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EDITORIAL

true than ever that knowledge is power,” John

F. Kennedy once observed. If that is so—and
we doubt anyone would argue the point—then the hear-
ing field as a whole might justifiably be feeling relative-
ly powerless at this point in history.

True, one might have to look for a while to find actual
turbulence in the industry, and if hearing aid sales are
the criterion, one might argue convincingly that not
much is changing either, given another flat first quarter
in 1990. However, this is a time of turbulence and
change—not so much within the industry as in the
market we strive to penetrate.

As outlined in last month’s cover story [“Marketing
to the Mature”], most of the conventional wisdoms of
addressing the over-50 and even over-65 populations no
longer apply—if they ever did. Older consumers as we
think we have understood them have changed and con-

. tinue to change dramatically. And as they do, so do
their perceptions of and responses to the industries that
direct sales messages at them.

It is in this area that the hearing industry currently
thirsts for knowledge, which in turn will spell the
power that translates into greater success in tapping the
market of millions of persons who can benefit from its
products—those who at this point are staying away in
droves.

The answer is a better understanding of -what those
consumers in, and coming into, the years of hearing aid
candidacy think: of hearing aids, of their manufacturers
and dispensers, of the relative value of good hearing it-
self. What has been their experience in recognizing
hearing loss and in consulting a professional about it?
Have they actually looked into buying hearmg aids—
and if so, why have they not bought?

In the early 1980s, the Hearing Industries Association
looked into those and other questions in a comprehen-
sive study of hearing aid owners and hearing-impaired
persons who do not own hearing instruments. The
HIA’s findings surprised many by refuting a few of the
industry’s conventional wisdoms: that most hearing-im-
paired people refuse to admit the problem; and that
price, along with “cosmetics,” are primary obstacles to
hearing aid use. The study’s findings also enabled the
HIA to set a course of family-physician education in the
late ‘80s by quantifying the importance of a “family
doctor’s” recommendation of amplification.

For many years, that HIA study served as the founda-

- tion of the industry’s knowledge of hearing-impaired
consumers’ behavior vis & vis hearing help. It also stood
virtually alone in that regard—the hearing industry
being one that, unlike many others, has failed to studys
and know its consumer virtually inside out in this era
of sophisticated market research.

In the meantime, sales of hearing instruments flat-
tened and remain flat. And although there are early in-
dications that the HIA’s physician-education efforts are
beginning to bear fruit, much more needs to be done to
increase the industry’s knowledge of both the obstacles
and the opportunities that confront it.

The good news is two-fold: First, the HIA has this
month undertaken a research project designed to update
its knowledge of hearing-impaired nonowners’ percep-
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tions, attitudes, and behavior relative to the purchase of
hearing aids. With preliminary results anticipated this
fall, the project is expected to further refine the indus-
try’s directions and marketing messages as we enter the
‘90s. Second, one industry supplier—Knowles Electron-
ics, Inc.—has launched what will be a twice-yearly
pulse-taking of the hearing aid market and will report
its results to the industry at large on a regular basis.

The inaugural report on the Knowles-commissioned
survey, entitled MarkeTrak, appears on page 17 of this
issue. Combined with further analytic work by
Knowles, the results offer an indispensable look at our
market, along with such thought-provoking elements as
”heanng aid satisfaction” and “intent to purchase” in-
dices and a map showing relative hearing aid sales
opportunity.

The most provocative element of MarkeTrak, howev-
er, is the so-called “PRIZM” segmentation of the U.S.
population into clusters ranked according to the hearing
industry’s relative opportunity. Not a Knowles creation,
but rather a standardized market-research dissection of
our population, the PRIZM-cluster system is at once
fascinating and a bit frightening: in the surgical preci-
sion with which it distinguishes among socioeconomic
groups in the U.S., and in the ease with which it boils
those groups down to jaunty {and potentially offensive)
two- or three-word descriptions—from “Shotguns and
Pickups” and “Norma Rae-ville” to “Furs and Station
Wagons” and “Black Enterprise.”

Some might take issue with the MarkeTrak findings.
Others might be put off by the cold, calculating look at
our society that PRIZM clustering represents. But the
fact is that that is how marketers in many if not most
consumer-product industries are looking at all of us
today. And the hearing industry—albeit largely a
human-service field too—cannot afford to continue to

_ market its products and services on intuition grounded

in the wisdoms of the last few decades. Instead, we
must increasingly turn to fact-based measures of what
our market is thinking and doing.

And to any who believe that the “seat of our pants” is
all the knowledge we need, we offer the following clos-
ing thoughts . . .

That which has always been accepted by everyone,
everywhere, is almost certain to be false.
—Paul Valery

1t is far safer to know too little than too much. Peo-
ple will condemn the one, though they will resent
being called upon to exert themselves to follow the
other. .

—Samuel Butler

And to paraphrase philosopher Valery’s observation
about psychology, “The purpose of research is to give us
a completely different idea of the things we know best.”

%'
WILLIAM |]. MAHON
Editor e Publisher
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MARKET RESEARCH

Introducing MarkeTrak:
A Consumer Tracking Survey of the
Hearing Instrument Market

By SERGEI KOCHKIN

" l ! he first annual consumer-oriented tracking survey of the hearing instruments
market (MarkeTrak) is introduced, with its results compared to those of the
1984 HIA market survey and with opportunities for the hearing industry

identified.

It has been six years since the pio-
neering Hearing Industries Associa-
tion (HIA| survey of the United States
hearing-instruments market was pub-
lished. As a result of that research, the
industry has implemented marketing
efforts designed to remove obstacles to
greater acceptance of hearing instru-
ments in the USA.

As participants in the industry-wide
efforts to enhance acceptance of hear-
ing instruments, we believed it would
be useful to reflect on what has been
accomplished since 1984 as well as to
offer a vehicle for continued dialogue
and feedback on the industry’s market-
expansion efforts.

Today the HIA is developing plans to
resurvey the U.S. hearing-impaired
population. The “tracking survey” de-
scribed here is not meant to preempt
that important HIA effort. Rather, it is
designed to serve as a longitudinal in-
strument for identifying trends, very
much like the Consumer Confidence
Survey published by the Conference

Sergei Kochkin, PhD is Director of Stra-
tegic Planning and Market Develop-
ment for Knowles Electronics, Inc. His
main responsibility includes “develop-
ing and market-testing programs to
impartially grow the market for
hearing instruments.” He welcomes
the suggestions of individuals or

organizations with respect to this

objective. Correspondence: Knowles
Electronics, Inc., 1151 Maplewood
Drive, Itasca, IL 60143.
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Board. As we embark on the market-
expansion challenges for the 1990s, we
might want to view the information
provided in this survey as a “baseline”
measure, with respect to which future
survey results could provide ongoing
audits of the impact of our collective
efforts.

Among the issues we plan to track
periodically are: (1) physician screen-
ing for hearing loss, {2) hearing-instru-
ment “stigmatization,” {3) the size of
the hearing-impaired population, (4)
satisfaction with hearing instruments,
(5) binaural ownership, (6) future hear-
ing-instrument purchase intent, {7)
third-party payments, (8) perceived
source of distribution, {9) factors in-
fluencing new first-time hearing-
instrument owners, and (10) hearing-
instrument market penetration by life
stage and by market segment.

Other data are available as by-prod-
ucts of this planned research. Due to
the objectives of the survey, we do not
plan to publish this related informa-
tion, but we will make the data avail-
able to interested participants in the
hearing health industry. (Interested
parties should contact the author for a
complete list of available data.)

SURVEY

METHOD
The MarkeTrak survey is mailed to
20,000 members of the National Fam-
ily Opinion (NFO| mail panel twice
each year: on the first of April and the
first of October. The NFO panel con-
sists of households that are balanced

to the latest U.S. census information
with respect to market size, age of
household, size of household, and in-
‘come within each of the nine census
regions, as well as by family-versus-
nonfamily households, state, and the
nation’s top 25 metropolitan statistical
areas. NFO is a well-known and re-
spected market research firm, which
also conducted the 1984 HIA survey of
the hearing-impaired population.

Our tracking survey also was “clus-
ter-coded” using the PRIZM system.*
PRIZM is a market-segmentation sys-
tem based on the principle that people
with similar backgrounds, means, and
consumer behavior “cluster” in neigh-
borhoods suited to their chosen life-
styles. Used extensively for 15 years by
marketers throughout the U.S., the
PRIZM system is a product of the
Claritas Corporation, which classifies
over 250,000 U.S. neighborhoods into
one of 40 PRIZM Clusters by using
neighborhood demographic data and
available consumer-purchase data. It
provides strong evidence that “birds of
a feather flock together.”

RESULTS AND

DISCUSSION
Tables 1, 2, and 3 present the results of
our MarkeTrak surveys for Spring and
Fall 1989—each of which featured a
66% return rate. Future updates will
continue to show previous history, be-
cause the main purpose of the survey
is to show trends. We will now discuss
each section of the survey in order of
appearance.

*For more information on the PRIZM system
contact Mr. John DeReu, Claritas Corporation,
8600 W. Bryn Mawr, Suite 226S, Chicago, Illinois
60631, (312) 693-4200.
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Table 1. MarkeTrak: General Indices. Table 2. MarkeTrak: New Hearing-instrument Owners.
N Spring Fall
Spring Fall
1989 1989 1989 1989
: N N
Hearing-impaired population v . :‘s, :r :e:c;e:t of total purchases this period 46676/; 566160/;
Percent households with hearing difficulty 24.1% - 23.6% e 8 hgu chold income (000) 951 347
Hearing difficulty per 1000 households 278 264 Verage hous - - : e
Number hearing impaired {millions) 955 24.3 Factors influencing new first-time owners
L s e e Hearing loss got worse 75.0% 74.4%
Hearing-instrument “Stigma Index” 1000 - o 99.7 » Hearing-loss Jiterature 12.3% 7.8%
Percent physicians who screen for hearing loss 16.0% 18.3% Better Hearing Institute (BHI) 2.9% 1.5%
Advertisement-Magazine 4.7% 3.9%
Satisfaction with hearing instraments Advertisement-Newspaper 2.7% 2.8%
% Very satisfied 23.7% 22.6% Advertisement-Television 4.4% 6.1%
% Satisfied 34.0% 36.9% Article in paper/magazine 45% 2.8%
% Neutral 23.1% 21.8% Ear doctor 30.3% 28.2%
% Dissatisfied 13.7% 12.7% Family doctor 22.4% 15.9%
% Very dissatisfied 55% 6.0% Audiologist 28.5% 27.0%
SATISFACTION INDICES (TOTAL)* 100.0 100.1 Hearing aid dispenser 16.6% 15.8%
Monaural : 95.9 97.8 Retirement 3.3% 3.7%
Binaural 106.1 . 104.7 Spouse 29.5% 27.6%
3 3 X Relative or children 31.7% 30.1%
Binaural ownership-total population 38.8% 35.6% Friends 13.6% 10.8%
Purchases this period 50.3% 53.4% Boss ot coworker 9.49% 2.9%
Purchases this period-first-time owners 46.2% 43.7% Current industry celebrities (aided recall) 2.2% 4.8%
Hearing-instrument purchase indices
Purchases within last 6 months 100.0 87.2 L .
Purchase intent next 6 months 100.0 853 Table 3. MarkeTrak: Hearing-instrument Penetration.
Third-party payment this period 20.0% 24.2% Spring Fall
1989 1989
Hearing-instrument distribution this period
Hearing aid store/dispenser 30.2% 32.1% Hearing-instrument penetration (total) 25.7% 22.5%
Clinic 5.4% 6.7% By lifestage
*Hospital 1.4% 2.8%  Roomates 18.4% 13.4%
Audiologislt’s office 42.9% 27.6:A Singles —Young 15.4% 16.9%
Ear c}octor s office 12.2% 13.7% _Middle 19.9% 20.8%
Family doctor’s office 0.0% 2.6% ~Older 45.1% 44.5%
Veterans Administration 3.2% 1.1% Couples-~Young 19.4% 14.0%
Mail-order 0.4% 4.9% -Working Older 27.2% 21.5%
Other source 4.3% 8.5% —Retired 38.7% 33.5%
- Parents —Young 8.3% 12.4%
*“Stigma” and “Satisfaction” Indices’ baseline equals 100, with future index scores to be compared to ~Middle 12.5% 11.3%
same. -Older 21.1% 18.8%
By age group
Children 13.2% 17.9%
18-34 yrs 7.7% 6.3%
35-44 yrs 7.7% 5.6%
—t 9 oD
Table 1b. Image of hearing-instrument wearer. On 5-point scale, 5 equals most positive gg_gi z:: ;,(21‘810;: 12{‘2
perception; 1 equals least positive. 65-74 13 331% 33.7%
75-84 yrs 45.5% 43.8%
Means 85+ yrs 53.3% 57.0%
Impaired By household income
Hearing Non-Hearing Less than $§10K 29.1% 26.5%
¢ N Non-Impai $10-$19K 28.4% 255%
Distrument - Instruinen on Impatied F $20-829K 28.7% 2539%
. . . Ne isth $30-$39K 21.4% 205%
Attribute (N=1, 128) {N=3, 675) (N=15, 775) Statistic $40-849K 2199 181%
Competent 4.48 431 4.24 44.2* $50-$59K 19.3% 18.0%
Attractive 4.14 3.88 3.87 39.0** $60K+ 22.1% 18.3%
Intelligent 4.47 4.25 4.19 57.5': By educational level
Youthful 3.13 2.95 2.94 12.4 o o
tsabled . Elementary degree 31.3% 32.4%
Not-Disable: 4.16 3.92 3.89 31.2 High scﬁoo} (dsome) %gé :f; 25.7:/0
Note: Results above are from combined Spring and Fall surveys. Iél:)%‘lesg (;)gme?gme 21 '0; i?;é’
*All comparisons significantly different p<0.0001. -Coll 8 d 20'7.; 20' 4(;
l‘];l::;r:]-ng;:(sgrggaint households significantly different from impaired/non-owners and non-impaired Cgllzg: (peogsrf;ra duate) 24: 9 ’%: 1 8: 2 °/:

Hearing-Impaired Population

The 1984 HIA survey estimated the
number of hearing-impaired adults in
the U.S. at 16.4 million. The National
Center for Health Statistics (NCHS}
estimated 21.8 million hearing-im-
paired persons for the year 1988 and
more recently, the National Institute
on Deafness and Other Communica-
tion Disorders estimated that there are
28 million Americans with some de-
gree of hearing loss.

In this tracking survey, we captured
information on up to four hearing-im-
paired people per household, including
children, by asking the head of the

household, “Which people in your -

household have a hearing difficulty in
one or both ears without a hearing
aid?”
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As shown in Table 1, nearly one in
four households reported having at
least one individual with a hearing dif-
ficulty. We estimate the number of in-
dividuals with a hearing difficulty at
between 24.3 and 25.5 million.

Image of Hearing-Instrument Wearer

In the 1984 market survey, little was
surveyed concerning the possible
“stigmatization” associated with the
wearing of a hearing instrument. In the
tracking survey, we presented respon-
dents with five bipolar adjectives on a
1-to-5 scale (higher scores mean more
positive attitudes) and asked them to
rate the typical hearing-instrument
wearer. Table 1b shows the mean
scores for three groups: hearing-instru-
ment households (N=1, 128}, impaired/

non-hearing-instrument households
(N=3, 675), and non-impaired house-
holds (N=15, 775). The data presented
in Table 1b suggest that people who
wear hearing instruments are per-
ceived to be less competent, less at-
tractive, less intelligent, less youthful,
and more disabled—by both non-im-
paired households and impaired/non-
hearing-instrument households.

Are the differences between hearing-
instrument households and impaired/
non-hearing-instrument households
indicative of individuals who have ac-
cepted their hearing loss versus indi-
viduals who have not? As long as
hearing-impaired individuals hold
more negative attitudes toward hear-
ing-instrument wearers (and thus to-
ward themselves), it seems logical that
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there is a lower probability that they
will actually adopt a hearing instru-
ment. The psychosocial dynamics of
hearing-instrument acceptance repre-
sent a fruitful area for further research.

As part of the tracking survey (Table
- 1}, the author has developed a “hear-
ing-instrument stigma index,” which
is an equally weighted composite of
the five image adjectives. The higher
the stigma-index score, the more posi-
tive the attitude toward hearing instru-
ment wearers. The Spring 1989 index
of 100 will serve as the baseline
against which future scores will be
compared (e.g., Fall 1989 index of
99.7).

Physician Screening
Based on the 1984 HIA survey, the
hearing-instrument industry, in a con-
certed effort, is conducting programs
to educate physicians on the impor-
tance of hearing screening and of their
referral of hearing-impaired individuals
for help. Among our survey respon-
dents who received a physical exam
between Quarter 4, 1988 and Quarter
1, 1989, 16% reported that their doctor
screened them for hearing loss. In the
most recent survey period, 18.3% re-
ported their doctor screened for hear-
ing loss during their last physical.
There is no comparable measure in
the 1984 HIA market survey, and it
certainly is too soon to tell if the in-
crease in reported hearing screenings
by physicians is indicative of an up-
ward trend. But because HIA advertise-
ments to physicians began appearing
in family-practice publications in the
first quarter of 1989, we can view these
survey results as baseline measures of
physician involvement in hearing loss
{other physician measures appear later).

Satisfaction With

Hearing Instruments

The majority of respondents (58%) re-
port overall satisfaction with their
hearing instruments, while nearly 20%
say they are dissatisfied with them.
Table 1 also shows a “consumer satis-
faction index” with initial baseline of
100 {the higher the index, the higher
the degree of consumer satisfaction).
The higher satisfaction index for bin-
aural owners provides support for the
fitting of two hearing instruments ver-
sus one when appropriate. No compa-
rable data is available from the 1984
'HIA market survey. Clearly, we need
to understand why a significant por-
tion of the hearing-instrument owners
are not satisfied with hearing instru-
ments, for it has been estimated that
each dissatisfied customer tells ten
others about his or her experience.
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Binaural Ownership

In the HIA market survey, 36.5% of
hearing-instrument owners reported
being binaural owners. Since 1984,
binaural ownership has grown to
38.8%. Binaural hearing-instrument
purchases in 1989, however, were in
the 50%-to-53% range according to re-
spondents to the MarkeTrak survey.

Hearing-Instrument Sales Growth

For measuring growth in sales of hear-
ing instruments, we have created two
indices: (1) purchases during the last
six months and (2} intent to purchase
during the next six months. The in-
dices are based on the percentage of
the hearing-impaired population either
purchasing or intending to purchase,
and on the most recent binaural-use
rate. At this stage, these indices should
be considered experimental. We hope,
however, that they will emerge as rele-
vant consumer-confidence indices spe-
cific to our industry.

Contrary to HIA unit-sales statistics,
hearing-impaired consumers reported
purchasing fewer hearing instruments
for the periods Quarter 2, 1989 through
Quarter 3, 1989 than they did for the
previous two quarters (Quarter 4, 1988
through Quarter 1, 1989). In addition,
the consumer future-purchase intent
dropped significantly between the
Spring and Fall surveys. This data cor-
relates with declining general con-
sumer confidence in the economy
among lower-income individuals and
individuals age 55 and over.

In addition, we suspect that the pub-
lication of the Financial Accounting
Standards Board’s (FASB’s) proposed
rulings on accounting for post-re-
tirement medical benefits and the
uncertain future of the Medicare
Catastrophic Coverage concept have
created a great deal of uncertainty
among our target markets. There is a
trend on the part of industry to cut
post-retirement medical benefits. This
is due to the projected negative impact
resulting from moving toward accrual
accounting of post-retirement medical
benefits. As more of the burden of
post-retirement medical coverage is
shifted to retirees, there is the chance
that hearing-instrument sales could be
negatively impacted.

Third-Party Payments

In the 1984 HIA market survey, 27.3%
of hearing-instrument owners reported
having had some form of third-party-
payment assistance. However, only

. 20% to 24% of recent hearing-instru-

ment purchasers report third-party-
payment help. Given these findings
and the medical coverage issues facing
our target markets, there is the possi-

4

bility that third-party payments for
hearing instruments could drop even
further. This is an area of concern.

Hearing-Instrument Distribution

In the most recent survey, the most
frequently mentioned sources for hear-
ing instruments were “dispenser”
{32.1%) and “audiologist” (27.6%),
compared to 47% and 23%, respective-
ly, in 1984, The physician’s influence
has increased to 16.3% (ear/nose/throat
and family-practice physicians), com-
pared to 5% in 1984, In 1984, 9% of
owners said they obtained their hear-
ing instruments at a speech/hearing
center. When we consider the total
proportion of fittings performed within
clinics, hospitals, and the Veterans Ad-
ministration (10.6%), there appears to
have been little change over the last 5
years. Mail-order sales, meanwhile, are
probably unchanged from 1984: 2% in
1984 vs. 2.6% in 1989 (average of Spring
and Fall surveys).

Recent Owners
First-time owners accounted for 10.5%
(Spring, 1989) and 12.3% (Fall, 1989} of
total hearing-instrument purchases in
our two survey periods. This is an im-
portant measure, because it indicates
whether new hearing-instrument con-
sumers have been persuaded on the
benefits of hearing instruments. And
for this industry, new owners represent
the principal possibility for growth.
Recent first-time owners, on average,
are above retirement age {66.9 years),
with household incomes between
$25,000 and $34,000. Although the re-
sults are not directly comparable, own-
ers of hearing instruments in the 1984
HIA market survey were 64.7 years of
age, with an average household income
of $21,000. In future surveys we would
hope to see the average age of new
owners decline, because the younger
impaired population represents the
possibility of a longer period of hear-
ing- instrument use.

Recent New-Owner

Motivations

Individuals who purchased their first
hearing instrument within the six
months preceding the MarkeTrak sur-
vey were asked to check off factors
that influenced their purchase. A list
of potential influencing factors includ-
ing the names of celebrities who have
most recently promoted hearing help

~was presented to the respondents.

As shown in Table 2, the most im-
portant factors influencing first-time
trial of hearing instruments—in rank
order—are: (1) perceptions that hearing
loss is worsening, (2) children and rela-
tives, {3) ear doctors, (4) spouses, (5) au-
diologists, and (6) family physicians.
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Among the media and public rela-
tions tools, hearing-loss literature
received the most mentions. The
celebrities mentioned most often are
President Ronald Reagan, Eddie Albert,
and Nanette Fabray.

Hearing-Instrument

Penetration

In 1984, hearing-instrument market
penetration among adult respondents
to the HIA survey was 27.1%. If we
consider the total adult hearing-im-
paired population, knowing that 12.2%
of the hearing impaired would not
admit to hearing loss and did not par-
ticipate in the survey, then 1984 mar-
ket penetration was probably closer
to 23.7%. Table 3 shows 1989 hearing-
instrument penetration in the overall
U.S. population and by selected demo-
graphic characteristics. In the Spring
1989 survey, 25.7% of hearing-im-
paired adults reported owning hearing
instruments. Six months later in the
Fall 1989 survey, only 22.5% reported
hearing-instrument ownership. The
large difference in penetration rate be-
tween the two surveys is difficult to
explain, considering the large sample
sizes employed; and because two data
points do not constitute a trend, we
would reserve comment on this differ-
ence until we obtain the results of fu-
ture surveys.

Hearing-instrument market penetra-
tion by life stage and age group varies
dramatically, with most of the varia-
tion due to age and degree of hearing
loss. Among hearing-impaired adults,

only 31% of hearing-instrument own-
ers are below retirement age compared
to 64% for non-owners. Hearing-in-
strument penetration-is highest among
the lower-income and lower-education
households. These findings are consis-
tent with the 1984 HIA market survey.
Clearly, the industry challenge is to
reposition hearing instruments to ap-
peal to the younger, more affluent, and
less severely impaired segments of the
hearing-impaired population.

PRIZM
SEGMENTATION
The PRIZM target-marketing system
breaks the U.S. population down into
40 distinct neighborhood-types, from
the richest (“Blue-Blood Estates”) to
the poorest (“Public Assistance”). In
the appendix to this article is a brief
description of each of the 40 PRIZM
Clusters.* Note that the names and
descriptions of the PRIZM Clusters

were not created by this author.

Rather, they are the actual terms used
in the PRIZM system and in the many
market-research databases that have
incorporated it.

The PRIZM system has been inter-
locked with dozens of market-research
firms’ databases-Nielsen, Arbitron,
MediaMark Research, NFO, Simmons
(SMRBYJ, and Market Facts—permitting
the profiling of target markets, media
selection, direct-mail optimization,
and even distribution-site selection.

One of the key benefits of PRIZM is
its ability to profile any file that con-

tains a consumer ZIP code or address—
such as our survey respondents. In ad-
dition, it can highlight-map those
areas (whether neighborhoods, Areas of
Dominant Influence [ADI], or any
other geography) that have a high po-
tential for purchasing a given product.
For illustrative purposes, the map in
Figure 1, showing the relative inci-
dence of hearing impairment by ADI,
was prepared using PRIZM on the
Claritas COMPASS system (Spring sur-
vey only). In Figure 1, hearing-im-
paired populations are grouped into
five equal groups (quintiles) based on
their representation relative to the av-
erage incidence of hearing impairment
in the general population. Higher-than-

~expected representation is reflected by

the dark shading {quintile 1), while
lower-than-expected representation is -
found in quintiles 4 and 5.

Table 4 shows the relative potential
for hearing-instrument sales by PRIZM
Cluster. Five indices are provided in -
Table 4 (from left to right): (1) hearing-
impairment index (percent of impaired
population divided by expected repre-
sentation in the population); (2) hearing-
instrument ownership index (percent of
hearing-instrument owners divided by
expected percent in the population}; (3)
hearing-instrument penetration (per-
cent of impaired owning a hearing-in-
strument); (4) size of impaired non-
owner market (in thousands); and (5)

*Interested readers may want to consult The
Clustering of America by Michael J. Weiss (Harp-
er & Row, 1988) for a more comprehensive de-
scription of each PRIZM Cluster.

Copyright 1989, Claritos Corporation

-

Bouintine
111
Quintite 2
104
Quintile 3
100
uintile 4
97
lQuintile 5
92
Total
101

Figure 1. - Relative incidence of hearing impairment by Area of Dominant Influence (ADI). Darker areas indicate higher-than-average inci-
dence; lighter indicate lower-than-average representation. (Copyright 1989, Claritas Corporation.)
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Table 4. Hearing-impaired population by PRIZM Cluster.

hearing-instrument opportunity index
(percent of non-owners divided by

Hearing Instrument Non-owners X " A
Heating " Medion their expected representation in the
Impairment Ownership Percent Non-owners ‘Opportunity Income Median U.S. population, where an index of 100
PRIZM Cluster Index Index  Own {000) Index (000)  Age : .
& Hard Serabble 100 ™ o7 20 o = ” 5‘; is average). The final two columns in
. ar Cral € .. . .
2. Golden Ponds (33} 128 126 23.8 1094 128 24 61 Table 4 are median household income
3. Gray Power (39)k ) 149 215 34.8 562 128 29 66 in thousands of dollars and median age
4. Shotguns & Pickups (19 116 90 18.8 464 124 19 57 ; . ] -
5. Grain Belt (35) 118 108 223 307 120 16 60 of impaired non-owners of hearing in
6. Back-Country Folk {10] 113 9% 204 776 119 21 55 struments. ,
7. Norma Rae-Ville (13) 103 58 13.7 576 117 18 55 .
8. Money & Brains (08) 114 108 2.7 191 116 55 59 The PRIZM Clusters in Table 4 are
9. Coalburg & Corntown (29) 119 134 27.1 423 115 23 60 listed by name, and ranked top-to-bot-
10. Sharecroppers (38) 115 114 24.1 872 115 18 56 tom b opportunity-index number
11. New Beginnings (23] 118 134 273 777 114 31 53 Y Opp y )
12. AgriBusiness (34] 108 101 225 456 111 19 56 (Column 5). The Top 10 clusters in
13. Mines and Mills (22 110 110 24.1 618 110 21 55 terms of hearing-instrument industry
14. Young Influentials (20) 107 100 22.5 492 109 43 51 . - 6-"Hard S bble.”
15. Smalltown Downtown (18} 120 157 31.6 423 108 18 62 Opplclu'tunlty are: - alr crabbile,
7
16. Single City Blues (26) 104 99 22.9 574 106 7 56 33-"Golden Ponds,” 39-"“Gray Power,”
17. Middle America (16 108 126 282 626 102 23 53 19-“Shotguns & Pickups,” 35-“Grain
18. New Homesteaders (17) 99 91 22.0 863 102 29 51 Belt.” 1%11 “Back C ps, F H ”
19. Pools & Patios (07} 100 105 25.3 633 99 39 64 elt, — back Country Folk,
20. Rank & File (02) 102 118 28.0 242 97 32 58 13-“Norma Rae-Ville,” 8-“Money &
21. Heavy Industry (04) 91 77 20.4 450 9% 23 56 Brains,” 29-“Coalburg & Corntown,”
22. Levitown USA (27} 97 106 263 506 95 31 62 d 38—“Share C "1 £
23. Blue-Chip Blues (30} 91 84 22.1 1211 94 34 53 an — ohare Lroppers.” In terms o
24. Old Yankee Rows (36) 90 79 21.3 249 93 25 58 population size, the largest segments
25. Tobacco Road (15) 84 60 17.2 236 92 14 61 of Non-owners are represented (iIl mil-
26. Hispanic Mix (09) 101 142 33.9 345 88 25 52 : A P . ”
27. Public Assistance (32} 81 58 17.3 514 88 9 55 lions) by: 30-“Blue Chip Blues (1.2},
28. Blue Collir I\}T,urs(er); {40} 91 111 29.5 392 85 30 53 33-"Golden Ponds” (1.1), 24-“Young
29. Young Suburbia (24 81 72 215 978 84 43 59 o i
30. Towns & Gowns (12) 83 86 247 271 83 26 53 Subgrbla (.98), and 38—"Sharecrop-
31. New Melting Pot (03] 83 86 24.9 115 82 42 63 ‘pers” (.89).
32. God's Country (01) 83 89 259 442 81 4 53 . .
33. Downtown Dixie Style (11] 78 70 216 543 81 19 60 Many of the high-opportunity clus-
34. Blueblood Estates (28] 89 118 32.0 187 80 68 64 ters can be found in rural ar 1
35. Urban Gold Coast (21) 82 97 28.6 41 77 55 64 the miréi ho r; hnl di la cas ‘g}ie €
36. Furs & Station Wagons [05] 77 78 2.7 547 76 a7 57 an nousehold income is below
37. Emergent Minorities {14] 70 64 22.0 249 72 21 57 $25,000. The high-opportunity seg-
38. Bohemian Mix (37} 76 89 28.3 99 72 31 49 ments tend to have a higher proporti
39. Two More Rungs (25) 57 59 25.1 65 56 55 52 f mi ctoha d gh‘?’ p ‘rf port (in
40. Black Enterprise (31) 52, 51 24.0 81 52 33 61 O minorities an - are signi 1.canF y
Note: Table based on the combined results from the Spring and Fall {1989) surveys. younger than tradltlonal hearmg-ln-
strument-owner segments.
Table 5. Selected lifestyle correlates: Hearing-instrument owners vs. non-owners. Table 6.  Selected media correlates: Hearing-instrument owners vs. non-owners.
OWNERS NON-OWNERS OWNERS NON-OWNERS
GENERAL MEDIA HABITS
CENSUS DEMOGRAPHY Health magazines News: Radio audience

Northern European ancestry

Household size 2 persons

Households without children—
married couples

White persons

Agriculture/forestry/fishing

Adults aged 55-64 years

Household income: $20,000-$25,000

Adults aged 65+ years

Persons married

Rural/Town

Farming occupations

Construction industry

Mobile homes and trailers

Housing built in last five years

Households with 3+ vehicles

Housing built 21-40 years ago
Nondurable manufacturing
Two-nine dwelling unit buildings
Households with no vehicle
Household size 5+ persons
Public administration
Children aged 14-17 years
Transportation industries
Service occupations

Persons separated or divorced
Adults aged 18-34 years
Single parents with children
Females in labor force

Black persons

Persons never married

ACTIVITIES/INTERESTS

Belong to a veterans club

Belong to a fraternal order

Belong to a country club

Buy 1940s-1960s pop music
Travel by car with camp equipment
Buy country music

Home improvement by self

Do outdoor gardening

Rodeo fans

Horse racing (flats) fans

Involved in public activities
Compact & standard pick-up truck
Go freshwater fishing

Go target shooting

Go power boating

Belong to a business club

Belong to a book club

Drink imported wine

Buy gospel/sacred music

Play lottery weekly

Buy traditional/contemporary jazz music
Professional basketball fans

Drink imported beer

Drink Sangria/party wine

Buy contemporary pop vocal music
Bought 5+ 33 RPM & 45 RPM records last
Drink Scotch whiskey

Smoke menthol cigarettes

Drink imported brandy/cognac

Buy comedy records/tapes

Buy dance/rap music

Drink rum

Buy soul/R&B/black music

Subscribe to Cable TV
Home service magazines
Watch WTBS

Country: Radio audience

Spanish/Ethnic: Radio audience

Radio 10 am-3 pm M-F
Watch ESPN
Bottom 20% for outdoor

MOR/nostalgia: Radio audience

TV horse racing
CBN: Watch on cable TV

Early evening weekend TV news
Fishing/hunting magazines

CNN: Watch on cable TV
Watch Learning Channel
Watch WGN-TV

TV auto racing

Adult contemporary radio audience

Top 20% all day TV viewing

Radio 7 pm-Midnight M—F

Watch VH-1

Top 20% Prime Time TV viewing
TV 8 pm-11 pm M-F

Watch Showtime

TV 11 pm-11:30 pm M-F

TV Pro Basketball ‘
Contemporary/Soft Rock radio audience
BET: Watch on Cable TV

Prime Time TV sitcom

TV 11:30 pm-2 am M-F

Jazz: Radio audience

General-appeal magazines

Black: Radio audience
Urban/Contemporary radio audience
Men’s magazines

Women'’s fashion magazines

Prevention

McCall’s

Reader’s Digest
McCall’s Working Mother
Family Handyman
Colonial Homes
Country Living

Rodale’s Organic Garden
Golf Digest

Field & Stream

Mother Earth News

" Better Homes & Gardens

Hearst Home Group
Family Circle
Creative Ideas
Popular Science

"National Geographic

Sports Afield
Ladies Home Journal
Town & Country

MAGAZINES

Soap Opera Digest
Psychology Today
Mademoiselle
Seventeen

. Stereo Review
Sport.
Self
Vogue.
Conde Nast Limited
People
Sports Illustrated .
GQ

Conde Nast Mag/Women
Playboy

Jet

Glamour

Esquire .
Harper's Bazaar

Ebony

Essence

VOL.43 NO.5

THE HEARING JOURNAL/MAY 1990 5




Comparisons between owners and
non-owners with respect to census de-
mography, activities, interests, and

media habits are presented in Tables 5

and 6, for the interested reader. This
type of information can be useful in
effectively targeting the non-owner.
For example, in a direct-mail campaign
to potential hearing-impaired non-
owners, it would make sense to ask the
direct-mail firm to provide names and
addresses of households from the clus-
ters with the top-ten opportunity in-
dices. Similarly, advertisements can be
PRIZM-targeted via Sunday newspaper
inserts in many metropolitan cities. In
another industry, the same technique
was employed and resulted in a 523%
increase in response to direct-mail
solicitation over that of traditional
shotgun-approach mailings.

In reviewing the 40 PRIZM Clusters
in Table 4 and the opportunities avail-
able, it would seem that the industry
must employ multiple strategies to ap-
peal to its diverse target-market seg-
ments. For example, would Richard
Dysart, Arnold Palmer, and Bob Hope
as spokespeople for hearing health/
instruments be as effective among per-
sons in the Hard Scrabble, Shotguns &
Pick-ups, and Sharecroppers clusters as
they would among Golden Ponds,
Gray Power, and Blue Blood Estates?

Recall that hearing-instrument mar-
ket penetration is under-represented
among blue-collar workers, middle- to
younger-age individuals, minorities,
and farming and industrial employees.
Thus, while we should continue to use
messages from celebrities who would
appeal to middle- and upper-class pop-
ulation segments, we also should
consider enlisting atypical celebrity
spokespeople for the hearing-instru-
ment industry. These could be race
car drivers, boxers, cowboys, bowlers,
country-western singers, blues singers,
' jazz musicians,; fly fishermen, hard
hats, and pickup-truck owners. As one
hearing specialist stated, “This-indus-
try needs a Marlboro man.”

Another potential use of geodemo-
graphical data and mapping databases
is to overlay such data on the current
retailer distribution system in the U.S.
This can lead to an understanding of
the positioning of each distribution
outlet. Some areas with a higher proba-
bility of hearing impairment might not
be covered optimally; other areas
might have more retailers than the op-
portunity there warrants. Systems like
the PRIZM system actually permit the
plotting of retail outlets in a local area,
at the same time depicting the product
opportunities available to the retail
outlet.

6 THE HEARING JOURNAL/MAY 1990

With respect to media or public-rela-
tions targeting, one could, for example,
obtain from PRIZM a media report for
the top ten segments weighted by size
or opportunity index. Such profiles can
be obtained for areas as small as a
given neighborhood.

With the diversity of hearing-im-
paired non-owners in mind, the indus-
try needs a clearer vision of whom we
are trying to reach and what needs
consumers are trying to meet. In a re-
cent local newspaper, we saw an adver-
tisement that read merely, “Hearing
aids, Hearing aid repairs, Batteries,”
followed by a name, address, and
phone number. This advertisement
could have been modified to more ef-
fectively reach our hearing-impaired
markets with targeted marketing com-
munication.

CONCLUSION
The 1984 HIA market survey conclud-
ed that there were significant opportu-
nities, as well as significant obstacles,
with respect to further consumer adop-
tion of hearing instruments. Based on
the shorter survey reported here,
which in no way is meant to replicate
the 1984 survey, one probably can
reach the same conclusions. The op-
portunity is significant: The number of
hearing-impaired non-owners is ap-
proximately 19 million. Assume that
one-quarter of these {those with the
greatest degree of hearing loss) can be
persuaded over the next four years to
purchase and use hearing instruments

at the prevailing binaural rate. Assume
also, due to their younger age, the pos-
sibilities of a longer hearing-instru-
ment-purchase “career.” With these
assumptions, it can be seen that at the
retail level there could be the opportu-
nity of an additional billion dollars
per-year awaiting this industry.

The challenges to the industry, how-
ever, are not insignificant. These are:
{1) to continue to find ways to educate
physicians and consumers on hearing
loss and the benefits of hearing instru-
ments; (2) to reposition hearing instru-
ments to appeal to younger, more
affluent, and less severely impaired
market segments; (3) to recruit hear-
ing-loss spokespersons who would ap-
peal to persons other than those in
“traditional” hearing-instrument seg-
ments such as “Blue Blood Estates”
and “Gray Power”; (4) to further pro-
mote the benefits of binaural hearing
instruments; (5} to continue to work to
remove the social stigma of hearing
loss; (6) to improve consumer satisfac-
tion with hearing instruments; (7) to
find ways to make hearing instruments
accessible to rural and low-income in-
dividuals. The above list of challenges
is, obviously, not all inclusive.

We hope that the ongoing Marke-
Trak survey will provide the vehicle
for measuring our industry’s progress
in market expansion and contribute to
the ongoing dialogue on the obstacles,
challenges, and opportunities facing
our industry. o

~Sergei Kochkin -
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