’s take a quick 
look at the ad resistance questions by format: 

                                                 
12 We should also point out that there were no significant differences by format for the statements 
about radio ads being for local goods and services, or that radio ads allow you to do other things 
while absorbing the advertising. These factors are high across the board. 
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Again, we’ll leave it to others to speculate about why Oldies and Urban listeners 
display somewhat more tolerance for radio advertising. 
 
But we think there’s something much more important on the chart above: Re-
gardless of format, advertising annoyance is much higher for television 
and the Internet than for any of the radio formats we examined. 
 
The bottom line on formats: Yes, we saw some interesting variations in our gen-
eral patterns when drilling down by format. But… 
 
• The general tendency of radio to show strong personal, emotional connec-

tions to listeners holds across formats. 

• Listeners of all formats expect radio ads to be of interest to them; radio ad 
relevance holds for every format. 

RADIO’S AD 
RECEPTIVITY 
HOLDS TRUE 
ACROSS ALL 

FORMATS 
EXAMINED 
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• And regardless of format, radio listeners are more tolerant of radio ads than 
they are of ads on television and the Internet.  

Postscript: Statistical Segmentation 
For the bulk of this report, we thought it best to examine our findings through the 
prism of advertising buying and selling—by demos, ethnic groups, and formats. 
But there’s another way to test the consistency of a theory, and that’s through a 
statistical technique known loosely as segmentation. 
 
In simple terms, segmentation lets the survey responses determine how people 
cluster together, rather than predetermining the population groups to be exam-
ined. For example, rather than pre-classifying people as 18-24, 25-34, etc., it’s 
possible to have statistics cluster people by their similarity of responses, inde-
pendently of their other characteristics. Then, after they’ve been grouped by 
those response similarities, each group’s other characteristics (demographics, 
etc.) are examined to see what kinds of people actually gave similar answers. 
 
Harris Interactive provided such an analysis for us, and the methods details are 
described in the Technical Appendix. After reviewing the results, we decided to 
only summarize the outcomes here because of the difficulty in translating the 
findings to the world of advertising buying and selling applications. Instead, we’re 
using it primarily as a cross-check on the patterns we described above.13 
 
The Seven Segments 
The segmentation analysis used the responses to the radio advertising questions 
to cluster our respondents, and the statistics suggested that there were seven 
different groups of respondents concerning this set of questions—seven seg-
ments of people that tended to answer these radio ad-related questions the same 
way. 
 
We’ve given some nicknames to these groups of people to help distinguish them 
from each other, but readers need to understand that these clusters of people 
are actually fairly diverse demographically and behaviorally. 
 
For example, we’ve labeled the first group “Heavier Listeners, Heavier Ad Recep-
tivity” to help distinguish them from the other six segments. But within this group 

                                                 
13 As with other study details not presented in this paper, interested readers are invited to contact 
us at the telephone number or addresses provided on the cover to inquire about seeing more in-
formation. 
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is a mixture of demographic, racial, and format preferences; their true commonal-
ity is that they answered the radio advertising questions roughly the same way. 
 
So don’t take the labels literally. These are shorthand efforts to characterize ten-
dencies—the directional differences that seem to make one group a little different 
than the others. 
 
With that labeling caveat in mind, here are the seven groups that were suggested 
statistically by the responses to the radio advertising questions. We present them 
in the approximate order of their estimated overall receptivity to radio advertis-
ing.14 
 

Heavier Listeners, Heavy Ad Receptivity 

This group represented about 7% of our sample, and overall, they tended to 
show higher emotional responses to radio (“Makes me relax,” “Improves my 
mood,” “Comforts me”). They also showed much higher than average scores on 
our relevance factors for radio ads (“Reach the people they are meant for,” 
“Seem to be directed to me personally,” “Care about reaching me personally”). 
 
The personal characteristics of this group tended more toward married people, 
household incomes of $40,000–$80,000, heavy listeners of radio (more likely to 
listen to radio 3 hours+ per day during the week),  and those who listen to radio 
while doing chores/housework or preparing a meal. 

Urban Resident Radio Lovers 

This group, representing about 4% of our sample, was similar to the first group 
except that it skewed more toward ethnic populations. This group also showed 
relatively high levels of emotional response to radio (“Improves my mood/makes 
me feel positive,” “Allows me to overcome hardships,” and “Comforts me”). 
 
Like the first, this group also showed high relevance scores, with a few additional 
angles similar to those we saw in the ethnic analyses earlier: They were more 
likely to say ads on radio are “Honest,” “Interesting and engaging,” “Care about 
reaching me personally,” and “Directed to me personally.” 
 

                                                 
14 Also note that in this analysis, we used the loosest possible screening for radio listenership (any 
listening during a typical week), so that even very light radio listeners were included in the segmen-
tation. 
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The personal characteristics of this group tended more toward Hispanics/ 
Latinos, Blacks/African-Americans, heavier listeners of radio (30% spend 20 
hours+ per week listening to radio), listening more heavily on weekends, and be-
ing more likely to listen to radio at home. 

Frequent Car Listeners, High Ad Tolerance 

This third group, about 35% of our sample, also demonstrated strong emotional 
connections to radio on factors like “Makes me relax,” “Makes me feel moti-
vated,” “Comforts me,” and “Improves my mood/makes me feel positive.” But 
what distinguished their assessment of radio advertising was their relatively high 
tolerance for ads; this group’s scores on the three negative statements about ads 
were unusually low. 
 
This group tended to be a little older (35+), and they predominately listen to radio 
while driving. Their total amount of radio listening was only moderate. 

Home Companion Listeners 

A fourth group, about 24% of the sample, showed high emotional connections to 
radio on these statements: “Improves my mood/makes me feel positive,” “Makes 
me feel motivated,” “Comforts me,” and “Allows me to overcome hardships.” But 
this group was also somewhat more likely to say that radio advertisements are 
repeated too often and get in the way of enjoying the radio. 
 
That may be linked to the slight tendency of this group to be a homemaker or re-
tired. They were also more likely to listen to radio 10 hours+ per week, and were 
more likely to listen to radio while doing housework. This group skewed some-
what toward Hispanics/Latinos and speaking Spanish in the home, and they were 
less likely than average to have a college or graduate degree. 

Young Single Station Switchers  

Consistent with our findings for young adults earlier, this group (about 14% of the 
18-54 sample) still showed strong relative emotional connections to radio, and 
good relative tolerance for radio advertising, but higher scores for ad annoyance 
for all media. On the positive side, this group was especially likely to say that ra-
dio “Makes me relax,” “Improves my mood/makes me feel positive,” “Makes me 
feel motivated,” and “Comforts me.” 
 
In addition to its tendency to be 18-34, this group also was more likely than aver-
age to be single, unemployed, and college graduates. With radio, they tended to 
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be station switchers and heavier work listeners. They showed above average 
levels of Internet use. 

Hates All Advertising, Lighter Listeners  

This 8% of our sample consisted of relatively light radio users, and they tended to 
give negative ratings to almost all the advertising questions—for all media. But 
they did still see emotional benefits to radio compared to other media, especially 
for the statements “Comforts me,” “Helps me have a good time,” and “Makes me 
feel motivated.” 
 
Personally, this sample cluster was somewhat more likely to be 45-54 years old,  
married, unemployed or homemakers, with a household income of  under 
$40,000. In addition to being light radio users, they were also less likely to spend 
time on the Internet. 

Graduate-Degree Public Radio Lovers  

Finally, we observed a 5% slice of the sample that uses very little commercial 
radio or television. They showed well above average tendencies to cite public 
radio as their favorite format, and like the preceding group, they tended to give 
negative ratings to almost all the advertising questions for all media. They were 
also characterized by skewing somewhat male, and by a high incidence of 
graduate-school degrees. 
 
Segmentation: Consistent with Earlier Analysis 
Overall, the segmentation analysis served as a good “cross check” on the con-
clusions we drew from the demographic analyses, and we believe that our earlier 
conclusions were sound: 
 
• All but the very lightest commercial radio listeners exhibited the general pat-

tern of advertising receptivity—an emotional connection with the medium, a 
belief that radio ads are more personally relevant to them, and that radio ads 
are more tolerable than those in television and the Internet. 

• While the general pattern holds for most radio listeners, this theme of ad re-
ceptivity appears especially strong for heavier listeners and ethnic popula-
tions. 
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Conclusions 
Now that we’ve sliced and diced our way through this expanded look at con-
sumer perceptions of advertising, what have we learned? 
 
Our most important overall conclusion is this: 
 

This new study suggests that radio listeners are especially 
receptive to advertising. 

 
We come to that conclusion based on the following study findings: 
 

1) Radio listeners have a unique relationship with radio as a medium, a con-
nection that has a more emotional basis than for either newspapers or 
the Internet. And this relationship is much more personal than for televi-
sion or the Internet. This suggests a pathway to the consumer’s mind that 
should be conducive to emotional connections to brands and products 
when the advertising is designed and placed properly. 

2) Consumers perceive that radio advertising is more personally relevant 
to them than ads on television or the Internet, in part (we believe) be-
cause radio ads are usually targeted to the demographics of particular 
stations. That sets up an advertising environment in which radio listeners 
actually expect ads to be more interesting to them. 

3) And we found that radio ads are better tolerated by listeners than are ads 
on television or the Internet, which implies a more positive environment 
for advertisers. 

Furthermore, when drilling down into these conclusions, we observed that our 
findings were generally true across all ages, genders, race/ethnic groups, and 
radio formats.  
 

1) Radio’s overall pattern of ad receptivity was strong across all radio for-
mats examined in this study. 

2) Radio’s receptive ad environment is especially strong among Blacks/ 
African-Americans and Hispanics/Latinos (especially Spanish-Dominant 
Hispanics). Ethnic populations also showed some additional emotional 

RADIO:  
THE  

AD-RECEPTIVE 
MEDIUM 

RECEPTIVITY 
EVEN 

STRONGER FOR 
BLACKS AND 

HISPANICS, AND 
FOR REGULAR 

LISTENERS



 
 
 
 

 

 
   Personal Relevance Two: Radio’s Receptive Ad Environment     Page 57 

connections with their stations, indicating strong lifestyle bonds with for-
mats targeting those populations. 

3) Ad receptivity is even stronger among heavier radio listeners. 

4) And while there were age-related variations in the absolute values of our 
measures, the relationship of radio to other media held true across all age 
groups included here. 

We recognize that further “deep dives” into the data are possible, and we’re 
ready to work with interested readers to explore additional theses. But for now, 
we feel comfortable in making our general conclusions.  
 
For the industry to get maximum benefit from these observations, though, adver-
tisers (and radio ad producers) will need to understand and account for these 
unique characteristics of radio when planning and executing radio ad campaigns. 
As we concluded in 2004, radio communicates with consumers in unique ways, 
and optimal effectiveness with radio advertising requires accounting for that dif-
ference. 
 
Radio is truly unique. It has emotional connections to listeners. It’s personal. It’s 
relevant to consumers when used properly. And it provides an environment for 
advertising that’s relatively accepting of ads. 
 
But actual ad effectiveness depends on our industry making use of that learning 
in the planning, creating, testing, and buying of radio advertising. 

TO BENEFIT 
FROM  

RADIO’S AD 
RECEPTIVITY, 

WE MUST 
REMEMBER 

THAT RADIO IS 
UNIQUE! 
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Technical Appendix 
 
Sample Disposition, Main Study 
 
 Raw 

Counts
Adjusted Counts Comment 

Sample Universe 89,440  
Total Contacts 15,376 6,263 Est. Eligible Contacts 
Total Dialings 715,272  
Total Dialed In Sample Universe 89,440 1,330 Est. Eligible Noncontacts 
 7,593 Response Rate Denominator (All 

Eligibles) 

 37.0% Estimated Overall Response Rate 
Completes 2,807 45% Coop Rate (Denom = Eligible Con-

tacts) 
 55.7% Eligibility, Cooperative Residences 
Midterms 288  
3rd Refusal 3,209 1,787 Est. Eligible Refusals 
Language Problem 1,359 757 Est. Eligible Language Problems 
Non-Working Number 2,592  
Fax/Cell/Pager 413  
Business 3,421  
Deceased 17  
Other Phone Problem 6,348  
Term S1 Career 875  
Term S2 Age 1,998  
Dialer Unknown Number 1,201  
Dialer Not In Service 1,592  
Dialer Call Not Completed 1,060  
Dialer Modem 4,379  
Dialer Phone Number Changed 20,723  
No Answer 2,321 0 Assume Not Residential 
Busy 93 52 Est. Eligible Busies 
2nd Busy - Changed To No Answer 65 36 Est. Eligible 2nd Busies 
Callback 184  
Dialer Nuisance Call 215  
Answering Machine 2,231 1,242 Est. Eligible Ans. Mach. 
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 Raw 
Counts

Adjusted Counts Comment 

Suspends - Regular Sample 328  
Suspends - High Density Sample 23  
Spanish Interviewer Needed 6 3 Est. Eligible Span. Ivr. Needed 
Hung Up - Regular Sample 11 6 Est. Eligible Hung Up - Regular 
Hung Up - High Density Sample 126 70 Est. Eligible Hung Up - HD 
Initial Refusal  19 10 Est. Eligible Initial Refusal 
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Sample Composition Before Weighting 
 
Characteristic Sample Percent Universe Est. Percent 
18-24 11 16 
25-34 20 25 
35-44 31 30 
45-54 38 29 
   
Male 38 50 
Female 62 50 
   
Black/African American 10 12 
Hispanic/Latino 8 11 
   
Employed 77 76* 
Unemployed 24 24* 
   
Graduate School 17 8 
College 27 19 
Some College 22 30 
High School or Less 33 42 
   
Children in Household 53 54* 
No Children in Household 47 45* 
 
*Based on sum of weights; not directly controlled through weighting. 
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Questionnaire: Advertising Attributes Statements 
 
Q2. Please think about advertisements that you may have (seen/read/heard) (in/on) (INSERT ME-

DIUM 1).   I am going to read you a list of statements, and thinking generally about advertising 
(in/on) (INSERT MEDIUM 1), please tell me how well each of these statements describes adver-
tising (in/on) (INSERT MEDIUM 1).  Don’t think too hard about this, just give me your “gut feeling” 
about how well each statement describes advertising (in/on) (INSERT MEDIUM 1), using the fol-
lowing scale . . .  [INTERVIEWER: READ SCALE]    

 
1 Does not describe at all 
2 Describes somewhat 
3 Describes well 
4 Describes very well 
5 Describes perfectly 
6 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 

 
[RANDOMIZE ITEMS] 
[INTERVIEWER: READ LIST, PAUSING FOR RESPONSE AFTER EACH]  
 

 [INSERT 
Medium 1] 

1. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) are more likely to 
reach the people they are meant for. 

 

2. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) seem to be directed to 
you personally 

 

3. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) make you feel con-
nected to your community. 

 

4. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) are concise.  
5. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) appear at inconven-

ient moments 
 

6. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) are fun.  
7. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) are repeated too of-
ten. 

 

8. With ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) you can do other 
things while absorbing the advertising 

 

9. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) are honest.  
10. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) are interesting and 
engaging. 

 

11. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) get in the way of en-
joying (INSERT MEDIUM 1). 

 

12. Advertisers who use (INSERT MEDIUM 1) care about 
reaching you personally. 

 

13. Ads (on/in) (INSERT MEDIUM 1) are likely to get you 
to seek more information. 

 

14. Ads in/on (INSERT MEDIUM 1) are likely to be for lo-
cal products or services. 
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Questionnaire: Emotions Questions for Media 
 
BASE: QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS 
Q1. Now please rate your impression of some different types of media, using a “zero” to “one hun-

dred” scale. On this scale, a rating of “zero” indicates that you have a very cold or unfavorable 
impression of the medium, while a rating of “one hundred” indicates that you have a very warm 
or favorable impression. A rating of “50” would mean that your feelings are somewhere in the 
middle, not warm or cold. You may select any number from zero to 100.   

 
The first/next medium is ….  How would you rate your impression of this medium? 
 
[RANDOMIZE] 
[ONLY ASK MEDIA THAT RESPONDENT QUALIFIED FOR IN Q0] 
[RANGE: 0-100, 999 IF DK/REF]   
 

A. Radio   
B. Television 
C. Newspapers  
D. Internet websites 

 
Q6. When people are watching, listening to or reading different media, the medium often makes them 

feel certain ways.  I am going to read you a list that might describe different ways that people feel, 
and I’d like you to tell me which medium [ROTATE ORDER IN WHICH THEY ARE MENTIONED:  
radio, TV, newspaper, Internet] is most likely to make you feel that way. [READ LIST]   [RE-
SPONDENT CHOOSES ONE MEDIUM FOR EACH STATEMENT] 

 
[RANDOMIZE LIST] 
 

 1.Radio 2.TV 3.Newspaper 4.Internet 5.NONE 6. Don’t Know 
[DO NOT READ

1 Makes you laugh        
2 Makes you relax       
3 Helps you pass the time       
4 Heightens your senses       
5 Entertains you       
6 Improves your 

mood/Makes you feel 
positive 

      

7 Broadens your perspec-
tive 

      

8 Provides you with ex-
citement 

      

9 Allows you to overcome 
hardships 

      

10 Allows you to enjoy the 
company of others 

      

11 Helps you understand 
what is going on in the 
world around you 

      

12 Gives you something to 
look forward to 

      

13 Comforts you       
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 1.Radio 2.TV 3.Newspaper 4.Internet 5.NONE 6. Don’t Know 
[DO NOT READ

14 Helps you have a good 
time 

      

15 Makes you feel moti-
vated 

      

16 Gives you bonding time 
with family/ friends 

      

17 Gives you information 
you can share with oth-
ers 

      

18 Helps you solve prob-
lems 

      

19 Gives you topics to talk 
to other people about 

      

20 Makes you feel under-
stood 
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Questionnaire: Demographic and Media Usage Questions 
 
S2. I am going to read you a series of age ranges.  Please stop me when I read the one that de-
scribes your age:  [READ LIST] 
 
 1 Under 18 [THANK AND TERMINATE] 
 2 18-20    
 3 21-24    
 4 25-29    
 5 30-34    
 6 35-39    
 7 40-44    
 8 45-49    
 9 50-54    
 10 55+  [THANK AND TERMINATE]    
 11 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] [THANK AND TERMINATE] 
 
BASE: RESPONDENTS AGE 18-54 
S3. Gender (By Observation) 
 1 Male 
 2 Female 
 
BASE: RESPONDENTS AGE 18-54 
S4A Are you of Hispanic origin, such as Latin American, Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban?  
 

1 Yes, of Hispanic origin 
2 No, not of Hispanic origin 
3 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 

 
BASE: RESPONDENTS OF HISPANIC ORIGIN 
S4C. Thinking about the languages you use in the home, would you say you speak:  [READ LIST] 

1 ONLY SPANISH in the home 
2 Mostly Spanish but some English 
3 Mostly English but some Spanish 
4 ONLY ENGLISH in the home 
5 Other (please specify)___________ [DO NOT READ] 
6 Both equally [DO NOT READ] 
7 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
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BASE: RESPONDENTS AGE 18-54 
S4B. For this study we are trying to gain participation from people with diverse ethnic backgrounds. 

Please tell me which of the following best describes your own ethnic background: [READ LIST] 
  

01 White 
02 Black/African American 
03 Native American or Alaskan native 
04 Asian Indian 
05 Chinese 
06 Korean 
07 Japanese 
08 Filipino 
09 South Asian 
10 Asian or Pacific Islander 
11 Arab/West Asian 
12 First Nation/Native Canadian 
13 Mixed racial background 
14 Other Southeast Asian 
15 Other (please specify)____________ 
16 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 

 
BASE: RESPONDENTS AGE 18-54 
S5. How many hours per week do you typically spend listening to the radio?   

[READ LIST IF NECESSARY] 
 
 1 Less than 2 hours  
 2 2 to less than 4 hours  
 3 4 to less than 6 hours  
 4 6 to less than 10 hours 
 5 10 to less than 15 hours 
 6 15 to less than 20 hours 
 7 20 or more hours 
 8 You do not listen to the radio. [DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR RADIO] 
 9 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] [DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR RADIO] 
 
  
BASE: RESPONDENTS AGE 18-54 
S6. On average, how often do you read a newspaper?  [READ LIST IF NECESSARY]  
  

1 Daily  
2 Several times per week  
3 Once per week 
4 Once every two weeks  
5 Once per month or less often  
6 You DO NOT READ newspapers. [DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR NEWSPAPER QUES-

TIONS] 
7 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] [DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR NEWSPAPER QUESTIONS] 
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BASE: RESPONDENTS AGE 18-54 
S7. How many hours per week do you typically spend watching television?   

[READ LIST IF NECESSARY]  
 
 1 Less than 2 hours   
 2 2 to less than 4 hours  
 3 4 to less than 6 hours  
 4 6 to less than 10 hours  

5 10 to less than 15 hours 
6 15 to less than 20 hours 
7 20 to less than 25 hours 
8 25 to less than 30 hours 

 9 30 or more hours  
 10 You do not watch television.  [DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR TV QUESTIONS]  
 11 DK/REF [DO NOT READ]  [DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR TV QUESTIONS] 
 
 
BASE: RESPONDENTS AGE 18-54 
S8.   Do you access the Internet, even occasionally, at home, at work, or at another location?   [IN-

TERVIEWER:  IF “YES”, CLARIFY LOCATIONS AND SELECT ALL THAT APPLY.] 
 [ACCEPT MULTIPLE RESPONSES]  
 [CODE 4 IS EXCLUSIVE] 
 
 

1 Yes, at home   
2 Yes, at work   
3 Yes, at another location  
4 Does not access the Internet. [DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR INTERNET QUESTIONS … 

SKIP S9]   
5 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] [DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR INTERNET QUESTIONS … 

SKIP S9]   
 

 
BASE: ACCESSES INTERNET 
S9. Excluding e-mail, how many hours per week, on average, do you typically spend on the  

Internet/Web? If you are not sure of the exact number, please try to estimate.  [READ LIST IF 
NECESSARY] 

 
 1 Less than 2 hours   
 2 2 to less than 4 hours  
 3 4 to less than 6 hours  
 4 6 to less than 10 hours  

5 10 to less than 15 hours 
6 15 to less than 20 hours 
7 20 to less than 25 hours 
8 25 to less than 30 hours 

 9 30 or more hours 
 10 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
 
… 
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Q7. Of the following radio station categories, which one best fits the radio station that you listen to 
most frequently?  [READ STATION CATEGORIES, READ STATION CATEGORY DESCRIP-
TIONS ONLY IF NECESSARY]    

 
 [RANDOMIZE 1-14]  
 

1  SOFT ROCK/LIGHT ROCK:  Includes stations featuring primarily soft Rock (no rap, no 
hard Rock). 

2  ADULT STANDARDS:  Features a substantial amount of pre-Rock-era music, including 
nostalgic music.  

3 ALTERNATIVE ROCK:  Includes stations billing themselves as “album alternative” and 
“new Rock,” featuring new and less-familiar Rock. 

4  CONTEMPORARY HITS:  Emphasizes current hit music.  Also known as Top 40.  
5  CLASSICAL:  Consists of fine-arts music and talk.  Includes classical compositions, op-

era, theater and commentary. 
6  COUNTRY:  Includes traditional and modern country music.   
7  NEW INSTRUMENTALS/SMOOTH JAZZ:  Includes soft jazz and “new age” music.  

 Primarily instrumental, but includes some compatible vocals. 
8  NEWS,TALK OR SPORTS:  Includes news, business news, talk and sports formats. 
9 OLDIES:  Specializes in Rock-era oldies, including 70’s hits and oldies, usually those that 

were played on top-40 stations. 
10 RELIGIOUS:  Includes gospel and contemporary Christian, as well as non-music-based 

 religious stations specializing in teaching formats. 
11  ROCK:  Rock-based music from the mid-70s to the present.  Includes album Rock and 

classic Rock. 
12 SPANISH:  Includes all Spanish-language formats, including talk and music. 
13 URBAN:  Includes dance and hip-hop music, and rhythm-and-blues oldies. 
14 PUBLIC/NONCOMMERCIAL RADIO; National Public Radio, college stations, etc.  
15 OTHER: (specify:___________) 
16 Don’t Know [DO NOT READ] 
17 Refused [DO NOT READ] 

 
 
BASE: QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS 
Q8. During the regular work week (Monday through Friday), on average, approximately how much 

time per day do you spend listening to the radio? [READ LIST IF NECESSARY]   
  
 1 Less than 30 minutes 
 2 30 to 44 minutes 
 3 45 minutes to less than 1 hour  
 4 1 to less than 2 hours 
 5 2 to less than 3 hours 
 6 3 hours or more 
 7 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
 
BASE: QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS 
Q9. During the weekend (Saturday and Sunday), on average approximately how much time per day 

do you spend listening to the radio? [READ LIST IF NECESSARY] 
 
 1 Less than 30 minutes 
 2 30 to 44 minutes 
 3 45 minutes to less than 1 hour 
 4 1 to less than 2 hours 
 5 2 to less than 3 hours 
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 6 3 hours or more 
7 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 

 
BASE: QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS 
Q10. During the regular work week (Monday through Friday), what times of the day do you usually lis-

ten to the radio? [INTERVIEWER: SELECT ALL THAT APPLY] [READ LIST IF NECESSARY] 
  
1 5 a.m. to 8:59 a.m. 
2 9 a.m. to 4:59 p.m. 
3 5 p.m. to 6:59 p.m. 
4 7 p.m. to 9:59 p.m. 
5 10 p.m. to 11:59 p.m. 
6 12 a.m. to 4:59 a.m. 
7 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
 

 
BASE: QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS 
Q11. During the weekend (Saturday and Sunday), what times of the day do you usually listen to the 

radio?  [INTERVIEWER: SELECT ALL THAT APPLY] [READ LIST IF NECESSARY] 
  
1 5 a.m. to 8:59 a.m. 
2 9 a.m. to 4:59 p.m. 
3 5 p.m. to 6:59 p.m. 
4 7 p.m. to 9:59PM 
5 10PM to 11:59 p.m. 
6 12 a.m. to 4:59 a.m. 
7 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
 

 
 
BASE: QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS 
Q12. Where are you most often when you are listening to the radio? [READ LIST]  [INTERVIEWER: 

SELECT ALL THAT APPLY] 
1 At home 
2 In my car 
3 At work 
4 At a friend’s house 
5 Outdoors 
6 On a bus or train 
7 Other (specify:_____) 
8 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
 

 
 
BASE: QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS 
Q13. How frequently do you listen to the radio on the Internet through your computer? [READ LIST] 
 

1 Very often 
2 Somewhat often 
3 Rarely 
4 Never 
5 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
 

BASE: QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS 



 
 
 
 

 

 
   Personal Relevance Two: Radio’s Receptive Ad Environment     Page 72 

Q14. Which of the following statements best describes your usual behavior when listening to the radio?  
 

[READ LIST] 
[ROTATE 1, 2] 
 
1. During the periods of time that you listen to the radio, you usually keep the radio tuned to 

the same station. 
2. During the periods of time that you listen to the radio, you frequently move the dial from 

station to station.  
3. DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
 

 
BASE: QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS 
Q15. Of the following list, which are activities that you frequently do while listening to the radio? [READ 

LIST AND SELECT ALL THAT APPLY] 
 

1 Drive 
2 Chores/Housework 
3 Homework/Paper work 
4 Surf the Internet 
5 Read 
6 Watch TV 
7 Play video/computer games 
8 Eat a meal 
9 Prepare a meal 
10 Exercise 
11 Travel on bus or train to work/school 
12 None of these 
13 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 

 
BASE: QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS 
Q16. Have you ever made an online purchase? 
 

1 Yes 
2 No 
3 DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
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The following are some questions that are for classification purposes only. 
 
BASE: ALL RESPONDENTS 
D1. Which of the following best describes your marital status?  [READ LIST IF NECESSARY] 
  
 

1. Married 
2. Separated 
3. Divorced 
4. Single, never been married 
5. Widowed 
6. Engaged 
7. Living with significant other 
8. DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
 

 
BASE: ALL RESPONDENTS 
D2. How many children under the age of 18 are currently living in your household?  [DO NOT READ 
LIST] 
 

1. 1 
2. 2 
3. 3 
4. 4 
5. 5 
6. 6 or more 
7. None 
8. DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 

 
BASE: ALL RESPONDENTS 
D3. What is your current employment status?  [READ LIST AND SELECT ALL THAT APPLY] 
 [Multiple response] 
  

1. Work full-time   
2. Work part-time 
3. Unemployed [CANNOT CHOOSE WITH 1 OR 2] 
4. Homemaker 
5. Retired 
6. Disabled 
7. DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 

 
BASE: ALL RESPONDENTS 
D4. Which of the following categories best describes your average annual household income?  

[READ LIST IF NECESSARY] 
 

1. $0  - $19,999 
2. $20,000 - $39,999 
3. $40,000-$59,999 
4. $60,000-$79,999 
5. $80,000 - $99,999 
6. $100,000 - $149,999 
7. $150,000 + 
8. DK/REF [DO NOT READ]  
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BASE: ALL RESPONDENTS 
D5. What is the highest level of education you have received?  [READ LIST IF NECESSARY] 
 

1. Less than high school     
2. High school/Vocational school/Technical school  
3. Some college      
4. College 
5. Graduate school 
6. DK/REF [DO NOT READ] 
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Segmentation Analysis Method 
[Description supplied by Harris Interactive statistician/methodologist Carlos Elordi, who con-
ducted RAL’s segmentation analysis.] 
 
Latent Class Analysis (LCA) was the primary analytic tool for segmentation. The basic idea be-
hind LCA is simple:  Respondents are assumed to come from sub-groups that answer survey 
questions differently.  These groups are not observed directly but are “latent” in the answer pat-
terns that are observed. 
 
Latent Class Analysis (also known as mixture models) present a model-based approach to clus-
tering. They allow for hypothesis testing and estimation within the framework of statistical the-
ory. Latent Class Analysis is part of an array of mixture models. The most common of these 
models are Latent Class (LC) and Latent Profile analysis (LP). 
 
LC and LP models do not rely on traditional modeling assumptions (linear relationships, normal 
distribution, homogeneity, etc.). Hence, they are less subject to biases associated with data not 
conforming to these assumptions. They are also more flexible when it comes to analyzing rela-
tionships with covariates (such as demographics or other interesting variables), which are often 
intended to describe consumer segments. In addition, mixture models can include relationships 
between classes and outcome variables.   
 
LC and LP can help to identify groups of people who share similar interests, values, characteris-
tics, or behavior. Cases are classified based upon their membership probabilities. Groups are 
computed by assigning people to the group with the highest a posteriori probabilities.  Variables 
are also created with the membership probabilities. These variables are known as training vari-
ables and can be used to describe a segment further. 
 
Advantages of Latent Class analysis over traditional techniques 
 
• Probability-based classification: cases are classified into segments based upon membership 

probabilities estimated directly from the model. 

• Variables may be continuous, categorical (nominal or ordinal), or counts. 

• Demographics and other covariates can be used for segment description, and included as 
either bases for the segmentation, or the independent variables in regression like models, 
where each segment solution is regressed on key covariates (this helps to build more ele-
gant, parsimonious models). 
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• Diagnostic statistics are available to determine the ideal number of segments and model fit.  

• Also, Latent Class allows for complex modeling frameworks. One could, for example, build 
models relating Latent Classes (consumer segments) to purchase decisions. 

• In LC regression, for example, one can run models for different segments, without assuming 
that the same model holds for all cases. In a customer satisfaction study, for example, one 
can identify particular determinants of customer satisfaction that are appropriate for each 
customer segment. 

• Latent Class models also allows for the inclusion of choice questions as the ultimate de-
pendent variable for a predictive segmentation. One can, for example, find out segments 
that are more likely to choose radio over newspapers or other media.  

• Similarly, the segments can be linked to key covariates (such as demographics), where the 
links between covariates and segments are established while finding out the segments.  

For RAL, a number of different segmentation models were evaluated for optimal discrimination 
among the advertising questions before chose the model used, which was based on responses 
to the advertising questions for radio. 
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