
To the Graduate Council:

I am submitting herewith a dissertation written by Linwood A. Hagin entitled
"U.S. Radio Consolidation: An Investigation of the Structures and Strategies of
Selected Duopolies." I have examined the final copy of this dissertation for
form and content and recommend that it be accepted in p^tial fulfillinent of
the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy with a major in
Communications.

torman R. Swan, Jr., Major Professor

We have read this dissertation
and recommend its acceptance:

#r>v.a/<s/ f.

'A. 4

Accepted for the Council:

Associate Vice Chancellor
and Dean of the Graduate School



U.S. Radio Consolidation: An Investigation of the

Structures and Strategies of Selected Duopolies

A Dissertation

Presented for the

Doctor of Philosophy

Degree

The University of Tennessee, Knoxvdlle

linwood A. Hagin

August 1994



Copyright © linwood A. Hagin, 1994
All rights reserved

11



DEDICATION

This dissertation is dedicated to my family:

Lisa, my wife,

Heather, my daughter, and

David, my son

for their sacrifices and encouragement during

the last three years.

Ill



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

First, I would like to thank my major professor, Dr. Sam Swan, for his

guidance and suggestions during this project. I would also like to thank the

other members of my committee. Dr. Herb Howard, Dr. Barbara Moore, Dr. Ron

Taylor, and Dr. Tom Ladd for their continued insight, offerings, and

encouragement during my graduate program at the University of Tennessee.

Secondly, I would like to thank the National Association of Broadcasters

for their generous support of this dissertation through a 1994 Research Grant.

I would also like to thank those within the radio industry for their additional

support with a special thanks to Radio Business Renort PubUsher Jim Carnegie

and Vice-President/Editor J.T. Anderton.

Thirdly, 1 would like to thank all the members of my extended family

and friends in various parts of the country who supported this dissertation

through their time, finances, and prayers.

IV



ABSTRACT

This study investigated the organizational structures and management

strategies of selected radio duopolies. At the time of this study radio duopolies

had been legally permitted to exist throughout the radio industry for less than

two years. Radio broadcasters were groping for the appropriate designs and

strategies to successfully operate a duopoly. Sixty-nine owners and managers

representing 16 duopolies and 15 markets were interviewed using an

interview guide. Two of the 69 interviews were conducted as a pilot study to

revise the interview guide and develop more precise research questions.

Station documents were analyzed from the local public file and the stations'

files at the FCC building in Washington, D.C. An FCC official was also

interviewed for background information. Observation of some duopoly

activities was also used in data collection.

Qualitative analytic techniques used by three other researchers

(McCracken; Strauss and Corbin) were used to develop an overall model

supported by four themes and 12 sub-themes. The interview transcriptions

were individually analyzed word by word and by participant. The interview

transcriptions were collectively analyzed by six responsibility areas and by

nine question groups.

Results indicated some consensus among duopoly managers on the ways

available to structure and manage duopolies. However, there was not

uniformity in the implementation of those strategies throughout the duopolies

in this study. EHiopoly managers and owners have used a vehicle (the duopoly

staff) to travel along the duopoly highway in three phases. The travel process

model consisted of the finding, learning, and leading phases.



Duopolies have succeeded in the radio industry. The success rate may

not have been as fast as some owners hoped. Duopolies have put some people

out of work. Duopolies have eliminated some niche formats from certain

markets. On the other side, duopolies have added jobs to a community and

created new positions in some radio stations. Duopolies have brought niche

formats to a market to serve an unserved audience. Duopolies have kept some

stations on the air. This study has shown that duopolies on the local level can

be a benefit to the communities of listeners, advertisers, and employees.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

United States radio stations have increased in number since the era of

deregulation began in earnest with the 1981 Federal Communications

Commission (FCC) deregulation order.l There were 8,761 radio stations on-the-

air in mid-1980 (Broadcasting. 1980). This number increased 25% to 11,647 by

mid-1994 (Broadcasting&Cable. 1994). Two deregulatoiy FCC decisions

contributed to this growth: repeal of the anti-trafficking rule in 1982 and the

introduction of 689 additional allocations (Carter, et al., 1989) for more FM

stations through what became popularly known as Docket 80-90.2

In 1962 the FCC adopted a three-year holding period for radio licenses

before the stations could be sold again.^ The anti-trafficking rule's repeal

allowed station license holders to sell a station without holding the license for

any specified time. The FCC required a one-year holding period, however, for

licenses acquired through a comparative hearing or the minority ownership

policy (Carter, et al., 1989). Marketplace forces have helped correct the excess

number of stations being trafficked. National Association of Broadcasters

(NAB) official Mark Fratrik said: "You can no longer buy a station, then turn

1. 84 FCC 2d 968 (1981).

2. 94 FCC 2d 152 (1983).

3. 32 FCC 689.



around and sell it. There are fewer buyers and more sophisticated buyers in

the market" (Kadzis, 1992).

Docket 80-90 created a table of FM frequency allotments to be introduced

and assigned on a rotating basis from 1985-1988. Docket 80-90 also allowed

stations the flexibility of upgrading their technical facilities in order to put

their signal over a larger, more populous market.

Additional stations seeking revenue from essentially the same number

of advertisers forced many stations to close their doors by 1990. Even before

the U.S. recession that began in the late 1980s, many radio stations found that

the revenue pie had become a lot smaller than when they started their

businesses. Subsequently, many stations began losing money and even going

dark (off-the-air). More than half of all radio stations lost money in 1990.^

Since 1988 average AM station operating profits fell 50% and average FM

station operating profits fell 36% (Mass Media Bureau, 1992). Almost 300

stations were silent in 1992^, Two years later that number increased to 379

silent stations (Radio Business Report, 1994). Hundreds of stations that did

remain on the air were switching from live programming to satellite-

delivered programming in order to reduce expenses. Many broadcasters from

around the country said this was not serving the community.

This introduction chapter has five parts. The first part will be a

combination of a brief background to the study and definitions of terms used

in the study. The second part will include the historical and legal background

of the study. The third part will explain the research questions. The fourth

4. 7 FCC Red 6387, footnote number three, refers to an NAB Press Release (July 2, 1992)
that the trend continued in 1991 with 58% of all radio stations losing money.
5. 7 FCC Red 6387 (1992).



part will outline the parameters of the research. The final part will describe

the organization of this study.

PART ONE

BACKGROUND

FCC deregulation combined with two other factors to force the radio

industry to re-examine the way stations were operated. The first factor was

the accumulation of heavy debt loads by companies that expected to make a

quick profit from radio station trading. The second factor was a decrease of

available advertising revenue during the 1989-1992 U.S. recession.

Elimination of the three-year holding period for radio licenses brought

new money into the radio industry. Investors who previously did not want

their money tied into one investment for three years could now invest into the

radio business and be able to exit at any time, assuming there were always

going to be other willing buyers or investors. Some radio companies would

leverage their investment against a multiple of a predicted cashflow based on

expected growth of advertising revenues. The ready access to new capital and

investors allowed broadcasters to enter these highly leveraged transactions

(HLTs) in order to increase their group holdings or upgrade their facilities.

Since the acquisition of additional debt was based on the cashflow of a radio

station, the owner was expected to increase the cashflow over the years so the

investors would realize a sizable return on their investment.

Radio stations, along with other media, were dealt a severe blow when

the economic recession forced advertisers to cut back their media spending in



the early 1990s. Two reasons have been cited for this advertising decrease.

The first reason was the massive debt incurred by store owners who

themselves attempted leveraged buyouts of competitors. The other reason

pointed to advertisers seeking more accountability for their promotional

dollars, turning their efforts to cable television, couponing, and direct mail

(Anderton and Sanders, 1992). Radio stations indirectly contributed to less

advertising revenues by lowering rates to compete with the additional stations

that had brought in the additional commercial inventory to the market (Qpinn,

1992). This downturn in advertising revenue for radio stations meant owners

were not able to service their HLTs. Radio stations, as well as other media

companies, were forced to adopt different business practices in order to adapt

to the new economic realities (Owers, et al., 1993). These business practices

included personnel layoffs, reducing the costs of production, pursuing

additional revenue streams, and "niche" marketing (Owers, et al., 1993).

Relaxation of FCC policies that restricted the number of stations allowed

in a market, a subsequent increase of capital and investors into the radio

industry, and a weak economy in the retail advertising industry were three

factors that affected the financial picture of many radio stations. Stations

were forced to cut back in their service to their community of license, reduce

their staff and other expenses, declare bankruptcy and put the station into the

hands of a court-appointed receivor, enter into a financial workout with

creditors, or turn off the transmitter and wait for someone to buy the station

before the license had to be returned to the FCC. There were some station

owners, however, who began to wonder if some form of consolidated



operations with another station in the same market might forestall the

previously mentioned bleak financial outlooks.

The next part of this chapter will resume the discourse from this point

and provide the historical and legal background to the study. At this point the

author needs to introduce the reader to terminology used in the subsequent

parts of this chapter and the rest of the study.

Definition of Terms

Radio station owners began combining operations by joining the

programming or sales staffs of two stations in the same market or by joining

the entire operations of both stations. The names associated with these

alignments were varied but similar: Local Marketing Agreement (LMA), Joint

Operating Agreement (JOA), Local or Joint Sales Agreement (ISA or JSA), Joint

Operating Venture (JOY), or Time Brokerage Agreement (TEA). Two of these

variations became widely-accepted by broadcasters: LMA and LSA. The FCC

preferred to remain with the TEA acronym when referring to LMA

arrangements in their written notices and regulations. FCC Mass Media Bureau

Assistant Chief Stuart Bedell said, "Generally, when the Commission uses Time

Brokerage Agreement or LMA they are using them the same way and they

refer to the same kind of a deal" (Bedell, 1994). The difference that must be

recognized is between the LMA/TBA and the LSA. The Local Marketing

Agreement affects at least the programming content of the radio station

whereas the Local Sales Agreement affects only the sale of time on the radio

station. The LMA is regulated by the FCC. The LSA is not. Bedell said these



terms are not precise since there are also combinations of both "joint [local]

sales agreements with time brokerage arrangements" (Bedell, 1994).

Two stations entering into one of these agreements would merge a

portion of their operations. Usually, one of the stations was a strong station

and the other a weak station in the market. Even though the sales,

programming, administrative, or a combination of the three areas merged

under an agreement, both licensees retained responsibility for their licenses.

Typically, under an LSA, a station ("Agent") would take in another station's

("Licensee") inventory (commercial availabilities) and sell both stations'

inventory. The Agent would receive part of the sales and collections. The

Licensee would receive the remainder.^ The LMA is also a financial

instrument for stipulating terms by which a station's airtime is brokered to a

competing station (Mims & Smith, 1993). The LMA typically is an agreement

involving both the sales and programming aspects of the brokered station. A

typical LMA might occur like this: Station A approaches station B. Station B is

usually under some form of financial stress. Station A offers either a straight

cash payment or a cash payment and a significant percentage of sales

revenue. Station B will allow station A to program and/or sell all, or most of,

the time on station B (Anderton and Sanders, 1992).

6. Based on an interview with Biii Hays, February 24, 1993. Hays is Generai Manager and
Vice President of Oak Ridge FM, Inc., the Agent in an LSA with WCKS Broadcasters, Ltd.
Hays would not comment on what the percentage split was, saying, "the FCC doesn't
require us to give out that information." LSAs are only required to be in the station's

public file. LMAs are required to be filed with the FCC within 30 days of implementation
(7 FCC Red 6402; 1992). This particular LSA was terminated in early 1994 when a
competing radio station attempted to buy the "Licensee" in this LSA (Radio Business

Report, 1994).



Relaxation of the FCC's ownership regulations in 1992^ allowed radio

station owners to expand their LMAs and LSAs into part of their ownership

structure. The FCC allowed radio operators to create a duopoly in their market.

A duopoly differs from an LMA or LSA in that the purchasing owner takes

over the license and total control of the purchased radio station. One owner

then controls the licenses of two radio stations of the same service (AM or FM)

in the same market.

The revisions created two market tiers. The first tier included markets

with 14 or fewer stations. In this tier an owner could own up to three stations

but not 50% or more of the stations in the market. Any combination in this

tier could not have more than two stations of the same service. Examples of

possible duopoly combinations in this tier would be:

AM-AM

FM-FM

AM-AM-FM

AM-FM-FM.

At least five stations would need to be in the market for an owner to acquire

the first or second combination to meet the 50% restriction. To have the third

and fourth combinations a market would need to have at least seven stations to

meet the 50% restriction.

The second tier included markets with 15 or more stations. In this tier

an owner could acquire up to four radio stations. Again, the two of the same

service per combination restriction was applied to this tier. Also, any

combination which included two stations of the same service could not have

7. The next part of this chapter will provide the background to the rule changes.



more than 25% of the audience listening to the combined stations. The

audience measurement used was the latest one available at the time of filing

for the other station(s') license(s). The measurement could come from

Arbitron or a similar service. Provided these two restrictions were met this

tier could have the same possible duopoly combinations as the first tier plus

this additional one:

AM-AM-FM-FM.

Licenses not included in the revised duopoly rules were those licenses

assigned to non-commercial stations, translators or stations not operational. ̂

Non-operational stations are those new stations still being constructed or

existing stations that are off-the-air.

The FCC also provided a new definition of the term "market" when

market was applied to a duopoly combination. An owner determines what

market tier the proposed duopoly combination would be in "by counting all a

broadcaster's local 'post-transaction,' commonly owned radio stations and

adding to that number all commercial radio stations the principal community

contours of which overlap the principal community contours of any of the

broadcaster's commonly owned stations" (NAB Legal Department, 1993). The

contour was an engineering designation which showed how far out from the

transmitter site a station's signal could be heard at a certain power. The five-

millivolt contour was used for AM duopoly designations. The 3.16-millivolt

contour was used for FM duopoly designations. An engineer for an owner who

wanted to form a duopoly would plot the contours of the proposed combination

and then plot all similar contours that would intersect any of the proposed

8. 7 FCC Red 6395 (1992).



combination's contours. The number of intersecting contours plus the

proposed combination's contours would determine if the owner would be in a

small or large market (an example of an engineering statement prepared for

the Decatur duopoly can be seen in Appendix E).

PART TWO

HISTORICAL AND LEGAL BACKGROUND

This part introduces the reader to the legal and historical aspects of the

duopoly rule. Separation of these two aspects into different segments would be

difficult as the history of duopoly is intertwined with legal actions by

regulatory agencies, the courts, and the U.S. Congress.

Through the 1970s

The FCC's interest in duopoly regulation stemmed from the Commission's

investigation into chain (network) broadcasting in the late 1930s. In March

1938 the FCC had established a committee to investigate the radio networks and

their affiliates. One of the issues in the investigation sought "information

concerning the extent and effects of concentration of control of stations

locally, regionally, or nationally in the same or affiliated interests, by means

of chain or network contracts or agreements, management contracts or

agreements, common ownership or other means or devices."^ The Report on

Chain Broadcasting was released in May 1941. The report reflected the FCC's

9. 54 FCC 2d 331.



interest in wider diversification of ownership and control of the mass media

(Singleton, 1979). During the chain broadcasting investigation in 1940 the FCC

also strengthened the duopoly rule that prohibited ownership by one person

of more than one AM, FM, or TV station in a given market. The rule stated

parties were prohibited from "owning, controlling, or operating (1) standard

broadcast stations if their primary service contours overlapped substantially,

(2) FM broadcast stations which served substantially the same area, and (3)

television broadcast stations which served substantially the same area." 10 xhis

rule forced the sale of radio stations in more than 40 markets (Singleton, 1979).

The Report on Chain Broadcasting laid the foundation for the FCC's

multiple ownership rules. These early rules had a twofold objective: (1)

Fostering maximum competition in broadcasting, and (2) promoting

diversification of programming sources and viewpoints. H The FCC attempted

to control local or regional concentration of broadcast stations through a

variety of amendments to the duopoly rule which was encased in the multiple

ownership rules. The first amendment became effective July 16, 1964. The

general terms of "substantially the same area" were changed to more specific

standards: (1) standard broadcast stations—no overlap of predicted or

measured 1 mv/m contours, (2) FM broadcast stations—no overlap of the

10. 45B FCC 1728 (1964). There is a slight distinction between the definition of
concentration for AM and FM and TV licenses. This distinction is noted in the Federal
Register: that an owner could not own or operate "another FM (or TV) station which serves
substantially the same area." The restriction for standard (AM) stations was more
specific: the ruie bars overlap where "a substantial portion of (the applicant's existing
station's) primary service would receive primary service from the station in question,
except upon a showing that the pubiic interest will be served through such a multiple
ownership situation" 27 FR 6846 (1962).
11. 22 FCC 2d 307 (1970).

10



predicted 1 mv/m contours, and (3) television broadcast stations—no overlap of

the predicted Grade B contours."12 This amendment applied only to new

station applications, assignment of licenses, or transfer of control of licenses.

The Commission's second attempt at modifying the duopoly rule

occurred on March 25, 1970 when the "one-to-a-market" rule was adopted.

This rule was "an extension of the present duopoly rules, since it would

proscribe common ownership, operation, or control of more than one

unlimited-time broadcast station in the same area, regardless of the type of

broadcast service involved."!^ An owner could not own more than one AM,

FM, or TV station in a market. The one-to-a-market rule did not apply to

existing combinations, to certain AM stations,!^ or to non-commercial

educational stations. One year later the FCC modified the one-to-a-market rule

so AM-FM and radio-UHF combinations on a case-by-case basis were

permitted. 15

On July 23, 1975 the FCC released a Notice of Proposed Rule Making

which sought comments on a proposal to again amend and expand the duopoly

rule to a regional concentration rule by limiting a broadcast owner to four

stations per state. AM-FM combinations would count as one station. After

numerous filings against this proposal the FCC abandoned the concept of

limiting station ownership within states and instead adopted a proposal to limit

distances between owned stations. On April 22, 1977 the FCC amended the

12. 45B FCC 1728 (1964).
13. 22 FCC 2d 307.

14. Ibid. Class IV AM stations in communities with populations under 10,000 and
daytime-only AM stations were also permitted to own FM stations in the same market if
the FM station was not co-owned with a TV station.

15. 28 FCC 2d 662 (1971).

11



regional concentration rule to "prohibit generally the acquisition of a station

or modification of facilities if such would result in the common ownership of

three broadcast stations where any two are within 100 miles of the third if

there is, or will be, primary service contour overlap of any of these related

stations," 16

As of the late 1970s the duopoly/regional concentration rule looked like

this for a broadcast owner:

• The only new combination allowed would be AM-FM or radio-UHF;

•  Co-owned stations could not be within 100 miles of each other if the

primary service contours overlapped;

• Radio stations could not be co-owned if their 1 mv/m contour overlapped.

The 1980s

While the FCC's 36-year (1941-1977) struggle to define the duopoly rule

was occurring there were many instances of broadcast owners applying for

waivers of the duopoly rule. The author documented 24 such cases. Fourteen

waiver requests were granted while ten waiver requests were denied. Reasons

varied why the FCC was not consistent with the requests.

The FCC cited several criteria when duopoly waiver requests were

denied. In particular, the FCC wanted to know (1) if controlling interests were

identical, (2) whether there were differences in managerial or programming

policies, (3) whether the stations were or could be engaged in actual

competition, (4) if the duopoly would prevent future entry into the market by

16. 63 FCC 2d 828.

12



other applicants with "new, different, improved, and competitive services," (5)

what was the benefit to the community beyond helping the "private interests"

of the owner or providing media diversity in a community, (6) if the existing

station or other stations in the area, in the case of an application for a

construction permit, would adequately cover the proposed coverage area of the

new station, and (7) if there was justification beyond providing the first local

daytime or nighttime service to an area.l7

The FCC was just as varied in their reasons for granting waivers of the

duopoly rule as they were for denying waivers. Specifically, the FCC allowed

duopolies to continue or to be formed when (1) an owner that would be in

violation of the duopoly rule promises to divest interest in one of the stations

by a specified time, (2) the FCC determined that the percentage of overlap was

not critical, (3) the efficient use of existing signals was sufficient even though

the existing stations were not operating at maximum power and the creation of

a new station would prevent increases in power to the existing stations

because of the duopoly rule, (4) a station owner promised not to make decisions

concerning a station bought by an organization for which the owner was a

director, (5) the choice was between the first FM service or no service at all

for an area, (6) the overlap was actually for only a short time each day due to

directional patterns between stations in two separate cities, (7) a station's

assets were placed into an irrevocable trust for the benefit of the owner who

purchased an overlapping station, (8) the high conductivity characteristics of

salt water caused the overlap of AM signals, (9) the public would gain from a

17. 5 FCC 183 (1938); 28 FCC 261 (1960); 35 FCC 740 (1963); 1 FCC 2d 653 (1965); 42
FCC 2d 190 (1972); 53 FCC 2d 216, 755 (1975); 56 FCC 2d 42 (1975); 68 FCC 2d 992
(1978); 82 FCC 2d 279 (1980).

13



new local service, and (10) a principal's interest in an overlapping station was

less than five percent and the stations were controlled, operated, and staffed

separately in separate markets and were financially independent. 18

These reasons for requesting a duopoly waiver exemplified a

broadcaster's concern for the most efficient operation of multiple-owned

stations in the same area. The Comptroller General of the United States

reported to Congress in 1979 that over half of the nation's 7,000 radio stations

by 1976 were involved in AM-FM co-owned, same-market combinations. 1^

The Commission's staff began to turn against the ownership rules at the

start of the 1980s (Emord, 1989). The Commission's Network Inquiry Special

Staff released a report^O critical of the duopoly, one-to-a-market, and regional

concentration of control rules. The Special Staff found that the [almost] forty

years of FCC ownership regulation had produced almost no public interest

benefits (Emord, 1989). On May 1, 1984 the Commission repealed the regional

concentration of control rule.21 The FCC found that the growth of media

outlets and the competitiveness of these outlets would preclude anti

competitive behavior in regional media markets (Emord, 1989). Under the

banner of deregulation the march towards elimination of the duopoly and one-

to-a-market rules continued. A Notice of Proposed Rule Making was released

18. 30 FCC 133 (1961); 31 FCC 982 (1961); 35 FCC 465, 740 (1963); 2 FCC 2d 364 (1966);
4 FCC 2d 809, 838 (1966); 17 FCC 2d 840 (1969); 37 FCC 2d 953 (1972); 47 FCC 2d 463
(1974); 62 FCC 2d 691 (1976); 67 FCC 2d 583 (1978); 69 FCC 2d 1256 (1978); 72 FCC 2d
198 (1979).

19. U.S. General Accounting Office: SD Cat. No. GA 1.13:CED-79-62.

20. Footnote 21 (Emord, 1989) cited the report by the Network Inquiry Special Staff,
Federal Communications Commission Final Report, New Television Networks: Entry,
Jurisdiction, Ownership and Regulation 11-2 to 11-13, 11-32 to 11-38 (1980).
21. 101 FCC 2d 402.

14



on February 20, 1987 supporting relaxation of the rule prohibiting overlap of

the broadcast contours of co-owned commercial AM and FM stations in the

same broadcast service and of the rule prohibiting common ownership of

commercial radio and television stations in the same market 22 The FCC cited

examples of administrative and programming cost savings that could enhance

program diversity as reasons to modify the local concentration rules (duopoly

and one-to-a-market).23 Two years and two days later the FCC modified the

local concentration rules so that common ownership of two radio stations was

permissible if the two stations' primary service contours overlapped. The

common ownership would only be impermissible if the two stations' principal

city contours overlapped.24 Common radio-television ownership would be

granted "favorable" review status for a requested waiver of the one-to-a-

market rule if the request came from licenses in the top 25 markets or the

licensees of other markets could demonstrate the existence of "failed"

broadcast stations in those markets.25

Broadcast owners faced a new set of ownership/concentration rules as

of the late 1980s:

• AM-FM combinations were now permitted in any location;

• The area covered by the duopoly overlap restriction for commonly owned

stations had been reduced from the primary area to the principal city area;

•  Some same-market combinations would be permitted.

22. 2 FCC Red 1138.

23. 2 FCC Red 1140-1141.

24. The principal city contour is defined as the 5 mv/m contour for AM stations and the

3.16 mv/m contour for FM stations (4 FCC Red 1723).
25. 4 FCC Red 1741.

15



LMAs, TBAs, and the 1990s

Besides trying to own stations with overlapping contours other

broadcasters attempted to join operations through the sales or programming

areas. The Commission allowed a station in Alabama to program a specific

number of hours on a competing station in order to provide adequate coverage

of the area's high school football teams. The FCC limited this particular "time

brokerage arrangement" to the specified time period indicated by the

applicant. 2 6 The Commission did express concern that extensive time

brokering might constitute an improper delegation of program control by the

licensee to the broker(s), and hence conflict with the public interest.^^

Continued interest in joint operations prompted the FCC to issue a Notice of

Inquiry on July 23, 1973 seeking comments on the use of combination

advertising rates between competing radio stations.28 The issue of brokering

a radio station's time did not surface again until 1980 when the Commission re

visited time brokerage. The Commission premised their re-examination "on

the view that it could foster healthy program competition and enhance

diversity of programming by encouraging independently produced

programming."29 The Commission's focus of this policy statement was to

encourage broadcasters to invest in the varied independently produced

programs available so that all specialized audiences could be served. The

26. 31 FCC 2d 584 (1971).
27. 33 FCC 2d 653 (1972).

28. 41 FCC 2d 951.

29. 82 FCC 2d 108.
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owner would derive benefits from serving a specialized audience while at the

same time not incur the expense of operating an entire station for that

audience.

Broadcasters began to feel the effects of the U.S. recession in 1989. Both

the FCC and broadcast owners began to look for ways to keep radio stations

economically viable. In a Notice of Proposed Rule Making on April 12, 1990,

the FCC proposed a relaxation of its duopoly rules to allow common ownership

of two AM stations in the same market if the owner agreed that any

interference to other stations, caused by either station, would be reduced.

The FCC expanded the NPRM to a Report and Order on May 9, 1991 to examine

possible changes to the radio ownership rules. The FCC sought answers for

many questions including the following:

•  Should the contour overlap (duopoly) rules be modified to permit

ownership of multiple AM and multiple FM stations in the same market, if

the cumulative local market shares of those stations are at or below a given

percentage?

•  Should the Commission adopt a specific policy encouraging joint ventures

and cooperative arrangements among stations?

•  Should the Commission adopt a comprehensive policy governing time

brokerage agreements?^ 1

Jessell (1991) reported on broadcasters' responses to the FCC's call for

comments on the attic-to-basement" review of the multiple ownership rules:

"If there was a consensus among broadcasters, it was that the national multiple

30. 5 FCC Red 4387.

31. 6 FCC Red 3275.
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ownership and the local duopoly rules must go or at least be relaxed." The

National Association of Broadcasters (NAB) urged the Commission to continue

policies which encouraged joint operations among stations, saying

"collaborative efforts have often made it possible for marginal stations to

remain on the air," especially during economic downturns (NAB Legal

Department, 1993).

The FCC adopted rules, on March 12, 1992, which would have allowed

common ownership of up to 30 AM and 30 FM stations nationwide and for a

single owner to control the licenses of up to three AM and three FM stations in

the largest markets. Specifically, the proposed changes in the duopoly rules

would have allowed a single entity to own up to three AM and three FM stations

in markets with forty or more stations if the stations did not exceed 25% of the

combined audience share. In markets with 30-39 stations, three AM and two

FM stations could be owned by a single entity if the stations did not exceed 25%

of the combined audience share. In markets with 15-29 stations, two AM and

two FM stations could be owned by a single entity if the stations did not exceed

25% of the combined audience share. In markets with less than fifteen

stations, a single licensee could own up to three stations, with only two stations

being in the same service, so long as this number was less than half of all local

stations. The number of stations in a market and their market shares were to

have been determined by Arbitron or similar data wherever possible. 3 2 This

proposal immediately brought forth the ire of several U.S. Congress senators

and representatives. Comments from broadcasters, the NAB, and the Congress

over the next several months convinced the FCC to reduce the limits set in the

32. 7 FCC Red 2755 (1992).
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NPRM, but still relax the ownership and duopoly restrictions. On August 5,

1992, the FCC adopted revised regulations for permissible duopoly acquisitions:

§73.3555 (a)(l)(i) In radio markets with 14 or fewer commercial radio

stations, a party may own up to three commercial radio stations, no more

than two of which are in the same service (AM or FM), provided that the

owned stations, if other than a single AM and FM station combination,

represent less than 50 percent of the stations in the market, (ii) In

radio markets with 15 or more commercial radio stations, a party may

own up to two AM and FM commercial stations, provided, however, that

evidence that grant of any application will result in a combined

audience share exceeding 25 percent will be considered prima facie

inconsistent with the public interest. 3 3

The FCC also abandoned the use of Arbitron market designations. A market

would be determined by the definition stated earlier in Part One (Definition of

Terms) with respect to principal community contours. The national multiple

ownership limits were reduced from the proposed 30 AM and 30 FM stations to

18 AM and 18 FM stations. The rule changes became effective when they were

published in the Federal Register. September 16, 1992.34 Two years from this

date, on September 16, 1994, the national multiple ownership limit will be

increased to 20 AM and 20 FM stations.

The NAB filed a petition for rule making on behalf of the small market

broadcaster within one year of the new duopoly regulations' implementation.

The NAB was concerned about the limitation of broadcasters in markets with

33. 7 FCC Red 6406; 47 CFR Ch. 1 (10-1-92 Edition) p. 320.

34. 57 FR 180, 42701.
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four or fewer radio stations. According to the market definition these

broadcasters would not be able to form a duopoly or an LMA. The NAB was also

concerned about markets that traditionally have been small markets but have

been deemed large markets based on the "contour approach" for determining

market size, thereby triggering the audience share restriction (NAB Legal

Department, 1993). In the petition the NAB recommended the Commission

adopt new measures giving smaller market broadcasters additional local radio

ownership opportunities by:

•  Changing the small market rule to allow ownership of 50% of stations in

the market;

• Allowing any single station or AM-FM combo owner to add one more station

to common ownership (or allow a time brokerage-type LMA with one more

station), regardless of whether the acquisition/LMA exceeds the small

market 50% rule, the small market three-station limit, or the large market

25% market share rule;

• Allowing any station's acquisition of a "failed station," e.g., a station dark

for more than six months in a local market;

•  "Formalizing" a small market waiver system whereby smaller market

stations would be given a clear set of criteria for seeking an exception to

the local ownership limits in the rules, and

•  Ensuring that stations proposing new common ownership, or a time

brokerage-type LMA, will not be evaluated under a "mix" of the small

market and large market rules (NAB Legal Department, 1993).35

35. The FCC was expected to put the NAB small market duopoly petition on public notice

in January 1994, thereby soliciting comment on the petition (NAB Legal Department,

1993). This was confirmed in the Bedell interview: "We're waiting to see what comments
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Broadcasters were not waiting for the FCC's proposals to take effect. Two

broadcasters in Florida and Missouri had written the FCC for comments on

actions the broadcasters were taking in 1990 to join operations of stations with

overlapping principal community contours. Three broadcasters in Texas,

Virginia, and Colorado and a broadcaster with operations in Maryland and

Horida wrote similar letters in early 1991.36 The LMA Letters clarified the

broadcasters' requests on whether their proposed joint operations were legal

under the current duopoly rules. The FCC informed the broadcasters that these

time brokerage agreements were in compliance with recent FCC rulings.37

However, the FCC also cautioned the broadcasters that the brokered station

could not abdicate the ultimate control of the station in the areas of finances,

personnel matters, and programming. The brokered station was required to

air its own station identifications and to maintain its own main studio within

its principal community contour while remaining responsive to the needs of

its community of license, or risk losing its license through the denial of a

renewal expectancy.3 8 Even though the legal requirements were clear for

LMAs, some broadcasters were not convinced the LMA operators would serve

the community as the FCC requested. Blountville, Tennessee Station Manager

come in and then we'll have to make some decisions. We wouldn't necessarily adopt, if we
were to adopt anything, just what the NAB had requested" (Bedell, 1994).
36. The FCC's first and third through sixth responses to these letters came from Roy
Stewart, Chief of the FCC's Mass Media Bureau (5 FCC Red 7586; 6 FCC Red 1867; 6 FCC Red
1869; 6 FCC Red 5397). The FCC's second response to these letters came from Edythe
Wise, Chief of the Complaints and Investigations Branch of the Enforcement Division in the
FCC's Mass Media Bureau (5 FCC Red 7585). These six letters became known as and
hereinafter referred to as the "LMA Letters."
37. 82 FCC 2d 107 (1980); 4 FCC Red 2208 (1989).
38. 6 FCC Red 1869 (LMA Letter #4).
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John Fry said, in a letter to the FCC, that a recently enacted LMA in the

Johnson City/Kingsport market had forced him out of several community

events: "The big are getting bigger and the independents are being squeezed

out of the market; brokerage agreements bypass rules and regulations of

ownership, serving only the need of the bigger stations to gain a bigger share

of the market" (Fry, 1991).

Broadcasters quickly attached themselves to LMAs after the emergence

of the LMA Letters and the first documented LMA in a trade periodical

(Mississippi AM to Provide Programming to Ailing FM 1990). Media Mergers

and Acquisitions president Tim Menowsky said that "not looking at LMAs in the

1990s is like ignoring the value of FM in the '60s" (Bunzel, 1992). Another

example of a broadcaster who quickly took advantage of an LMA was Richard

Novik, President of WKIP-AM/WRNQrFM. His AM station entered into an LMA

in early 1991 with a nearby FM. The FM station simulcasted the AM signal

(Broadcasting. 1992). Still, others like Washington, D.C. attorney and author

Erwin Krasnow (Bunzel, 1992), Washington, D.C. attorneys Alan C. Campbell

and Timothy J. O'Rourke (Broadcasting. 1992), and FCC Mass Media Bureau Chief

Roy C. Stewart (Viles, 1993) cautioned broadcasters to review agreement

guidelines before entering an LMA. Other broadcasters and citizens became

alarmed that communities were losing some of their radio programming

diversity because of these agreements. Some criticized the LMAs as a way for a

market's strong stations to become stronger or for the potential control one

entity could achieve in a given market (Wolf, 1991). Some stations formed

LMAs just to survive. Ken Maness, President and CEO of Tri-Cities Radio Group,
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said LMAs and duopolies were "the result of a marketplace response to an

oversupply of inventory chasing too few dollars in the radio industry. "3 9

Broadcasters had been using LMAs less than one year when the FCC

began reviewing their radio multiple ownership rules in 1991. Broadcasters

involved in LMAs in the early 1990s were wondering how the FCC would

regulate LMAs under new multiple ownership rules. Through early 1992 there

were approximately 194 broadcast owners representing approximately 249

radio stations involved in LMAs. Nine of these agreements were sales only

agreements (Anderton and Sanders, 1992).^^ There was not quite as much

support for LMAs from Congress. A bill introduced in November 1991 by

Congressman Dingell'^1, that received sponsorship from both parties, would

have severely Umited LMAs. The bill would have allowed a station to broker

out only 25% of its total time, exceeding that only in cases of "financial

distress." Licensees would also lose some renewal expectancy if a competing

application were filed (Anderton and Sanders, 1992). Congressman Dingell,

upon introducing the bill, said, "left unchecked, unrestricted time-brokerage

agreements could increase concentration substantially, and reduce the

diversity that is currently available to the American public" (Anderton and

Sanders, 1992). The public verbal battle over LMAs continued with FCC

Chairman Alfred Sikes and NAB President Eddie Fritts adding their written and

verbal support to the LMA usage by broadcasters. Sikes said he opposed House

legislation that would restrict time brokerage agreements, but also shared

39. RAB/MSC 1993 workshop "LMA's & Duoplys (sic); Does 1 +1 =3?"

40. Anderton and Sanders report there were no official lists of LMAs kept which was why
these figures were estimates.

41. HR 3715: The Television and Radio Broadcast Bulk Time Sales Act of 1991.
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Congress' concern that a broadcaster may effectively turn over control of a

station through an LMA: "We are going to look closely at what constitutes a de

facto transfer of a license, and we will preclude that from happening" (Jessell,

1991). Sikes also had the backing of Commissioner Sherrie Marshall who said

in a memo to Sikes that she supported relaxation of the national multiple

ownership rules as well as the local duopoly rules (Jessell, 1992).

Discussion continued at the FCC through 1992 about how the multiple

ownership rules for radio should be revised after their March 1992

introduction. When the rules were revised and took effect on September 16,

1992, the FCC had considered LMAs part of a station's new duopoly restrictions:

§73.3555 (a)(l)No license for an AM or FM broadcasting station shall be

granted to any party (including all parties under common control) if

the grant of such license will result in overlap of the principal

community contour of that station and the principal community

contour of any other broadcasting station directly or indirectly

owned, operated, or controlled by the same party, except that such

license may be granted in connection with a transfer or assignment

from an existing party with such interests, or in the following

circumstances: (2)(i) Where the principal community contours of

two radio stations overlap and a party (including all parties under

common control) with an attributable ownership interest in one

such station brokers more than 15 percent of the broadcast time per

week of the other such station, that party shall be treated as if it has an

24



interest in the brokered station...regardless of the source of the

brokered programming supplied by the party to the brokered station.42

So, broadcasters could form LMAs, however, when the new duopoly rules took

effect in September 1992, the LMA counted towards the ownership restrictions

for the station providing the programming to the brokered station. Pre

existing LMAs and any pre-existing waiver-based duopolies of same service

stations were given until September 16, 1993, to come into compliance with the

same service simulcasting limits (NAB Legal Department, 1993). A strong

market penetration in listeners to the station restricted some stations from

forming an LMA. The brokered station could not be purchased to form a

duopoly if the audience reach of the two LMA stations exceeded 25%.

According to Larry Wilson, President and CEO of Citadel Communications, the

test of whether an LMA could become a duopoly "occurs at the point of

purchase, not when you began an LMA. "43 as the new duopoly rules took hold

many broadcasters used the LMA as a prelude to actually taking control of the

purchased station while waiting FCC approval of the transaction. Knoxville

duopoly General Manager Craig Jacobus verified this use:

I think the only way they work anymore and the only time you really

see them today are as preludes to a full buyout because the legal system

isn't fast enough and the FCC approval system isn't fast enough.

Stations that could form LMAs continued to use this tool as a means to increase

their own advertising revenues or audience share. However, the use of LMAs,

42. 7 FCC Red 6406; 47 CFR Ch. 1 (10-1-92 Edition) pp. 319-320.
43. RAB/MSC 1993 workshop "LMA's & Duoplys (sic): Does 1+1 =3?"
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without an expected purchase of the brokered station, decreased 8.6% from

November 1993 to April 1994 (Radio Business Report, 1994).

The prevailing positive attitude towards LMAs at the 1992 Radio

Advertising Bureau's Managing Sales Conference changed dramatically at the

1993 RAB/MSC. Knoxville radio station general manager Bill Hays said

managers in 1993 (after the changes in the multiple ownership rules) were

shying away from LMAs. According to a California radio station president, the

FCC's guiding principles of diversity of ownership and local ownership would

no longer exist if LMAs were allowed to survive (Broadcasting. 1992). Robert S.

Kieve predicted that "within less than ten years the principles of diversity and

local ownership will be totally destroyed, and throughout the United states a

few very powerful, wealthy groups will run a limited number of radio stations

in each market" (Broadcasting. 1992).

Media brokers began guessing what the new radio landscape would look

like as the effective date of the new multiple ownership rules drew closer.

Station trading increased 48% in the first six and-a-half months of 1992 from

the first six and-a-half months of 1991 (Viles, 1992). Due to the Hmited

financing alternatives available some brokers were predicting large groups

would look for merger opportunities rather than acquisitions (Viles, 1992).

Some stations were creating deals to take effect when the rules changed; other

stations were changing LMAs into duopolies; some stations and groups were

out shopping for other stations (Viles, 1992). The concern of some brokers,

however, was that the new duopoly rules may have come too late for some

stations, predicting that "the first flurry of activity will consist of groups

snatching up individual stations or combinations to create duopolies" (Viles,
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1992). Infinity Broadcasting and Jefferson-Pilot Communications were the

first two groups to take advantage of the new duopoly rules. Infinity bought

an FM station in Chicago and Boston to accompany already-owned FMs in those

two markets. J-P bought an AM-FM combination in Denver to complement an

already-owned AM-FM combo in Denver (Gallagher, 1992). Broadcast analysts

predicted these station sales and future ones like it would make radio a more

viable advertising competitor against print and television.

As 1993 opened, most duopoly deals that had taken place since mid-

September 1992 were below the top 25 markets (Gallagher, 1993). These

markets were frequently "over-radioed areas where there was a lot of room for

consolidation and where the advantages to duopoly—being able to offer

advertisers more product while lowering overhead through economies of

scale—were most apparent" (Gallagher, 1993). Duopoly deals were expected to

account for 10% to 15% increase in station trading volume by the end of 1993

(Gallagher, 1993). Gallagher (1993) reported that 175 duopoly applications had

been filed by the end of January 1993. One month later, Gallagher (1993)

reported that 70 duopoly deals had been acted upon by the commission. The

market breakdown included: (1) three deals in the top 10 markets, (2) eight in

markets 11-25, (3) 17 in markets 26-100, and (4) 42 in markets 100-plus

(Gallagher, 1993). As of April 1, 1993, there had been 189 duopolies and 138

LMAs either announced or filed (Radio Business Rennrt 1993).44 There were

866 stations involved in either a duopoly or an LMA as of April 1, 1993 (Radio

Business Report. 1993). Only three deals were for AM-AM combinations

(Gallagher, 1993). In addition, most LMAs that were being filed at the FCC were

44. Supra footnote #6: The new rules required filing of LMAs at the FCC.
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part of the so-called LMA-to-purchase deals, where an owner who has filed to

buy a station enters into an LMA with the station pending final FCC approval

of the sale (Radio Business Report. 1993). As of September 17, 1993, the one-

year anniversary of the changes in the duopoly rules, there were 293

approved duopolies. Two hundred and twenty-one (75%) were in ranked

markets and 72 (25%) were in non-ranked markets. Out of the 221 duopolies in

ranked markets the top fifty markets had 71 (32%) duopolies; the next fifty

markets had 50 (23%) of the duopolies, and markets ranked below the top 100

(101-263) included 100 (45%) duopolies.

As the first anniversary of the new duopoly rule approached some

broadcasters were not convinced that the change had affected the radio

industry. Shamrock Broadcasting Chairman Bill Clark said "there's a lot of

smoke [and] a lot of people [are] talking about deals, but there isn't a lot of fire.

For now, everybody seems to be sitting tight" (Viles, 1993). Medium markets

had seen more duopoly action than larger markets. L Lowry Mays, President

of Clear Channel Communications which owned four duopolies at this time, said

"the markets experiencing consolidation are quickly becoming better places

to do business because advertising rates tend to be firmer when the market

leaders own more stations" (Viles, 1993). Radio analyst James H. Duncan, jr.

confirmed the mixed reaction in the industry shortly after the first

anniversary of the rules. In Duncan's Radio Comments (Duncan, 1993) the

analyst re-visited six important ways he thought the radio duopoly rules would

help the industryr^S

45. These six "goals" were originally filed with the FCC in a reply to MM Docket No. 91-
140 (Duncan, 1992).

28



a) The changes will help move marginal or struggling inventory and thus

stabilize station prices. Duncan's analysis: "This has certainly

happened."

b) To make the radio industry more attractive to lenders and investors.

Duncan's analysis: "The investors have come back to the industry

quickly."

c) To reduce competition to a manageable level. Duncan's analysis: "There

is still a long way to go and in many markets competition has increased

in the last year despite duopoly."

d) No harm will come to rural, small market, and larger market,

independent stations. Duncan's analysis: "It is too early to tell whether

or not this is happening. Independent stations in medium-sized markets

could lose control over their pricing."

e) Increase radio unit rates because of increased market power. Duncan's

analysis: "For duopoly to reach its full potential and to help the entire

industry it is absolutely mandatory that the strongest combinations

must, at the verv least, keep prices at the level thev were before

duopoly" (Duncan's emphasis).

f) To encourage innovative programming and programming

experimentation. Duncan's analysis: "This goal will not be reached. In

some instances just the opposite has happened."

Duncan concluded a study of 147 standard Arbitron markets in early

1994 (Duncan, 1994) Among the key findings of the study:

46. The study included duopolies which were closed or announced by January 10, 1994.
The report was a pro forma analysis of those duopolies, treating them as if they were in
place for all of 1993. Duncan's study did not include any marketing agreements.
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• The average radio market had 21,8% of the 12+ shares (Monday - Sunday, 6

AM - Midnight) controlled by duopolies;

• The average radio market had 30.7% of the market's revenue controlled by

duopolies, and

• There were considerable differences between market sizes.

Summary

The FCC never wavered from its initial implication in the Chain

Broadcasting Rules of offering the American public a diversity of

programming and viewpoints on the nation's airwaves. The means to acquire

that diversity significantly changed from 1941 to 1994. The Commission's early

thinking was to limit broadcast owners to a minimum number of licenses in a

single community. At one point this was a limitation of one broadcast license.

This philosophy gradually changed from only one broadcast license to two

broadcast licenses per owner in a single market with restrictions on the

combination of the two licenses. These combination regulations were

eventually relaxed to the point where broadcast owners could own up to four

radio licenses in one market and in some instances these radio licenses could

be combined with a television license and even newspaper ownership in the

same market.47

Duncan's Radio Market Guide and audience estimates for Fall 1993 from Arbitron were

used in the analysis (Duncan, 1994).

47. An example of this is Cox Broadcasting's ownership of WSB-AM/FM/TV, Atlanta,
Georgia, pending ownership of WYAl-FM LaGrange, Georgia, and ownership of the Atlanta
loumal & Constitution.
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Broadcast owners applauded the era of relaxed ownership regulations.

Many broadcasters saw a revitalized radio industry ready to recover from the

FCC "mistakes" of the 1980s deregulation efforts and the 1989-1992 U.S.

economic recession. Still, other broadcast owners warned that allowing too

much consolidation could hurt some broadcast operators.

PART THREE

SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY AND RESEARCH aUESTIONS

Broadcasting's use of the LMA and the FCC's relaxation of the duopoly

restrictions prompted the author to consider this phenomenon as worthwhile

for this study. Many broadcasters were questioning the appropriate strategies

for putting together a duopoly. Trade periodicals reported multiple methods

for bringing together similar duopoly combinations in different markets.

Stations were expected to merge some aspect(s) of their operations when they

formed a duopoly. However, some owners felt the economies of a duopoly could

be felt through increased revenues as well as decreased expenditures. This

diversity of views led to owners structuring their duopolies differently.

Broadcast owners and managers swarmed to conference and convention

workshops to hear how other broadcasters were working duopolies. Johnson

City duopoly Sales Manager Bobbie Kabool was one of those:

I know one of the first Radio Advertising Bureau conferences we went

to right after this started happening, it was one of the largest sessions

that I have seen. In fact they couldn't get all of the people in and they

still, well we were all still somewhat confused about duopolies and they
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had several people on the panel that were still trying to understand, we

all were at that time.

This study attempted to answer the broadcaster's need to know what was going

on. Several years ago another researcher called for media scholars to pay

more research attention to the kinds of issues covered in the trade

publications. Tunstall (1990) said more media research should adopt an

industry perspective to show organizational differences in structure and

heiarchy on both a national and local level. This study fulfills Tunstall's call

in part by focusing on a popular topic in the radio industry and looking at the

topic from the local perspective.

So, this author determined there was a need for a study to investigate

selected duopolies to determine what organizational structures and

management strategies were being used by owners and managers. This study

did not report on the effectiveness of these structures and strategies for the

specific duopolies investigated.'^S However, the author did offer some

implications and recommendations for what the structures and strategies may

mean for those broadcast owners considering a duopoly.

An initial interview guide and research questions were developed in

September 1993 (Appendix B). The author contacted the President and General

Manager of the first Knoxville, Tennessee duopoly for permission to interview

them for a pilot study. The pilot study was expected to reveal enough

information about duopolies so a revised interview guide could be constructed.

The pilot study was completed in October 1993 and the revised interview guide

48. Some participants offered comments on their duopoly success. These comments are
reported in Chapter 4.
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completed in November 1993 (Appendix B). After the pilot study analysis the

author developed this major research question for this study:

• How does a radio station owner direct the various forces evident in a

duopoly to the desired outcome?

This question was supported by the following four research questions:

a) Why is a radio station duopoly created?

b) What do the various viewpoints, considered in the design of a duopoly,

bring to bear upon the implementation of a duopoly?

c) What management strategies are identified with radio station duopolies?

d) How will these strategies affect the direction(s) of a duopoly?49

PART FOUR

PARAMETERS

There were several aspects of the multiple ownership rules and related

rules that were not explored in this dissertation unless they affected the

duopoly rule. Some of these related rules were cross-media ownership

(between newspapers and broadcast stations, between cable systems and other

media), the Top-50 Policy, and the minority and investor interest rules.

The author limited this study to the duopolies approved during the 15-

month period following the effective date of the multiple ownership rule

changes (September 16, 1992 - December 15, 1993). Through December 15,

1993, there were 339 duopolies that received FCC approval (Broadcasting.

49. The pilot study analysis and the development of these research questions are
explained in Chapter 3.
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Broadcasting&Cahle. and Radio Business Reports. 8/3/92 - 12/15/93). The FCC

dismissed four applications and returned one application during this time

period. Duopolies had been formed in all but one state. Resources limited the

author in the selection of duopolies.^O

PART FIVE

ORGANIZATION OF THIS STUDY

Chapter One introduced the reader to the background of the duopoly

rules. Chapter Two summarizes the scholarly research and industry comments

about the duopoly rules and the use of these rules since September 16, 1992.

Chapter Three explains the research methodology and processes used in the

study to analyze the data. Chapter Four reports and summarizes the data.

Chapter Five offers the author's analysis of the results, implications and

recommendations for the radio industry, future research possibilities,

contributions to the field of broadcast research, and conclusions.

50. The selection process is explained in Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter is organized into three parts. Part one outlines the

research and articles in the management and organizational areas broadly

related to the area explored by the author in this study. Part two highlights

research and articles related to the study through broadcast or other media

fields. Part three reviews other research and articles related specifically to

the subject covered in this study.

PART ONF

MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATIONAL RESEARCH

Organizations of humans have existed for centuries. People have

gathered together for a variety of reasons. One of those reasons was to

coordinate activities or forces of two or more persons (Barnard, 1938). Miles

(1980) added to the definition of an organization saying the coalition of

interest groups were paying homage to a common mission and depending

upon a larger context for its legitimacy and development. This definition was

further expanded to include outcomes for organizational members, the

organization, and society through engaging in activities usually related to a

set of goals (Hall, 1991).
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Several factors helped organizations achieve their stated objectives.

One of those factors was the way procedures were controlled in an

organization. In a study of leaders, managers, and entrepreneurs,

Czamiawska-Joerges and Wolff (1991) said culture was the most powerful

Standard Operating Procedure that ran organizations. Other procedures noted

by the researchers were impersonal control processes, individual creativity,

and self-control.

Another factor noticed in organizations was how an organization was

structured so learning could take place. Ventriss (1990) discussed three

emerging organizational theories that dealt with this topic: social systems

delimitation, organizational learning, and organization theory as metaphors.

The latter two have application to this study. Organizational learning raised

questions such as: How can we leam to cope with change? What have we

learned from past experiences? Is our learning capacity adequate to the

challenges that confront us? (Ventriss, 1990). Two prevalent metaphors of

organizational theory as metaphors were "machine" and "organism" (Ventriss,

1990). There were many other possible metaphors. This study sought to find

appropriate metaphors associated with duopolies.

Berkowitz (1993) illuminated a third factor of organizations. This factor

was the "organizational life" found in an organization, specifically a broadcast

news department in his study (Berkowitz, 1993). The researcher said

organizational life included elements such as internal politics, productivity

expectations, quality expectations, the need to make a profit, and the

availability of work resources, such as staff size and equipment (Berkowitz,

1993). All of these elements existed in a situation where an organization
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adopted or had forced upon it the culture of a different organization, such as

in the creation of a radio duopoly.

Wallfesh (1991) identified a fourth factor that could affect how an

organization achieved its objectives. Wallfesh (1991) quoted Robert N. Beck,

Bank of America's Executive Vice-President for Human Resources, who said in

a reorganization or downsizing, sensitivity to human issues can spell the

difference between success and failure: "It is our job to see that both

employees who leave and those who stay come through with their self-respect

and dignity intact." Organizational objectives can be achieved through the

expression of sensitivity to employees' needs.

PART TWO

MEDIA RELATED RESEARCH

Organizations can be classified with many different variables. Hall

(1991) said the size variable was important to consider in relation to all the

other factors. As will be seen in this study, size of an organization was a key

factor in the creation of radio duopolies. As noted in Chapter One by the

attempts of earlier radio station owners, the capability of a radio station owner

to create a duopoly was not a recent development. Also, other media

organizations have attempted throughout the years to operate at a maximum

efficiency. Kobak (1988) reported on a magazine publishing company that

deliberately moved its four profit centers into separate buildings in different

parts of the New York area. The reason for this move was that the task of

management had become more important than editorial, advertising, and
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circulation (Kobak, 1988). Kobak (1988) warned that bringing larger numbers

of people working together under one roof and calling it "economies of scale"

sometimes created an inward-oriented approach that forgot the outside world.

Organization size also affected the flow of communication. In a 1971 study of

American journalists from several types of media, Johnstone (1976) said he

noted a tendency in the news media for communication to become

predominantly downward instead of two-way as work organizations increased

in size. Organization size also affected the type of growth within an

organization. Bantz, et al. (1980) reported two types of growth in local

television news organizations. The researchers said the organizations

experienced simple growth, with more personnel, and structural growth, with

more supervisory personnel and more specialized tasks for other personnel

(Bantz, et al., 1980).

As organizations grew simply and structurally other variables needed to

be considered. One of those variables was the interaction of the employees

within an organizational culture. Allen, et al. (1988) examined employee

perceptions of differentiation and conflict between departments of a single

television station. The researchers found quite different meanings and

perceptions were attached to working life depending on departmental

membership (Allen, et al., 1988). The researchers concluded these differences

provided a fertile ground for the creation of multiple cultures, making the

broadcast industry an excellent field for such investigation (Allen, et al.,

1988).

Two researchers have examined cultural variables within an

organization. Petersen (1991) developed an organizational culture model and
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used the model to analyze the effect of newspaper joint operating agreements

on newsroom culture. The model considered five elements: a) socialization to

the organization, b) complexity of individual roles in the organization, c)

boundary spanning abilities of individuals and the organization, d) strength

and economic efficiency of the organizational culture, and e) professional

cultures within the organization (Petersen, 1991). Ray (1986, 1988) examined

the usefulness of organizational culture analysis in assessing the symbolic

leadership traits of radio managers and their cultures. Culture analysis

effectively demonstrated the existence of three distinct symbolic leadership

styles of radio station managers (Ray, 1986, 1988).

Another variable considered in organizational research was the process

in which work was carried out. When the work situation becomes disrupted

the routine of that work process changes. Berkowitz (1992) said television

journalists went through three work process stages for coverage of an

extraordinary story. The three stages were a) a period of chaos, b) the

newswork became more manageable, and c) the work process was much more

like the everyday routine.

The work process includes work responsibility and work environments.

Barnes (1970, cited in Appelman, 1983) reported that over half of the small

market radio station managers investigated had additional responsibilities and

program directors also undertook other assignments. Appelman (1983) in his

own research suggested that staff size may have more importance than market

size for determining how a manager distributed the workload in a radio

station. Doubling of responsibilities was not uncommon in radio before

duopolies, at least in smaller markets. Technology has enabled workers to
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assume additional responsibilities and work in the same amount of time.

Computers and other resources have enabled the work environment to become

more "user friendly." L'Amie (1991) confirmed this with a case study of a

television station newsroom. He said structural demands indicated computers

were highly suited to meet the needs of television journalists (L'Amie, 1991).

The responsibilities of a worker and the environment in which the worker

performed the work contributed to the satisfaction the employee received

from the job. Drushel (1991) surveyed nearly 600 employees from ten radio

and ten television stations. The results showed that broadcasters as a group

were significantly less satisfied with their jobs than other workers had been

found to be (Drushel, 1991). Television station employees were less satisfied

than radio station employees (Drushel, 1991).

Besides size, culture, and the work process, another variable that should

be considered in the study of any organizational change would be the variable

Hall (1991) classified as market power or environmental dominance. The

power or dominance held by any one particular organization would be

strongly aiTected by the general economic conditions surrounding that

organization. Economic stress was one criterion of AM radio station failures

between 1962 and 1976 (Leffingwell, 1983). As noted in Chapter One, the

economy that enveloped the radio industry around the time of duopolies was

not very good. The factor that reduced the market power of a radio station was

the perceived value of the station to the advertiser. Bates (1985) in a study of

economic theory as it applied to broadcasting said the proper, final, product to

be considered was the access to audience provided to advertisers by

broadcasters. Radio stations did not necessarily lose listeners during the
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recent economic downturn. Rather, advertisers lost customers coming into

their businesses which in turn affected the amount of dollars that could be

spent on radio stations. The radio station, then, had less value in the mind of

the advertiser since there were less dollars to spend anywhere on advertising.

Economists would apply the term monopolistic competition to the radio

industry (Gomeiy, 1993). Very few radio stations have oligopoUstic power like

the television networks or the motion picture industry. However, radio

stations have absolute market dominance over a particular frequency assigned

by the FCC (Gomery, 1993). Radio stations then compete with each other for

additional dominance through the number of listeners tuning into a

frequency for entertainment or information. After relaxation of ownership

regulations and the consolidation of the radio industry through duopolies and

LMAs, some economists or other researchers might want to observe whether

major radio station group owners might be moving toward the oligopoly

economic structure by controlling more than one dominant radio station

within several markets.

PART THREE

DUOPOLY RELATED RESEARCH AND ARTICLES

Media industries have consolidated in the past for economic benefits,

market dominance, and bargaining power. Waterman (1991) assessed the

national concentration of four media industries from 1977-1989. He found

that national levels of concentration had increased in daily newspaper chains,

movie theater operations, and multiple cable system operators, but not in
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broadcast television station groups (Waterman, 1991). Mergers of media

industries and acquisitions within media industries have been driven by the

advantage of economies of scale both at the national level and at the local

level. This drive to merge was especially evident at the national level in late

1993 and early 1994 as cable systems sought out and were sought after for

possible mergers with telephone companies, movie studios, cable networks,

and broadcast networks (Howard and Ogles, 1994).

Economic considerations at the local level were also a primary motive

for creating a radio duopoly. Pitts (1992), in research on the future of AM

radio, stated that duopoly ownership might be more feasible for some small

market owners already running successful (AM) stations. Pitts (1992) reported

that 16.5% of the responses to the question "What nontechnical AM policies

would you like to see adopted?" by AM station owners and managers surveyed

were for elimination or relaxation of the duopoly rules. This response topped

the list of answers. One AM station general manager did not see brokered

agreements (LMAs) as a viable alternative for the survival of AM radio: "Time

Brokerage allows bigger operators to control the market. Time Brokerage also

allows one operator to cross-program to make the numbers on his main

stations go even higher" (Pitts, 1992). An AM station owner said owning all

the AMs in a market was not an answer. However, "radio both AM and FM will

see a severe crisis — if the FCC refuses to allow ownership of more than one AM

or FM in a market" (Pitts, 1992).

One of the restrictions on the economics of broadcasting was

government regulation. Anderson and Woodbury (1989) wondered what would

happen if the FCC relaxed its restriction on multiple ownership of the same
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kind of media outlet in the same market. The researchers suggested some

results of this scenario by comparing the prices paid for the AM-FM

combinations permitted by the FCC with the prices paid for independent AM or

FM stations. Anderson and Woodbury (1989) examined whether there were

any efficiencies evident in the common ownership of AM and FM radio

stations in the same market. The researchers concluded that operating as an

AM-FM combination resulted in lower operating costs and/or larger revenues

for those stations that were combinations and that the coefficients on the

individual station characteristics (such as power, format, etc.) were

significant determinants of a station's market share (Anderson and Woodbury,

1989).

Rogers and Woodbury (1988) called for replacing the FCC's engineering

oriented approach to spectrum efficiency with the economic approach in the

case of deciding whether FM translators should be programmed separately

from their feeder stations. The researchers suggested that increasing the

number of radio stations within a market generated consumer benefits by

both increasing the probability that new formats would be offered and by

offering consumers more listening choices within a format (Rogers and

Woodbury, 1988). The popular consensus, since Rogers and Woodbury's

research was conducted, was that more radio stations, especially FM, did not

increase spectmm or economic efficiencies within a market or given format.

Mims and Smith (1993) examined potential strategies for marketing

LMA-contracted stations to advertisers and audiences. The study evaluated

these strategies within the context of the regulatory concerns governing the

arrangement (before September 16, 1992). The study specifically focused on
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stations seeking to overcome obstacles in attracting audiences due either to

poor programming capabilities or lack of sufficient signal penetration. Mims

and Smith (1993) found that from one perspective the LMA imposed a greater

burden on station personnel to establish a rapport with advertisers than the

burden borne by single-station operators. The researchers said the

deregulated marketplace forced station owners to gather information relating

not only to the expanding operational alternatives available to them but to also

regard the impact of changed conditions upon their competitors (Mims and

Smith, 1993). The researchers discovered that regardless of the operation

method selected, broadcasters who elected to increase their coverage areas

invited additional challenges and opportunities (Mims and Smith, 1993). The

researchers wondered in their conclusion if the LMA represented a

marketplace response of limited usefulness and duration. Other researchers

have said that joint ventures or "strategic alignments" have been perceived to

be a means of achieving improved results without formally merging firms

(Owers, et al., 1993). Some broadcasters believed LMAs would keep stations "on

solid ground" until the transaction was completed and approved by the FCC

(KukoUa, 1993).

A concern of radio broadcasters about the duopoly rule success was

whether the financial industry would make the money available for

broadcasters to form duopolies. One investment beuiker saw duopolies as a

remedy for radio's ills one year before the rules took effect. Allied Capital

Senior Vice-President Cabel Williams favored allowing the same owner having

two FM stations in the same market, but was less enthusiastic about the trend of

time brokerage and leasing (Broadcasting. 1991). Jim Blackburn of Blackburn
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& Company said, "The real problem in the broadcasting industry is not

availability of funds or ability to pay back debt; it is overcompetition,

especially for FM stations" (Gallagher, 1992). Blackburn and Company filed

comments at the FCC backing a revision of the rules on ownership, duopoly,

and LMAs (Gallagher, 1992).

Radio brokers again made some predictions after the rules took effect.

Several brokers said the rules would have the biggest impact in medium

markets where there was not enough advertising revenue to support many

stations (Gallagher, 1992). Brokers also predicted that station swapping would

become more prevalent as bankers were still reluctant to get involved in

broadcast deals (Gallagher, 1992). Another broker said stations struggling

with financial debt from highly leveraged transactions in the 1980s could

become stabilized by "putting together intelligent station combinations-

through LMAs or a second FM in a market (to) fit an owner's long-term

corporate strategy" (Gallagher, 1992). Radio station owners who wanted to

create duopolies sometimes found out the cost of a station was higher than

expected. Inside Radio editor Tom Taylor said duopoly stations tended to have a

ten-percent premium on the sale price "because they're worth more to the

owners. They can operate them with less overhead and in some cases control

the market" (Tate, 1993).

One programming strategy initiated by NewCity Communications was to

protect a dominant station's format through programming a duopoly with

identical niche formats (Viles, 1993). A dominant country franchise was

operated by Entercom which owned three of the four country stations in

Pittsburgh (Viles, 1993). Radio station program suppliers (syndicators and
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networks) were ready in 1992 to step in and help stations involved in an LMA

or duopoly. Satellite Music Network President David Kantor advised stations to

use niche programming to pursue one of two strategies: program the LMA

partner to strengthen the first station's hold on a particular demographic

group or to strengthen the first station's hold on a broad-based musical format

(Viles, 1992). A market that did not seem to take this advice was Denver,

Colorado. In early 1993 there were four potentially "awkward radio marriages"

of divergent formats in Denver: a) a sports talk radio AM-FM combo with a

top-40 FM station, b) a country music FM station with a soft rock AM-FM combo,

c) an adult rock AM-FM combo with a pop music and talk AM-FM combo, and d)

a hard rock FM station with a pop music FM station (Steers, 1993). Steers (1993)

said some pairs have settled in for cohabitation while others have decided to

maintain an amicable separation. Colfax Communications formed an FM-FM

duopoly in Minneapolis, Minnesota. Colfax President Steve Goldstein said they

were looking for a format for their purchased station that would "complement"

but not "cannibalize" their first FM's format (Maler, 1992). Boston College

Communication professor Marilyn Matelski said stations would "go for formats

that were pretty much mainstream formats" and not for formats with "a

cutting-edge sound of music" (Mello, 1993).

The audience was also a concern for some duopoly operators. Spokane

duopoly General Manager Steve Cody said their duopoly acquisition benefited

listeners through upgraded broadcasting equipment, improved on-air sound,

and beefed up promotions (Ripley, 1993). Comco Broadcasting President and

General Manager Gary Donovan, owner of an Anchorage/Fairbanks, Alaska

duopoly, said community involvement was another way to practice good
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business and fulfill the public trustee obligation: "We have to give back to the

people who support us" (Alaska Journal of Commerce, 1993).

Another group affected by duopolies were the advertisers. According to

research from the Interep Radio Store, a national radio advertising

representative firm, advertising buyers were concerned that duopolies would

result in radio salespeople forcing buyers to buy stations in combination and

that buyers would lose their bargaining power (Mello, 1993). One duopoly

general manager said advertisers should look at a duopoly's combined sales

effort as an efficient way to reach target audiences and not so much as a

"hammerlock" (Kukolla, 1993). Cody said duopolies offered advertisers

sweeping demographic coverage and one-stop shopping (Ripley, 1993).

Baltimore duopoly owner Cathy Hughes said her duopoly gave her company a

synergy advantage of selling a combined share to advenisers (Edwards, 1993).

After further consolidation through 1994, radio broker Don Bussell of

Qjiestcom Radio Brokerage, expected owners with duopoly operations to market

them together: "You build them up, you've got a powerhouse cash-flow

machine. Why not sell both as a package?" (Gallagher, 1993). One media

buyer, Reich Communications Vice-President Pam Venturi, said many radio

sales staffs were doing double duty: "It does cut into the time they can take to

work with me. You can't just wipe out a 15-person sales staff and expect things

to be the same" (Steers, 1993).

How should a radio station duopoly operate? Infinity's CEO Mel

Karmazin said, "The best way to improve your bottom line is to generate more

revenues, not try to reduce your expenses" (Viles & Foisie, 1992). Karmazin

believed duopolies should be operated like AM-FM combos: keep the stations
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separate with different management and sales staffs (Viles & Foisie, 1992).

Evergreen Media Corporation used the opposite strategy with an FM-FM combo

in Jacksonville, Florida. Evergreen President Scott Ginsburg merged the

management and sales staffs and cut costs (Viles & Foisie, 1992). The

Evergreen duopoly in Jacksonville was the first duopoly to be sold as a duopoly

when Ginsburg sold the combination to OmniAmerica Communications in

February 1994. Paxson Broadcasting used yet a different approach. Paxson

President Jim Bocock said the company operated four stations in two different

markets using one general manager and two sales staffs per market—one staff

for AM-AM combos and a second for FM-FM combos (Viles & Foisie, 1992).

Reduced costs came from several areas: general and administrative expenses

such as accounting and computer costs, salaries of highly paid employees, and

the loss of employees through attrition. Some of these savings were offset by

first-year costs from: layoffs, breaking of leases, severance costs, penalties,

and other one-time charges. Rochester duopoly General Manager Suzanne

MacDonald said she held off merging facilities until she had a feel for the

purchased stations and was able to introduce the staffs to each other through

small group meetings: "It was an evolution instead of a revolution" (Radio

Onlv. 1993).

Viles (1993) reported that two patterns have emerged in duopoly deals.

Earlier transactions were financially driven and involved a weaker station.

The second pattern involved transactions driven more by operating strategy.

These later duopolies included the Cox/CBS and Viacom/Group W station swaps.

St. Louis duopoly General Manager and Vice-President Karen Carroll said,

before her parent company EZ Communications created a duopoly in St. Louis,
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"you'll see deals in all different shapes and sizes. All previous rules are out the

window. It's a whole new ballgame" (Grone, 1992). Viles (1993) said that two

general rules have emerged from radio duopolies: a) combining the

management and ownership of two stations will not lead to a significant

increase in revenue, and b) the cost of operating two stations in tandem can be

significantly lower than the cost of operating them separately. One example

of an efficient operation would be a news department in a duopoly. Many

duopolies considered the news department as one department which could

serve all the stations and in some cases provided news to a station which

previously did not offer it (Grant, 1993).

Duopoly operators reported in the first quarter of 1993 they were

cutting costs by up to 20% and posting modest improvements in revenues

(Viles, 1993). However, parts of the industry said cost-cutting strategies were

not necessarily profitable (Viles, 1993). Viles (1993) reported that duopoly

operators appeared to be pursuing several different strategies based on market

conditions rather than a single corporate-wide strategy. Infinity's separate

staffing strategy (with shared information) and Paxson's consolidation of mini

"radio malls" (Viles, 1993) seemed to ring the operational strategies. Most

stations have sought to cut costs and combine some operations while

maintaining the attractiveness of individual stations for advertisers and

listeners. Noble Broadcast Group Chairman and CEO John T. Lynch said duopoly

has enabled Noble to "shed itself of under-performing stations and to

consolidate ownership in those locales with the most market potential"

(Lynch, 1992). Lynch (1992) said Noble maintained the same revenue stream

and profitability with 75 fewer employees and two fewer stations in four fewer
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markets. Other stations have found out after several years in an LMA situation

some rehiring of staff was necessary (Radio Onlv. 1993).

The duopoly nile changes seemed to be accomplishing what the FCC set

out to do: "consolidate the middle and small markets, where station move-ins in

the late 1980s contributed to an overvalued market and led to a glut of

underperfoiming stations" (Gallagher, 1993). An example of an over-radioed

market was Charlotte, North Carolina. There are now six duopolies and at least

two LMAs in Charlotte. NAB President and CEO Eddie Fritts said "for the first

time in five years, stability is returning to the marketplace" (Fritts, 1993).

Consolidation of radio markets did not come without critics. Concord,

New Hampshire station owner Clark Smidt said duopoly would only help the big

guy: "It does not help the little guys, medium and small operators grow unless

there's a ton of money behind them" (Mello, 1993). Spokane radio station

owner John Rook said duopolies would mean "the death of the little guy"

(Ripley, 1993). FCC official Stuart Bedell (1994) disagreed with these views in

the interview with this study's authon

I think it's pretty much a mixed bag. I think in certain markets you've

seen some very large players buying some smaller stations, but some of

those larger players are buying stations that are even stronger than

theirs to strengthen their overall position in the market. At the same

time, I think I saw some report where someone had looked at the

applications we had granted and something like over 50% of the

applications involved relatively small markets with small players.

We're not just seeing a lot of the big multiple owners grabbing up
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stations all over, we're seeing some smaller players in smaller markets,

people with small stations that are relatively successful purchasing

other relatively small stations and just strengthening their overall

position in that market.

Benchmark Communications general partner Bruce Spector said duopoly has

forced the radio industry to do things differently: "Recently there has been

fresh thinking. Duopoly has been very positive" (McConnell, 1993).

SUMMARY OF UTERATURE

Change is a part of any organization. Change forces organizations to

evaluate how to achieve organizational objectives when faced with change.

The literature revealed four factors that needed to be considered when

organizations managed change. These factors were a) the organizational

culture, b) the learning process, c) organizational life, and d) organizational

sensitivity to employees. Along with these four factors the literature revealed

four organizational variables the author determined affected the recent

organizational change in the radio industry.

Radio stations have been through an unusual amount of change in

recent years. Both broadcasters and researchers made early calls for

relaxation of ownership rules. Challenges were waiting for broadcasters after

the FCC answered the call to relax the ownership rules. The literature revealed

a broad-based support, which included brokers and programmers, for owners

forming duopolies. Broadcasters felt their way into various programming

strategies as the owners and managers considered their audiences and clients.
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The literature showed there was no uniformity in operational strategies of

duopolies. The literature also revealed consolidation has begun in the radio

industry but not without critics.

This study reinforced the use of the four factors and four variables in

organizational studies through their appearance in this research on radio

duopolies. This study also showed that duopolies have survived initial

uncertainties. Mims and Smith (1993) asserted that challenges still wait for

consolidated radio stations. This study confirmed that assertion and also

revealed that radio duopolies have become solid businesses.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHOD OF RESEARCH

Attempting to gather information on a change in the way an industry

operates required a great amount of persistence and organizational skills.

Fortunately, the author had developed both qualities much earlier than the

beginnings of this study. Part one of this chapter will explain the process the

author took to arrive at the point of data collection and analysis. The analysis

of the pilot study is included in this chapter in part two. The chapter will

conclude with part three that will explain the process of the long interview

and qualitative analysis the author used to analyze the data.

PART ONE

THE PROCESS

Five steps designed to reveal the different organizational structures and

management strategies used by radio station owners to form duopolies

comprised this study. The first step was to develop a database of FCC approved

and pending duopolies. This step consisted of two parts: a) scour Broadcasting.

Broadcasting&Cable. and Radio Business Reports issues from August 1992

through December 1993 to find the station transactions that created duopolies

for the time period studied (September 16, 1992 - December 15, 1993) and b)
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confirmation of this list through an examination of the 1993

Broadcasting&Cable Yearbook, the M Street Radio Directory. 1994 Fdition;

through calls to individual stations to clear discrepancies, and a visit to FCC

headquarters for an examination of station files for any remaining

discrepancies.

The second step of the research was to select several duopolies for an

investigation of their organizational structures and management strategies.

Through December 15, 1993 the author compiled a database of 480 approved

and pending duopolies. As stated earlier the author's time frame for analysis

of duopolies was the first 15 months of the change in the multiple ownership

and duopoly rules (9/16/92 - 12/15/93). Also, the FCC rules for duopolies do not

apply to non-commercial stations or stations off-the-air. After allowing for

these three criteria (operating, commercial, approved in the first fifteen

months) there remained a set of 339 duopolies.

The author checked the duopolies in this set that were within a day's

driving distance (up to 8-10 hours) of Knoxville, Tennessee. This left a set of

117 duopolies. The author compared this set of 117 with the set of 339 based on

the following criteria: organization style, owner, location, format, power,

Arbitron rating, market rank, and type of duopoly combination (see Table 3.1

and Table 3.2 for a numerical comparison of the last four criteria among all

duopolies).

A few comments about the criteria are necessary at this point. The

organization style used refers to whether the duopoly operated with a

combined, separated, or a mix of combined and separated staffs. This was the

major criterion used in selecting the final set of duopolies. However,
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Table 3.1

Duopoly Selection Criteria

(Market Rank Count, Power, Arbitron Comparisons)

September 16, 1992 - December 15, 1993

Market

Rank

Duopoly

Count

Pow

(AM

er

)

Power

(FM)

Arbitron

(AM)

Arbitron

(FM)

B>P B=P B<P B>P B=P B<P B>P B=P B<P R>P B=P B<P

1-10 24 7 4 2 7 2 5 2 0 4 8 0 5

11-25 21 4 4 1 3 6 5 0 0 3 9 0 4

26-50 41 3 6 7 12 10 6 7 0 1 18 1 6

51-100 53 8 5 8 23 5 16 8 0 6 30 0 6

101-150 37 4 2 5 19 6 6 5 0 0 19 0 4

151-200 42 5 3 3 19 7 7 3 0 0 15 0 6

201-263 32 3 3 1 10 4 10 3 0 0 9 1 4

NR 89 6 11 11 37 11 20 1 0 3 5 0 1

Totals 339 40 38 38 130 51 75 29 0 17 113 2 36

B = Buyer's Station

P = Purchased Station
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Table 3.2

Duopoly Selection Criteria

(Combination Types)

September 16, 1992 - December 15, 1993

Purchased Buyer Duopoly Combo Duopoly Count

FM AM/FM AM/FM/FM 120

FM FM FM/FM 64

AM/FM AM/FM AM/AM/FM/FM 44

AM AM/FM AM/AM/FM 35

AM/FM FM AM/FM/FM 34

AM AM AM/AM 31

FM/FM FM/FM 4

AM/FM AM AM/AM/FM 4

FM/FM AM AM/FM/FM 1

AM/FM/FM AM/FM/FM 1

AM/AM/FM AM/AM/FM 1
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prevalence of the different types of this criterion could not be determined

until the author began calling the stations based on the other criteria.

Ownership types were difficult to categorize without additional timely

and costly clarification. Broadcasting resources may list a station as being

owned by an entity with a company name. That company, however, may be

controlled by one individual, a number of people, or may be a subsidiary of a

larger company or media conglomerate. Characteristics of ownership types

could include number of owners, involvement in other broadcast or media

properties, and number of duopolies owned.

As can be seen by Figure 3.1 the location of duopolies in the U.S. was

fairly evenly distributed throughout the country. The author's selection of

duopolies based on the other criteria had a higher priority than the location

criterion.

The station format is a nebulous creature. The author was reluctant to

use this as a selection criterion because of the constant change of radio station

formats, especially after the acquisition of a station by a new owner. However,

the formats within a duopoly situation were necessary to study as part of the

organizational structure investigation. The author was cautious in putting

much emphasis on the format as a selection criterion, but incorporated the

format choices in the duopoly as a matter of inquiry during the interviews.

The station's power in kilowatts was compared between the purchased

and buyer stations. The station's Arbitron rankings were compared between

the purchased and buyer stations. These two comparisons were made to notice

the relationship between stronger stations and weaker stations according to

these two criteria. This relationship was compared to the final selected set of
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duopolies. The author selected duopolies from both ranked and non-ranked

markets with small, medium, and large markets represented.

The author selected duopoly combination types that were more

prevalent in the industry. At the same time the author understood that the

unique duopoly combinations, or those with fewer duopolies, might be worthy

of further research.

The 117 were validated to be representative of the population of 339. A

brief duopoly research information form and cover letter (Appendix B) were

sent to the owner or general manager of the 117 duopolies in

November/December 1993. The author's goal was to develop a contact with the

highest ranking executive for the radio licenses who served at the location of

the broadcast operation (Ray, 1986). A follow-up letter was sent two weeks

later to those not responding (Appendix B). There were 45 forms returned for

a 38% response rate. Thirty-three, or 73%, of the returned forms indicated an

affirmative response to the question: Do you and your station staff wish to

participate further in this research project? Of course, not all of the

responses came in at the same time. The author chose those responses that had

replied affirmatively by mid-December 1993 and sent a third letter indicating

a phone call would be coming to arrange a date in January 1994 to come to the

station and interview selected management employees (Appendix B).l After

1. Only one contact person expressed hesitancy about participating in the study. This
person said he would need to check with the other managers and would call back. Since
the hesitancy was expressed during the phone call, the author did not pursue this contact,
and the person did not call again. One contact phoned the author requesting interest in
the study. This person did not return the duopoly research form until after the initial
calls were made so was not included in the study. Several phone calls were made to
another contact person who would return the calls when the author was not available. This

person was finally contacted again via mail and an appointment was arranged through her
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an appointment was made over the phone a confirmation letter with the list of

those people to be interviewed was sent to the contact person (usually the

general manager or owner) to arrive at the station one to two weeks before the

scheduled appointment date (Appendix B). No other contact with the station

was made by the author until arriving at the duopoly. 2

The third step of this study was the author's on-site visit to the 45

stations involved in the selected duopolies. Sixty-six interviews at sixteen

duopolies were conducted within a five-week period from January 4, 1994 to

February 11, 1994. The two pilot study interviews from October 1993 were also

included in the data. An interview with a radio group president was also

conducted although none of that group's duopolies were part of this study.

This interview was included in the data analysis as well. An additional

background interview was conducted with an FCC official on February 1, 1994.

This interview was not included in the data analysis. The author interviewed

70 people for this study. The number of people interviewed at each duopoly

ranged from one to nine for an average of 4.25 people per duopoly. The author

chose to interview only those positions in the duopoly that had managerial

responsibiUties over two or more of the stations in the duopoly. Management

positions with responsibilities over only one of the stations in the duopoly

secretary. Another person did not return three phone messages so was not contacted

again. Three people said they wouid participate by phone. These three were not included

since a phone interview was not part of the author's method of research.

2. Two general managers did contact the author to ask additional questions about the

study. These two duopolies did continue with the planned visit An owner contacted the

author to postpone the scheduled visit due to inclement weather. This latter duopoly was

subsequently dropped from the study because of two additional postponements (another

time due to inclement weather and the third time due to time restrictions of the author).
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were considered to be similar to existing stand-alone stations.^ Twenty-three

different titles were represented among the 69 duopoly interviews. For

purposes of analysis these 23 titles were collapsed into six different groups

based on the position's responsibiUties as described by the participant (Table

3.3). Another part of this step included the observation of the duopoly

organization in action by the author. These observations were tape-recorded

immediately after leaving the stations and were later transcribed for inclusion

in the data analysis process.

The fourth step of this study was an analysis of documents relevant to

the duopoly organization. The author examined the ownership reports of each

duopoly, the Time Brokerage Agreements used by some of the duopolies, the

listener's comments about the duopoly, and other miscellaneous documents

such as policy manuals, organizational charts, letters to and from the FCC, and

staff memos.'^

In conjunction with the previous step, the fifth step was the analysis of

the transcribed text of the interviews along with the author's comments from

observation of the station and its organization. This analysis provided answers

to the research questions. The fifth step consisted of three sections: (1) word-

for-word transcription of the interviews, (2) coding of the transcriptions, and

(3) analysis of the coded data (including interviews, comments, and document

3. These positions, however, are worthy of a future study. One reason was the
competitiveness that was maintained by some owners between prior competing stations
now under the same ownership.
4. Some of these documents were offered voluntarily to the author. Others were
photocopied from the station's public file or from the public file of the station located at
the FCC building in Washington, D.C.
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Table 3.3

Responsibility Areas and Titles/Positions
(# of People Interviewed)

Responsibility Areas Titles/Positions

Ownership (9) Owner (7)

President (2)

General Management (10) General Manager (9)

Station Manager (1)

Sales Management (10) General Sales Manager (3)

National Sales Manager (1)

Regional Sales Manager (1)

Local Sales Manager (1)

Sales Manager (4)

Operations Management (10) Operations Manager (7)

Program Director (1)

News Director (1)

News/Sports Director (1)

Image Management (9) Marketing Director (1)

Creative/Production Director (1)

Production Director (5)

Promotions Director (2)

Process Management (21) Chief Engineer (2)

Vice-President of Administration (1)

Chief Financial Officer (1)

Business Manager (10)

Office Manager (2)

Traffic Director (5)

62



analyses). These three sections will be described in detail in Part Three of this

chapter.

PART TWO

THE PILOT STUDY

WEZK-FM purchased WIMZ-AM/WIMZ-FM on February 23, 1993 (FCC

action date). The author chose this duopoly for the pre-test of the

methodology. The pilot study interviews were conducted with Steve Edwards,

President of South Central Communications (Radio Division) which owns

WEZK-FM/AM and WIMZ-FM, Knoxville, Tennesse and General Manager Craig

Jacobus. The first section explains the analysis and coding process used with

the interview transcriptions. The second section describes the model that was

used to define the headings of the questions in the revised interview guide.

The third section shows how the research questions were developed.

Analysis and Coding Process

During the coding process the author's first step was to listen to the

recordings while reading the transcriptions to correct any mistakes and to fill

in words the transcriptionist either could not hear or understand. As this was

being done the author underlined words or phrases that might have some

possible meaning attached to them. Several days later the author took the

transcriptions again and read through them to begin the open coding process.

The author assigned words or phrases to the various descriptions given by the
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participants. The author developed 34 codes for the data in the two interviews.

Next, the author matched the coded phrases with each other so all similarly

coded phrases could be seen at once.

The next step used was axial coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Axial

coding is a set of procedures whereby data are put back together in new ways

after open coding, by making connections between categories (Strauss &

Corbin, 1990). Strauss & Corbin's paradigm model was used to help the author

find these connections. The paradigm model consists of six interlocking steps

as illustrated below:

(A) CAUSAL CONDITIONS -> (B) PHENOMENON -> (C) CONTEXT ->

(D) INTERVENING CONDITIONS -> (E) ACTION/INTERACTION STRATEGIES ->

(F) CONSEQUENCES.

Using the A - F designations, in the pilot study, the author assigned a

letter to the appropriate phrases and to the separate coding terms. The author

then determined what aspects of a duopoly fit under each label. A new

heading was given for each label. The author used the Strauss & Corbin model

as a guide to revise the interview guide and research questions. Below is the

list of headings with the appropriate codes under them that were assigned to

sections of the transcriptions:

(A) CONDITIONS FOR A DUOPOLY

Requirements

Experience

(B) FORMATION OF A DUOPOLY

Design

Creation
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(C) PRACTICAUTIES OF A DUOPOLY

Family

Relationships

Inside the Family

Advertisers

Differences

Audience

Differences

Similarities

Spreading The News

(D) PERCEPTIONS OF A DUOPOLY

Control by

Advertisers

Owner/Manager

Partner (other station)

Portions

Competition

Internal

Viewpoints

Structural Reporting

Location

Labeling

Internal

External

(E) DYNAMICS OF A DUOPOLY
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Combatant

Conquerors

Hot Points

Playing The Game

(F) DIRECTIONS OF A DUOPOLY

Creating More With Less

Results of

Design

Creation

Response

Future Outlook

Sharing of Resources

Economies of Scale

The Paradigm Model

To help the reader understand how the codes were derived from the

transcriptions and put into the various parts of the model the author has

included here an analysis of the pilot study interviews.

(A) CONDITIONS FOR A DUOPOT Y

The causal conditions were the events, incidents, or happenings that led

to the occurrence or development of a phenomenon (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).

Two national happenings that brought about the ability to create duopolies

were the era of deregulation and the recent economic recession. These

happenings brought about the change in the FCC's multiple ownership rules
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which allowed duopolies in the local radio markets. This national angle was

covered in the previous two chapters. Through the data collection process the

author intended to discover what some of the local conditions were for the

creation of a particular duopoly. Edwards said there were several:

How high is your antenna and what's your power; technical ability

and sales compatibility.

Jacobus added two other conditions:

Figure out exactly what the dynamic involved was (and) there are no

rule books.

There are other local conditions that might lead to the formation of a duopoly

such as economics, advertiser needs, or audience research.

(B1 FORMATION OF A DUOPQT.Y

The phenomenon the author examined was the actual creation of the duopoly.

Strauss and Corbin (1990) said the phenomenon is the central idea, event,

happening, incident about which a set of actions or interactions are directed

at managing, handling, or to which the set of actions is related. The creation

of a duopoly is not the only phenomenon that might occur from the above

conditions. A station could be left off-the-air. A station could be bought by

another station which would not create a duopoly. The proposed transaction

may not be approved. The author chose to look at only the phenomenon of the

creation of a duopoly. The design of the duopoly began with the person in

charge of acquiring the other station. In the pilot study Edwards was in

charge:

So, my role was to see if one and one could possibly equal more than two;

1 wanted to be able to have my arms around it; knew how it ticked.
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Jacobus said the design of the Knoxville duopoly was:

... an arrangement where you've got two very viable properties.

This arrangement called for:

different strategies of taking two powerhouses. . .

especially in the decision to combine or keep separate the sales staffs of the

two FM radio stations:

(There's) not one risk at all in keeping them separate, there's every

risk in the world in combining them because you have two very heavy

billing, high profile radio stations.

Jacobus said that they were like other duopoly owners when it came to

knowing how to design a duopoly:

Guys out there with their canes ahead of them trying to find the way

down the road.

Every owner will have their own concerns:

.  . . completely different dynamic, completely different organizational

chart depending on their needs.

These excerpts from the pilot study transcripts illustrated the differences that

could be expected to be found in the design of duopolies around the country.

(C) PRACTICALITIES OF A DUOPOT.Y

Strauss & Corbin (1990) defined context as the specific set of properties

that pertain to a phenomenon; the locations of events or incidents pertaining

to a phenomenon along a dimensional range. Context represented the

particular set of conditions within which the action/interactional strategies

were taken. The author identified three sets of properties that belong to this

phenomenon: family, advertisers, and audience. The family property refers
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to the inner workings of the duopoly. Edwards described the relationship

between himself and the owner of the company:

We manage collaboratively in this company. We make decisions

collaboratively.

The family metaphor was evident in comments from Jacobus as he described

the joining of the two stations:

It's your sister, and you don't hit your sister; slamming your sister.

These family references were also evident in other categories. The duopoly

also created new relationships as employees had to:

Adapt to a completely new corporate culture. We both have to succeed

for us to get where we want to go.

The advertisers and the audience had their own viewpoints about a duopoly:

.  . .but the buyer doesn't see it any differently. The complexion of the

buyer's objections are completely different now.

Some people (audience) are like snowflakes, they look similar but every

single one of them is different.

To the listener, they're two different radio stations, they're two

different targets, they listen for two different reasons, and you have to

be true to your school.

(D) PERCEPTIONS OF A niinPOT Y

The intervening conditions were the structural conditions bearing on

action/interactional strategies that pertain to a phenomenon. They facilitated

or constrained the strategies taken within a specific context (Strauss & Corbin,

1990). This category was best illustrated by how those involved in the duopoly

characterized themselves. Edwards referred to himself as a "hired gun" to:
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See if we could run two stations together for less than the cost of

running them separately.

Jacobus' perception of himself as general manager of a duopoly was as an

overseer of a group of people needing direction through this new venture:

A lot of them are not equipped today to be able to handle a complex sale

as it is; monitor accounts much closer; understand that that's reality.

Other structural conditions that were evident were the marketing of the

duopoly concept and what others (such as competitors) thought of the duopoly.

(E) DYNAMICS OF A DTinPOT Y

The action/interaction portion of the paradigm model were the

strategies devised to manage, handle, carry out, respond to a phenomenon

under a specific set of perceived conditions (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). The

strategy that was most evident in both of these interviews was the subcategory

Acceleration of Consolidation. Edwards had several phrases describing this

consideration in a duopoly:

.  . .merge everything instantaneously; luxury of not having to rush;

but when we move in, we'll reassess; we're walking, we're not running.

Jacobus also referred to the expected growth rate of the duopoly in the area of

forming new sales techniques:

There'll be more combo accounts as we move forward, but we're not in

any hurry.

Another metaphor that both participants alluded to was the subcategory

Playing The Game. Edwards used game analogies while describing a duopoly's

strategy:

.  . . game plan because a lot of this is strategic;
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and an owner's consideration in a duopoly partner:

.  . . the same horsepower, you can't have a water pistol and an uzi.

Jacobus used the game analogy to describe a market situation involving

several duopolies:

.. . chess pieces on the board, when two pair up and two pair up and

another two pair up, which is what's happening there (in Nashville), it

makes it a competitive situation where different formats are blocked

out.

War terms also emerged from this data: combatant, conquerors, hot points.

These analogies could be developed into a category that would help radio

station owners understand what a duopoly owner or manager might be

thinking as strategies are put in place to respond to this new phenomenon.

(F) DIRECTIONS OF A nilOPOT.Y

The results or outcomes of the action and interaction strategies were the

consequences (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). The results mentioned by the

participants fell into several subcategories. The best example, from the data,

of what an outcome might be was Jacobus' description of an area that could be

shared by the stations in the duopoly after re-location to a single facility:

Production, 1 think, is one area that you're going to see an incredible,

an ability, I envision a production pod where there's a main studio all

digitized, and then there's going to be off-shoot studios. And the

production time at either station will be in that production facility

would be fabulous. You will be able to get full utilization of the facility,

full utilization of talents back and forth.
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Jacobus also illustrated the potential economies of scale as a result of the

duopoly consolidation:

Cleaning of the buildings, the utilities you pay on the buildings, the

lights in the building, all of those things that are duplicated cost an

inordinate amount of money. Two different phone systems, two

different phone numbers, you know. Again, I see that as the largest

amount of savings.

A concept that Edwards seemed to expand on was the subcategory Creating

More With Less:

So, there should be some savings because there won't be duplicate

general managers, there won't be duplicate general sales managers,

there won't be duplicate business managers, etc., etc., etc. So, my role

was to see if one and one could possibly equal more than two.

The Research Questions

This brief analysis of the two pilot study interviews helped the author to see

how the interview guide could be revised to more eloquently obtain data to

answer the research questions. The Strauss & Corbin model applied to this

pilot study might look like this:

(A) CONDITIONS FOR A DUOPOLY -> (B) FORMATION OF A DUOPOLY ->

(C) PRACTICAUTIES OF A DUOPOLY -> (D) PERCEPTIONS OF A DUOPOLY ->

(E) DYNAMICS OF A DUOPOLY -> (F) DIRECTIONS OF A DUOPOLY.

After the pilot study analysis the author developed this major research

question for this study:
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• How does a radio station owner direct the various forces evident in a

duopoly to the desired outcome?

This question was supported by the following research questions:

a) Why is a radio station duopoly created?

b) What do the various viewpoints, considered in the design of a duopoly,

bring to bear upon the implementation of a duopoly?

c) What management strategies are identified with radio station duopolies?

d) How will these strategies affect the direction(s) of a duopoly?

These research questions formed the foundation for the revised interview

guide (Appendix B).

PART THREE

THE METHODOLOGY

This part describes the transcription coding and analysis. These

sections describe the processes used to get from the recorded interview to the

final form in which the data was analyzed. To review, the bulk of the data was

collected through the long interview. The long interview was an analytic tool

that allowed the author to explore the individual world of the radio station

employee involved in the duopoly phenomena (McCracken, 1988).

The interview process used by the author consisted of three stages. The

first stage was the initial letter and phone call to the contact person at each

duopoly. That person informed the other staff members of the pending

interview session with the author. The second stage developed when the

author arrived at the duopoly. There were introductions to the various staff
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members and usually a brief tour of the location and facilities. During these

introductions and tours the author mentally noted, and later included in the

observer's comments, anything that looked or sounded beneficial to the

research. The third stage was the interview itself. Each interview opened

with a general question asking the participant to describe their radio

experiences and their involvement with the duopoly. The researcher then

proceeded to conduct the long interview using the revised interview guide

(Appendix B). The interviews ranged in length from approximately 25

minutes to one hour and 20 minutes. Several interviews were shortened due to

time constraints by the participant's job requirements. All of the interviews

were conducted either in the participant's office or studio. One interview

began in a restaurant during lunch, but concluded in an office. Every

interview except one included just the author and the participant. The

exception was an interview where the owner had invited the chief engineer to

be part of the owner's interview. The chief engineer was not one of the

original people scheduled at that duopoly.

The structured interview guide was not a hindrance to the author. For

example, a participant may have answered a question the author had planned

to ask later in the interview. The author either made a mental or written note

and either did not ask that question later or moved to that section of the

interview guide in order to ask related questions and then returned to the

original section. Most of the interviews also included portions where a follow-

up question was asked in order to allow the participant to expand on an

answer. These "floating prompts" were particularly useful in having terms

explained that were not familiar to the author or to have the participant
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expand on some of their answers (McCracken, 1988). A full text transcription

of an interview can be read in Appendix C.

Several of the scheduled participants were not available due to various

factors such as days off, maternity leave, and late nights working. These

interviews were not rescheduled since the author had scheduled only one day

for each duopoly visit. However, there were several instances where the

author had a chance to interview participants who had not been part of the

original schedule. These "extra" interviews included, among others, an FM/FM

duopoly operations manager in his young-20s and the founder of the original

AM station in an AM/AM/FM duopoly. Both of these interviews were included

in the data analysis. Only two of the 69 duopoly interviews were affected by

mechanical difficulties. The author takes full credit for these two difficulties

although these minor inconveniences did not affect the overall outcome. The

first instance was when the author went to turn the tape to side two and

realized the record button had not been pressed for side one. Approximately

three-fourths of that interview was lost. Fortunately, nine other participants

held the same position as this participant. The second instance occurred when

the author's rechargeable batteries ran out when about one-fourth of an

interview was left with a participant. The author had forgotten to bring the

spare batteries in from the car which was parked several blocks away. The

author concluded the interview while taking notes and later, with fresh

batteries, recorded the notes of the participant's answers as part of the

author's observer comments.
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Interview Transcriptions

A professional transcription service was used to transcribe sixty-seven

interviews. The three remaining interviews were transcribed by a university

departmental secretary with transcription experience. The author consulted

with the transcriptionists in order to assure that the transcriptions were

formatted and returned in readable form. The author proofed each

transcription by listening to the recorded interview and making corrections

on the transcriptions. The transcriptions were returned to the

transcriptionists for these corrections. The transcripts were then printed in

their corrected form and returned to the author. Seventeen corrected

transcripts were mailed to one person at each duopoly asking for verification

of the recording and transcribing. These transcripts were sent to the highest

titled person interviewed at the duopoly, usually the owner or general

manager. The seventeenth transcription was sent to the president of the radio

group who was individually interviewed. The author requested a reply only if

corrections outside of typographical or grammatical errors needed to be made,

or if any additions to what had been said needed to be added. Only four

transcripts were returned with memos indicating a thorough recording and

transcription with a few typographical or grammatical errors corrected.

The transcripts were brought through four stages of data analysis in

order to reach the open coding process. These stages were part of a process

where the author moved the data analysis from the particular to the general.

The first stage was the proofing the author did before accepting the final

version from the transcriptionists. This stage treated each utterance of the
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interview in its own terms, ignoring any relationship to other aspects of the

text (McCracken, 1988). The author then read through each corrected

transcript and marked the passages from each question that were appropriate

for analysis. These passages were copied from the computerized form of the

transcript and pasted into the computerized database used by the author for

data analysis^ (Appendix D). This second stage began the process of treating

the data as observations by each participant. The passages were organized by

position into the six groups of responsibility (Table 3.3) within each of the

nine question groups (Table 3.4).6 The author again read these selected

observations and marked appropriate key words or phrases that could later be

identified with the particular question and question group. This third stage

expanded the observations closer to categorical definitions. The marked

observations from the third stage were then entered into an answer coding

field within the database layout (Appendix D). These observations were then

grouped by responsibility area within each question group. Stage four

consisted of assigning categorical headings to the observations, grouping the

appropriate categories under each question and question group by

responsibility area into the layout that appears in Appendix D. The fourth

stage began the coding process with the assignment of the categorical

headings, or open codes, to the observations (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). The

5. The author used Microsoft Word 5.1a and FileMaker Pro 2.0 for these respective
purposes.

6. The reader will note that the wording of the questions in Table 3.4 does not match the
wording of the revised interview guide in Appendix B. While interviewing participants
the author observed that several questions were answered slightly different from how the
author specifically asked the question. The question form in Table 3.4 reflected these
subtle changes.
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Table 3.4

Qjiestion Groups and Questions

Question Groups
Audience/Listeners

Questions

Advertisers

Employees

Ownership

(a

(b

(c

(a

(b

(c

(a

(b

(c

(d

(e

(a

(b

What does this duopoly offer for
listeners?
What kind of control is exerted over the
duopoly by the (what
perceptions/feedback about the duopoly
were received from the) listeners?
How do you see this duopoly reacting
(what strategies) to the (changing)
dynamics (needs) of the target
audience(s)?

What does this duopoly offer for
advertisers?
What kind of control is exerted over the

duopoly by the (what
perceptions/feedback about the duopoly
were received from the) advertisers?
How do you see this duopoly reacting
(what strategies) to the (changing)
dynamics (needs) of the advertiser?

What can the duopoly offer for the
employee?
What Idnd of control is exerted over the
duopoly by the (what
perceptions/feedback about the duopoly
were received from the) employees?
What kind of control is exerted over the
duopoly by the location?
What kind of control is exerted over the
duopoly by the organizational culture?
How do you see this duopoly reacting
(what strategies) to the (changing)
dynamics (needs) of the station
interaction within the duopoly?

What can the duopoly offer for the
owner?

What kind of control is exerted over the
duopoly by the (what
perceptions/feedback about the duopoly
were received from the) owner?
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Table 3.4 (continued)
Q}iestion Groups and Questions

(Question Groups
Individual Analysis

Competition

Pre-Duopoly

Post-Duopoly

Future

Qjuestions
(a) What does each manager (your position)

offer to the duopoly?
(b) How has the range in which a particular

manager functions, changed since the
duopoly was formed?

(c) What perceptions did you bring to the
duopoly?

(a) What kind of control is exerted over the
duopoly by the (what
perceptions/feedback about the duopoly
were received from the) partner station?

(b) What kind of control is exerted over the
duopoly by the (what
perceptions/feedback about the duopoly
were received from the) competition?

(c) What kind of control is exerted over the
duopoly by the market?

(d) How do you see this duopoly reacting
(what strategies) to the (changing)
dynamics (needs) of the competition?

(a) What conditions or requirements are
necessary to put together a duopoly?

(b) What experiences are necessary to put
together a duopoly?

(c) Why was this duopoly put together?
(d) Who was involved in the creation of this

duopoly?
(e) Describe the design of this duopoly.

(a) What skills are necessary for the
efficient operation of this duopoly?

(b) Describe the rate of growth of the
duopoly organization.

(c) What are some possible negative
outcomes to these strategies?

(d) What are some possible positive outcomes
(if not already mentioned) to these
strategies?

(a) What direction does this duopoly go from
here?

(b) Would there be anything you would do
differently with this duopoly?
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observations under each open code represented either an exact observation

from a participant or a summary of similar comments by several participants.

This four stage process provided an organized method for preparing the

data for analysis. The process also added to the reliability of the author's

processes of reflection and analysis of the data (McCracken, 1988). The open

coded observations and how to interpret Appendix D will be described in

Chapter Four.

Transcription Coding and Analysis

Coding of the data began with the fourth stage of organizing the

transcription data into observable categories. After the open coding process

was completed the author proceeded to the axial coding process (Strauss and

Corbin, 1990). This process enabled the author to connect and group similar

categories with themes. The themes and sub-themes developed for the four

supporting research questions were drawn from the possible themes found in

the open coded categories. The author took these possible themes and

subjected them to analytical scrutiny. The themes were analyzed to find

general properties or thoughts associated with duopolies (McCracken, 1988).

This analysis process brought the author to the formation of the four themes

and twelve sub-themes that answered the four supporting research questions.

These themes and sub-themes were then brought under the selective coding

process which developed an overall theme or core category around which all

the other themes and categories were integrated (Strauss and Corbin, 1990).

In summary, the research methodology used for this study triangulated
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between the long qualitative interview, observation, and document analysis.

The method of analysis was a combination of Strauss and Corbin's (1990)

coding processes and McCracken's (1988) thematic analysis process. Although

the term case study could be applied to each of the duopolies investigated, the

author did not investigate enough of the duopoly organization to warrant a

label of case study for each duopoly. However, with the unit of analysis as

"radio duopoly management and organizational structure," then the research

might be considered a single case study with embedded multiple case designs

(Yin, 1989).
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

This chapter is divided into three parts. Part one describes the

limitations the author faced with this study. Part two describes the results of

the duopoly and participant selection process. Part three introduces the

reader to the data collected from the long interviews. This latter part also

contains an analysis matrix the author used to organize the data for analysis.

The matrix can also be used by the reader for a quick reference to the number

of participants answering a particular question or to assist in locating a

particular group of data in Appendix D. Part three explains how to use the

matrix.

PART ONE

LIMITATIONS

As with any research there are limitations. This study was no exception.

The author identified several limitations. The selection of the duopolies and

participants interviewed relied heavily on the affirmative responses of the

participants themselves. The author was fortunate to have received enough

affirmative responses so as not to have to coerce other participants to get

involved. Still, 69 interviews at 16 duopolies in 15 markets should not be
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understood to be representative of the population of radio duopolies. These

selected duopolies happened to at least touch all the criteria the author had

established, but certainly did not cover them to the point where the results

could be generalized to every duopoly.

Each of the six responsibility areas was adequately and equally

represented for an analysis of the results. However, within each area there

were some positions that were underrepresented. The author would have liked

to have interviewed additional lower level management positions in certain

areas. These positions might have included more news directors, chief

engineers or engineering assistants, additional promotions directors, and even

a music director. Additional upper level management positions, including

more owners, might have been interviewed. However, not all owners were

available at the duopoly. Another potential limitation of this particular group

of interviews was that each duopoly did not have a representative manager

interviewed for each of the responsibility areas. This, however, was not a

fault of the author or the duopoly. This limitation was due more to the size of

the market where the duopoly was found. Larger markets tended to have

additional managers and in separate, rather than combined positions. Smaller

markets tended to have less managers and in more combined positions.

Therefore, it would have been difficult for the author to attempt in the

beginning to get an equal number of managers at each position for each

duopoly. That attempt would have defeated the initial design of this study

based on the criteria outlined in Chapter Three.

The time spent with each participant was necessarily limited due to the

nature of the radio business and the participant's job requirements. More time
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for each interview might have allowed the author to pursue some of the

answers for further explanations. Despite these limitations the author felt

enough data had been gathered to end the interviewing process and begin the

data analysis process.

PART TWO

DUOPOLY AND PARTICIPANT SELECTION

The reader is referred to Chapter Three for a review of the methodology

used to select the sixteen duopolies. Appendix A contains a detailed description

of each duopoly including station characteristics and particular positions

interviewed. The demographics of each participant was not a primary

concern of the author while gathering the data. The author had simply asked

each contact person that enough time be allotted to interview each managerial

position that had responsibilities with at least two of the stations in a duopoly.

However, there were circumstances, mentioned in Chapter Three, that

prevented the author from interviewing every person in a duopoly that met

this requirement.

The range of demographics was as varied as can be experted among

those participants interviewed. Backgrounds of those interviewed included

diverse areas such as education, accounting, other sales positions, government

employment, and even temporary service agencies, in addition to the usual

radio employment experiences. Tenure at the radio station(s) involved in the

duopolies ranged from as little time as three weeks (a promotions director) to

the founder of the anchor station in a duopoly, a 45-year radio veteran. There
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were 44 males and 25 females interviewed. Table 4.1 shows how the genders

were distributed among three levels of management at each duopoly; upper,

middle, and lower management positions. Upper management was defined as

positions of ultimate control over the total operation of the duopoly or having

direct contact with that person. Middle management was defined as having

responsibility over other employees but not necessarily in direct contact with

the overall highest ranking person. Lower management was defined as

having a management position under the supervision of a middle management

person but not necessarily responsible for line employees. These definitions

are for descriptive purposes only and should not be strictly applied to each

duopoly. The author did not ask for specific ages of the participants. From

personal observation the author noted age groups from the lower 20s to the

upper 60s were represented. The majority of the participants were probably

in the age range of middle 30s to upper 40s. Education was another area not

directly ascertained by the author. Comments made by the participants during

the opening background question revealed the educational level of

participants included both high school and college graduates.! Only two

participants, according to the author's personal observations, could be

classified as ethnic minorities; a male African-American and a female

Hispanic. Both of these participants held lower level management positions.

1. The answer to this question was not inciuded in the data anaiysis unless the
participant began to answer other questions as they were talking about their background.
Those particular portions were inciuded in that particular question group's responses.
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Table 4.1

Interview Distribution by Gender
Among Management Levels

Upper
Management

Middle

Management
Lower

Management
Row Totals

Males 18 16 10 44
Females 3 15 7 25
Column
Totals

21 31 17 69

86



PART THREE

INTERVIEW DATA

This part begins with a description of the table (Table 4.2) the reader

was asked to refer to while reading this part. After this description part three

was divided into nine sections. Each section corresponds to the nine question

groups. The six responsibility areas and their coded/summarized responses for

each question are illustrated within each section. Appendix D contains this

data in detailed form.

Table 4.2 describes the analysis matrix the author used to categorize the

data during the open coding stage. The six responsibility areas were listed

across the top of the table. The number in parentheses following each column

heading refers to the total number of participants interviewed in each of the

responsibility areas. The nine question groups were listed along the left side

of the table. Within each cell were two codes. The first code was a two-digit,

one-letter code. The first digit refers to the responsibility area at the top of

each column. The second digit after the decimal point referred to the question

group at the beginning of each row. The small letter referred to either the

first, second, third, fourth, or fifth question in that question group. The

second code in the cell was the number in parentheses. This number referred

to the number of participants that provided a response chosen for analysis. A

participant may have answered a particular question, however, the author

may have decided later that the answer did not refer to the question asked. In

this instance, the answer may not have been considered or may have been

moved to the appropriate question the participant was answering. Some
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questions were not asked of all participants. If a participant indicated they

had no insights into another area of the radio station then the author left out

those questions related to that other area for that participant. Therefore, some

cells have a zero listed for the number of participants responding to a

particular question. The reader is again asked to refer to Appendix D for a

complete picture of all the data for each question. The following sections

summarized and illustrated the data.

Audience/Listeners

Three questions from the interview guide were related to the audience

or listeners of the radio stations. The three questions asked what the

audience/Usteners receive from the duopoly, how they perceive or control the

duopoly, and what strategies the management will use to attract more listeners.

QUESTION x.la; What does this duopoly offer for listeners?

QUESTION x.lb: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by the

(what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly were

received from the) listeners?

QUESTION x.lc: How do you see this duopoly reacting (what strategies) to

the (changing) dynamics (needs) of the target

audience(s)?

The coded/summarized answers to each of these questions are described next

by responsibility areas for each question.

OUESTION x.la: What does this duopoly offer for listeners?
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OWNERSHIP n.la^

The owners said listeners benefited from the duopoly through increases

in the radio product, and expertise in consistent audience analysis and

programming. The duopoly also caused confusion among the listeners. Some

listeners were still learning about the duopoly, others did not care that it was a

duopoly.

GENERA!. MANAGEMENT 12.1 a)

Programming, the radio stations, and community involvement were

three areas the general management employees felt listeners benefited. The

word stronger was used by this group to describe the product of the station and

the people involved with the product at the station. Dale Weber, of the

Champciign duopoly, said the audience was the first link in the benefits chain:

If we try to short-change the listening audience, we are not going to be

out there and be able to deliver the product to the advertiser's need and

therefore employees aren't going to reap the rewards that we need, that,

any reward they have comes out of profit. 2

Some general management showed a softer side for their product as love and

care were used to describe the programming. Different types of promotions

were also mentioned as a benefit. The general management also felt the

listeners received additional benefits from increased charity involvement by

the duopoly staff.

SALES MANAGEMENT 1.^.1 al

Choice and quality were two aspects the sales management felt the

duopoly offered the listeners. This group felt there were greater opportunities

2. The Champaign duopoly's mission statement confirmed Weber's comment (Appendix E).
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for listeners to choose a wider variety of formats. Decatur Regional Sales

Manager (RSM) Sandy McKenzie said:

You hear people complain constantly in this market because there's

only one newspaper. They run it down. They hate it. It doesn't matter

if it's good or bad. It's the only one and it's not their choice, so they hate

it. They don't want not having a choice. When you have another radio

station in the market, you have given them something else to choose

from and they like that. They, it makes them think that their pond is

becoming bigger.

This choice was backed by the quality of the buyer station which could now be

emulated in the purchased station. This quality was represented through

resources and programming.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.1a)

The operations management group also felt choice and a strong station

were benefits received by listeners. The choice category was focused on

commercial clusters and local coverage as well as the generic music

programming. Some members of this group saw the competition getting better

and cleaner as a result of the duopoly. This would be an indirect benefit to the

listener as Atlanta Operations Manager (OM) Neil McGinley explained:

You can throw away the gorilla stuff which I don't even know works

but it became very, very faddish in radio to show up at your competitors

promotions and, you know, gorilla marketing tactics, you throw all of

that out. You actually get a cleaner sounding radio station because we

don't have to prostitute ourselves to get a concert or get a buy.
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Other members said the listeners did not know about the duopoly or the

changes are invisible to the listener.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT (SAa)

A stronger station and an exciting product were two benefits listeners

received according to the image management group. This group was split on

whether the listeners were aware of the duopoly. Some said the listeners do

not really know the stations as sister stations, or that there was nothing

unique about the duopoly. Others in this group said the listeners were

beginning to know the stations more as partners which was good for the

listener. The image managers said the listeners benefited from a diversity in

sound on the stations in both commercials and programming. The word

complementary was used to describe the programming offered to listeners by

the stations in the duopoly.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT 16.1 al

Additional benefits for the listener noted by this group included the

ability to share information with sisters, the ability to promote each other, and

the loyalty of the listener to the purchased station. The process management

group also reported benefits such as consistent quality, product improvement,

and a broader choice of formats and public service information. Several in

this group mentioned the community was getting a station back as a result of

the duopoly.

QUESTION x.lb: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by

the (what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly

were received from the) listeners?
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OWNERSHIP n.lb)

The owners responses to this question were coded into three areas:

positive, negative, and neutral. The perceptions the owners received from the

listeners ranged from complaints that the listeners had no local station to

praises that the owners had done the right thing and gave direction to local

radio. Charlotte owner Carl Ford received the "no local station" complaints:

1 got a httle rough with some of them and 1 said, "No, you people gave up

your local station years ago when you started listening to the stations

coming out of Charlotte." Everybody did that basically in the 1970's.

They quit listening to local stations and started punching up the FM

stations in Charlotte.

Some of the ownership group also reported that they received no input from

the listeners.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT T2.1 hi

Positive and negative feedback was also received by the general

management group from the listeners. This feedback ranged from getting

money's worth to letters written against a format switch. Instead of a neutral

category this group's answers centering on no responses or feedback from the

listeners were coded inside perceptions. These perceptions ranged from the

listener does not care what goes on to the very diverse formats keeps the

listener unaware of the duopoly.

SALES MANAGEMENT L^.lbl

The sales management group was split as to whether the listener

response mattered to the duopoly. According to this group the listener already

knows their likes, does not pay attention to whether the station is part of a
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duopoly, and is unaware of the duopoly unless the listener visits the station

location. Greensboro General Sales Manager (GSM) Jamey Kerr said:

If you go over to the mall and find somebody, you know, just walk up to

somebody and say, "Are you aware that Rock 92 and 107.5 the Eagle are

owned by the same company? Are you aware of or do you care that Rock

92 and 107.5 the Eagle are owned by the same person?" They will

probably say no.

Kerr purposely keeps the listener uninformed about the duopoly by using

separate letterhead for the stations while others strive to get a response and

work to inform the listener. One sales manager said the listeners usually get

less credit from sales managers for being informed.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT M.I hi

Operations managers commented on audience feedback primarily from

the programming standpoint. This group said the audience wanted a basic

product and were surveyed to determine a format change for the purchased

station. Listeners still wanted to program via letters. The perception of a

duopoly changed from negative with old owners to positive with new owners

for one duopoly. The operations group believed they needed to correctly

counter-program for the buyer station if the purchased station's format was

changed. Other perceptions of the listeners included praising the purchase

and the duopoly now filled a void. Some operations managers said listeners do

not know about the duopoly and the managers do not want them to know.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT 15.1 hi

Responses received from the listeners by the image management group

ranged from no perception of duopoly to becoming more aware and positive to
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format change. Some image managers said they shared some listeners

between stations and others had distinct listening groups. Johnson City

Creative/Production Etirector Don Gibson found this out about their listeners:

I run into all kinds of them and there again, with the four stations you

run into different types. I run into people who say "you work for Tri

Cities Radio" and I'll say "yeah." "Well, I really like that oldies station."

Then I hear another one say "I wouldn't listen to the Rush limbaugh

show," you know, because he's on the other one, then you have the

other people that like the [W]Q.UT type format, so you run into all

different sorts of people out there. We expect the audiences to be

different, so I run into all. I run into a good share of all of them that

like certain things about each station.

Some listeners are forced to perceive the duopoly as dual stations or separate

entities. Champaign Marketing Director Gina Elliott said:

If we're doing sticker stops and a car drives up and that car wants me to

put a WDCY sticker on their car and as I always do with the listener,

"Where would you like it?" And if they slap it over that WLRW sticker,

well, 1 will put a smile on my face and slap it over that WLRW sticker,

otherwise they will go crazy.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT (6.1bl

Feedback from listeners come more in the form of calls than letters

according to the process management group. This group said the listener

expects to relate to a local station but is unaware of satellite programming or

whether the formats are separate. Listeners are aware, however, of a new

format or a new station.
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QUESTION x.lc How do you see this duopoly reacting (what

strategies) to the (changing) dynamics (needs) of

the target audience(s)?

OWNERSHIP n.lci

Owners of duopolies expected to personally adapt to audience shifts by

continually evaluating, setting the pace, and being a leader. Some owners will

know their audience changes by conducting studies, others will stay in touch.

Other ownership strategies for reacting to audience changes included

adapting the format, adding personnel, keeping marketing messages separate

but using the same media, and increasing live programming.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT 12.1 cl

General management said adjustments would need to be made with

personalities by getting more energy on the morning show and involved with

the audience through personalities and remotes. Research and maintenance

were two other categories noted by this group. Strategies included both in-

house and outside research efforts, and the nursing and feeding of the duopoly

to maturity, reliability, and recognition.

SALES MANAGEMENT

Sales managers thought promotions and programming were the two

strategic areas the duopoly should use to respond to listeners. Some strategies

mentioned included separate trip giveaways, a downtown triplecast, both

bumper stickers on cars, and programming that would reflect market changes.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.1 rl

Operations managers keyed in on intra-duopoly competition as well as

programming and promotional strategies for Ustener dynamics. The
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managers said competition against each other was good but that stations

within a duopoly should not shoot at each other. Against other stations or

duopolies the duopoly should grab it all with no holds barred. Strategies that

would be necessary for continued success with the listeners included more

local talent, a steady durable format, full live service, the biggest market

sound, constant modification, and staying on top of things. Gainesville OM Joel

William said constant music research was vital:

Is it going to come into play that you don't play sixties music anymore,

you're really going to look to seventies, eighties, and nineties now? Is a

seventies format going to be something that's going to be a flash in the

pan?

Other operations managers also pointed out the importance of having

continual research and having the resources to find a game plan.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT rS.lcl

The only strategy area that emerged from this group's answers was

promotions. Image managers separated promotions into present and future

promotions. The strategy from this group would appear to be to keep the

listener guessing as to what may come next. This strategy was being

accomplished through hot, exciting promotions, more bells, whistles, and

contests, and cross-over voices where appropriate. The future of this strategy

would depend on surprises, unpredictability, more cross-promotions, and a

bombard the community, in your face attitude by the image managers.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT r6.1cl

This group of managers thought research and programming were two

areas that needed strategies to react to audience dynamics. The process
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managers said flexibility and competition in programming was important

within the duopoly. Research efforts should stay on top of needs and follow

through to on-air results.

SUMMARY

Radio duopoly managers have not forgotten the listeners. Most listeners

were not aware that duopoly meant changes. The managers said listeners have

more choice in the form of music variety and a better sounding station. The

managers said strength of the stations was a key benefit for the audience.

Within at least three of the management groups (SM, OM, and IM) there was

not a consensus on whether the listener should even be informed of the

duopoly or that the stations were connected. Managers received feedback

from listeners through letters and phone calls, but also through relational

methods such as the level of loyalty to a particular station. Almost every

manager said some form of research was necessary to stay in touch with the

audience. The managers saw audience involvement as a key strategy for

growing the audience.

Advertisers

Three questions from the interview guide were related to the

advertisers of the radio stations. The three questions asked what the

advertisers receive from the duopoly, how they perceive or control the

duopoly, and what strategies the management will use to attract more

advertisers.

QUESTION x.2a: What does this duopoly offer for advertisers?
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QJJESnON x.2b: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by the

(what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly were

received from the) advertisers?

QJJESnON x.2c: How do you see this duopoly reacting (what strategies) to

the (changing) dynamics (needs) of the advertiser?

The coded/summarized answers to each of these questions are described next

by responsibility areas for each question.

QUESTION x.2a: What does this duopoly offer for advertisers?

Advertiser offerings from a duopoly were grouped into five categories: value,

time, service, opportunities, and the audience. Some responsibihty areas had

no responses in some categories.

OWNERSHIP (1.2al

Owners said the value for an advertiser came from more coverage for

the same effort, attractively priced and strong stations, and consistent quality

in sales and staff. Some duopoUes offer the advertiser time by having to deal

with one account executive (AE). Other duopolies keep sales staffs separate for

each station so that time savings is not passed on to the advertiser. The

advertiser has the convenience of coordinated production and the opportunity

to get a unique audience or buy two for one packages.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT (2.2a)

The general management group added the audience as a fifth category

of benefits for the advertiser. This group described advertiser benefits as

intermingling demographics, diversity of target audiences, and reaching 18-

64 year olds with one buy. Washington, D.C. General Manager Catherine Meloy

emphasized the importance of the audience to the duopoly:
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Whatever the case [the format] may be, to the advertiser it may not

mean anything, but if you can't deliver more of the market, if you can't

truly answer their needs, then the duopoly, in a sense, doesn't work.

The general managers said the advertisers could do more without more cost,

have the same number of AEs and more stations, strength in multiples, and

another marketing partner. Dale Weber, Champaign General Manager,

summarized why strength is important to the advertiser:

If we weren't an economically viable entity, we couldn't afford the

digital audio production room facilities. We couldn't provide the

copywriting services and the creative services and the brainstorming

and the marketing. And we would be just a commodity to the

advertisers. And we bring more to bear as a result.

Louisville-Prism^ General Manager James Cooley echoed Weber's previous

comment when he said:

You need to become a marketing partner not just a vendor of a

commodity.'^

The general managers did not see any negatives for advertisers except from

those duopolies that did not offer combo sells or discounts on rates.

SALES MANAGEMENT (^.2a)

Sales managers saw benefits for advertisers from both split sales staffs

and combined sales staffs. One manager said the advertiser could build a close

relationship with one AE Another manager said split sales staffs allow AEs to

3. Two duopolies were investigated in the Louisviile market. The author will distinguish
between the two by adding on the name of the company after the name of the market

4. See Appendix E for a list of Louisville-Prism's 1994 goals that illustrate this

statement
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maintain strong personal relationships with buyers. Sales managers also saw

the advertiser receiving value in the form of more market clout and an

additional buy within one demographic. Additional service was provided by

dealing with the same production department and moving products better.

OPERATIONS MANAGFMENT f4.2al

Operations managers said advertisers received a double-barreled shot at

the audience, coverage of a metro area with more good stations, and

commercials packaged for all the duopoly stations. The advertiser's value in a

duopoly, this group said, included a multiple rate structure, saturated market

demographics, and more exposure. One manager said their trombo buy was not

really an advantage yet

IMAGE MANAGEMENT (^.2a)

Image managers said the advertiser's message gets more impact with

expanded coverage and a more creative and larger staff without an extra talent

fee. Advertiser time is saved when the advertiser can work with the same

people or receive joint presentations from AEs. One manager called the

duopoly a less confusing media mix.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT (b.2a)

Birth to death Usteners is how one process manager described the

duopoly audience for an advertiser. Other services for advertisers included

targeting part of a product at a particular market, a much better selhng tool,

and one stop shopping. This group also reported that the advertiser receives

the benefit of joint ownership and that a particular owner went and bought

another station.
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OUlj>riON x.2b: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by

the (what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly

were received from the) advertisers?

This question elicited responses that were coded: initial concerns, present

attitudes, strategies, and results.

OWNERSHIP n.2bl

The owners perceived the advertiser's feedback as being skeptical,

fearful, and suspicious. Advertisers thought duopoly owners were money

grabbers and would force buys or aggressive rates on them. EZ

Communications President Alan Box found the fear advertisers expressed

especially revealing:

Fear that you were going to raise rates or force them to buy two stations

or do some sort of thing like that which on the one hand I can

understand, on the other, the advertisers control this business so tightly

it's interesting to see them fearful of anything, but one of the things

that we did in our very first duopoly was to invite advertisers in in a

focus group forum and let them just tell us what they thought, or tell

somebody, they didn't think they were telling us, but they laid it all out

what their fears were and we were very sensitive to those.

This fearful attitude shifted to one of no concern as advertisers began to freely

use the duopoly after the owner proved there was no over-concentration of

control in the marketplace. The owners alleviated the advertiser's initial

concerns with focus groups and explanations. Duopoly owners saw success

while the advertisers saw professionalism, better programs, and more

research tools at their disposal.
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GENERAL MANAGEMENT (2.2b)

Initial concerns of the advertisers noticed by the general management

included advertisers that were unhappy and felt gouged. Advertisers wanted,

even demanded, the extra product for no or little increase, the additional

station sold as a "toss-in" buy, and no combo buys. Agencies, unlike local

retailers, assumed stations would sell combo buys at a deeply discounted rate.

Those attitudes changed to a good reception after noticing duopolies became

movers and shakers in the market. Advertisers are now accustomed to the

duopoly concept. Some advertisers never did see anything negative or saw no

change. Explanation was the main strategy used to change advertiser

attitudes. General managers and their staff gave such reasons as the duopoly

serves an unserved market, is more cost efficient, and can offer a niche and a

general market format. The general management group saw an increased

level of credibility among advertisers for their duopolies.

SATES MANAGEMENT 13.2bl

The sales management group said advertisers were afraid to lose control

when duopolies were formed. Some advertisers were petrified, some nervous,

some confused, and others thought duopolies were OK. Johnson City AM Sales

Manager Bobbie Kabool had a typical comment:

1 think it was a little confusing, 1 don't think they really understood. 1

think possibly there was the concern of do 1 get both stations for one

rate or is my rate going to change or what is my situation going to be?

Sales managers said national buyers said it was a monopoly and felt bad about

giving one AE the majority of a client's budget Advertisers are now relieved

and pleased that rates were not raised or forced in combo buys. One sales
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manager did force combo buys but also lowered the combo rate. Advertisers

are now buying, are glad to see someone caring for them, and are more

accustomed to duopolies. The transition from reluctant to willing buyers was

illustrated by Atlanta General Sales Manager Diane Dalton:

We have national buyers that would say, "I'm not buying you, it's a

monopoly, 1 hate it. You can't force me to do anything." Two months

later they are buying it. The clients were very very nervous that

Norman [Schrutt, Atlanta GM] was going to come in with a big old bat

and force the combo to a really high rate. When he didn't do that, it was

a sigh of relief throughout town.

Making the advertiser aware and getting the information about duopolies to

advertisers was the main strategy used to change the advertiser's attitude.

Sales managers saw a lot of annual contracts with advertisers paying the rates.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.2b)

Advertisers had a lot of questions and did not understand what was

going on. Some advertisers saw duopolies as a power move and wondered

whether they would have a choice. Advertisers now are knowledgeable and

realize the strength of a duopoly. Operations managers said buyers need to be

educated about the better economics of radio.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT (5.2bl

The image managers saw advertisers that were scared of new things and

afraid of getting the wool pulled over their eyes. One manager said an

advertiser wondered why the duopoly would not give the advertiser free spots,

when the competitor gave free spots on their AM station. Some advertisers are

getting used to the duopoly while others are not totally comfortable or sure.
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One way to get advertisers used to the duopoly is not to be in their hair

everyday. Advertisers finally woke up at one duopoly when the purchased FM

station blew everybody out of the water.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT (e.2h)

According to the process management group the advertisers were kind

of leery and cautious to having high hopes the owner could pull it off.

Advertisers are now more encouraged, comfortable, and excited about a format

that caters to them. The process managers realized they needed to think more

of what they could do for the advertiser and to know which station they are

calling for when the phone rings. Advertisers are starting to spend more

money.

OUESTION x.2c. How do you see this duopoly reacting (what

strategies) to the (changing) dynamics (needs) of

the advertiser?

Strategies for appealing to the dynamics of the advertisers were coded into

four categories: enhance revenue, rate structure, marketing the duopoly, and

product enhancement.

OWNERSHIP fl.2cl

Several owners have realized that using databases could enhance the

duopoly's revenue. Steve Edwards, President of the Knoxville duopoly, planned

to use a double attack with both combined and separate sales staffs:

Probably ideally what you'll see is a certain number of sales people that

sell the major agencies in the combination, and then three or four

people selling only [W]IMZ to the Harley-Davidson shops and three or

four people selling only [W]EZK to the fine china shops. That's the way
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I see that we can cover it because the stations are different. Even

though the audience demographics are the same, the socio-economic

levels of the audiences are different. So it requires a double attack.

Owners wanted to structure their rates so local people kept happy. The

ownership group wanted to make sure the correct audience was available for

the advertiser's product or service. The owners planned to invest in

equipment and people to improve professionalism and work with the

advertiser's needs.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT (2.2c)

General managers wanted to make sure advertisers were educated on

combo buys and the duopoly stations were pitched in a complementary

fashion. Decatur General Manager Joel Fletcher believed in combo sales staffs

after his duopoly had a disastrous start with separate sales staffs. However, he

said both stations must be equally presented:

We have to present both stations separately and we try to sell one and

begin it and finish it and close it before even entertain pitching the

other one. We want to wrap up last year's money plus some on one

station and go after the other.

Other revenue enhancement strategies included buying a Sign-Pro franchise,

developing an advertising planner, a field marketing department for new co

op dollars, and using all the stations to spread the investment cost of the

additional station. Some general managers structured their rates in such a

way so as to offer half-price discounts, more added value, and to get away from

the advertiser's first reaction "you're stealing from me." General managers

wanted to aggressively market the duopoly by being marketers instead of spot
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peddlers, using qualitative research, and more external promotions and

advertising campaigns. General managers expected to enhance the product by

bringing the customer to the client's front door through event marketing and

a combined promotional bang. Knoxville GM Craig Jacobus provided an

example:

Let's say a department store is having a grand opening, when Dillard's

opens, let's take that to be a good example. I mean, there's, we could do a

Super Bowl promotion with Phil Williams [WIMZ personality] in the

men's department, and tie some point of purchase in there and create an

entire excitement level based at and targeted to the men's department.

And at the same time you could go on the other side and put together a

fashion show, tie in Liz Claibome that WEZK would be promoting and

have T.K. and Laurie [WEZK personalities] emcee that at a different time,

do point of purchase throughout that department. There's just all sorts

of things that can grow that business using the power and strength of

each radio station's target.

SALES MANAGEMENT (^.2c)

Strategies used by sales managers to enhance revenue included needs

analyses of the advertisers, direct mail, a financial ejqyo, getting fringe market

advertisers, and more long-term business. Sales managers have structured

their rates to develop consistent sell-out patterns, with inventory supply and

demand strategies, and separate sales attack plans for various types of

advertisers. This group said the duopoly should be marketed by staying on the

street, let advertisers know they can come here first for creative ideas, and

combined external and internal promotions.
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OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.2c)

Operations managers said ways should be found to keep both little and

big advertisers. The duopoly should be marketed to maximize audience

through more community involvement and enough AEs to cover the metro and

regional areas. The operations managers see their job as product enhancers to

provide the numbers for AEs, run a clean duopoly, do not over-commercialize,

and have the promotions director work with the client from the ground up.

Savannah OM Jeff Roper said how the commercials and programming sounded

was the most important goal to him:

I'll do whatever it takes to make an advertiser happy just as long as it

sounds good on my radio station. Now, 1 have no control what gets sold

and what doesn't get sold but 1 just know that the first impression is

what everyone gets when they cut on the radio and it's my job to make

sure that both of those impressions are the best they can get and that

they sparkle and are like nothing else in town.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT (S.2c)

Image managers wanted to turn things around quicker and create a

win/win situation for both the client and station in order to enhance revenue.

This group thought the promotions department should be used to help

advertisers work to their full advantage. Fort Walton Beach Promotions

Director Steve O'Day illustrated these concepts with this example of a dual

promotion:

We did one break for Gary Smith Ford and we had an idea that 1 came up

with when 1 saw the Mustangs and the [19]94 Mustang coming out they

had a premier date and on that date we did a premier party in the Ford
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dealership and the agency bought both radio stations. We were set up

with van, van table with cake and both units set up. It worked well.

There were a lot of folks there and we did a break where the general

manager of Gary Smith Ford presented each radio station with a

certificate plaque thanking us for making the Ford Mustang a

successful debut. That was the simultaneous break that went on the air.

You know, he said, "1 would like to have KOOL 105 and 99 Rock." That was

going over both radio stations at the same time. I thought it sounded

great. It just seemed kind of neat, you know, something that had never

been done. Some people weren't very comfortable with it but they got

over it.

The image managers wanted to enhance the product so that it would be a

benefit to the client and fun.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT (b.7c)

The process managers thought keeping the books straight with correct

bills, properly posted payments, and getting ads right would enhance revenue.

The managers said the duopoly should be marketed upon the quality of the

organization and should always cater to advertisers. This group considered the

product enhanced by having two significant community stations. One process

manager said the owner was not married to the format and had the ability to

change formats to attract the audience for advertisers.

SUMMARY

The managers thought the advertiser on a duopoly received three major

benefits. These benefits were the strength of the stations, the coordinated

services the stations could offer the advertiser, and more audience coverage.
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Managers, however, differed on whether the advertiser saved time because of

the duopoly. According to the managers most advertisers were fearful of the

duopoly concept. These fears were at least reduced through education and

explanations. Many advertisers have turned their initial negative thoughts

about duopolies to positive actions with duopolies. Duopoly managers plan to

attack the advertisers with the right audience and the most resources.

Employees

Five questions from the interview guide were related to the employees

of the radio stations. The five questions asked what the employees receive

from the duopoly, how they perceive or control the duopoly, how does the

physical location affect the duopoly, what is the organizational culture like in

the duopoly, and what strategies the management will use to change or

maintain employee interaction in the duopoly.

QJJESTION x.3a: What can the duopoly offer for the employee?

QUESTION x.3b: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by the

(what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly were

received from the) employees?

QUESTION x.3c: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by the

location?

QUESTION x.3d: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by the

organizational culture?
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QJJESnON x.3e: How do you see this duopoly reacting (what strategies) to

the (changing) dynamics (needs) of the station interaction

within the duopoly?

The coded/summarized answers to each of these questions are described next

by responsibility areas for each question.

QUESTION x.3a: What can the duopoly offer for the employee?

Answers to this question were summarized under three codes: additions,

subtractions, and directions.

OWNERSHIP n.3al

Owners felt the duopoly put more in the employee's paycheck but

sometimes not right away. Additional security, training, and satisfaction were

also evident. The ownership group felt the more profitable duopoly operation

created more of a team effort and a closer unit. A loss of jobs and some salaries

were seen as the major subtractions. Duopoly employees have the opportunity

to improve their professional ability. The owners said this will make the

employees look good on their resume and provide them a path of advancement.

Jonesboro owner Larry Duke concurred:

In fact, that was one of the key reasons for going into the duopoly.

We've had an extremely successful history of hiring high-quality

young people and training them well. Either I provide a place for them

to go up or else they go some place else.

Owners also said employees have the opportunity to make another great

station. Larger sales departments were also reported by owners.
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GENERAL MANAGEMENT

Training, stability, generous raises, and jobs were all reasons for

employees to be part of a duopoly according to the general managers. This

group also included some negative additions such as additional work and

overtime, unique bookkeeping and traffic problems, and a morale crisis. Only

one general manager reported a subtraction, some short-term displacements.

The GMs thought duopoly employees were on the cutting edge, working for a

company that was growing instead of shrinking, and could expect to get a head

start on their career.

SALES MANAGEMENT

Sales managers reported a lot more additions than subtractions for

duopoly employees. Additions noted were twice the opportunity for income

potential, revenue to do more things, and doubled selling units. Other

additions included increased work and responsibilities, copywriting and

production up 5096, and more stability in the community. Gainesville Sales

Manager Jean Pethel said there were additions in several areas:

One is in income, one is in knowledge, one is in taking care of that

client, and doing what's best for the customer, plus the fact that it's

going to employ more people, just by virtue of having another station

on board, so it creates more jobs and it creates for the community that

stability that they needed in radio here.

The opportunity to have less duplication of positions, equipment, and overhead

costs was termed economies of scale by the sales managers. One sales manager

said working with a minimal staff was more manageable.
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OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT r4.3a)

Operations managers saw increases in exposure, experience, income,

pride, and work for duopoly employees. Other additions noted were an

increase in stature and clout, cross-pollination between stations of the

duopoly, promotions, and responsibility. Fort Walton Beach OM Rick Zurick

knew one way employees could expand their capabilities:

Radio can offer a world of freedom and can also be an incredible

straight jacket. If you are with one company that has one format and

does one thing in the market, if you like that company odds are you are

going to do the same thing for that company a number of years from

now that you are doing now. Whereas us having three radio stations

that have three completely separate and different personalities and are

completely separate beasts, means that if somebody works for me on

KOOL but they have interests in talk, we can define a role that lets them

dabble in that. Whereas if we didn't own the talk station then they could

never do that. That goes for anybody working in any other format. So

that is a way that you really can expand and broaden your horizons.

Operations managers also saw some shrinking and contraction of employees

including less part-timers. This subtraction was also described as taking part

in economies of scale. Operations managers expected the duopoly to double up

part-timers on both stations, automate some dayparts, and be on the cutting

edge of new broadcasting trends.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT fS.3al

Image managers did not report any subtractions. Additions seen by this

group included consolidation of material, ideas, and talents, multiple station
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experience, prestige, and the increased workload along with more income

potential. Johnson City Production Director David Bamett said pride was an

important part of being a duopoly employee:

I've always been extremely proud of the radio stations that I work at,

and I go out and I wear our call letters, you know, and it's kind of fun,

because if you're on the radio enough, like Don and I are, my

supervisor, we're on 24 hours a day. People will recognize you, you

know, you'll go to McDonalds and they'll say "I know who you are, I

listen to you on the radio," so I'm very proud of the radio stations.

Image managers expected the duopoly to direct employees to more confidence,

more revenue, and better stability.

PROCESS MANAGEMFNT

Challenges, advancement, and experience were all part of the additions

seen by the process managers. They also noticed more work, more

compensation, and even jobs created for them. Jonesboro Traffic Director Jana

York was pleased to be part of the duopoly:

My position wouldn't have even been created if they just had KFIN in

Jonesboro. Had the duopoly not been in the same town, my position

would not have been created.

Job elimination was the only subtraction noted by this group. The process

managers saw family-like operations and camaraderie among the duopoly

team.

QUESi'lON x.3b: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by

the (what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly

were received from the) employees?
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Two categories emerged from the answers to this question: attitudes and tools

of change. Attitudes were divided into three areas: purchased staff attitudes,

buyer staff attitudes, and changes in staff attitudes after being combined

under one ownership.

OWNERSHIP fl..^bl

One owner saw the competing staffs squaring off like dogs in a circle.

Other owners said the purchased staff was leery, insecure, and had a dislike of

new rules and guidelines. The purchased staff still considered the buyer an

enemy. Some of the purchased staff were willing to come over in any position.

Others were concerned about losing their job. The buyer staffs' attitudes were

positive. They saw the purchase as a logical step. The ownership gave duopoly

employees a direction, a focus, and a chance. One owner said the duopoly

created a new fire in their belly. Another owner said the LMA should be used

as a tool to prevent lingering employees and to let people know where they are

with the new owner. Some owners reported more belief is still needed from

sales people, but overall the attitude has changed to an appreciative attitude

according to Greensboro owner Allen Dick:

Once they got to know us and our company, they said, "This is great."

Because we get into the research and we get into treating people right

and we're broadcasters and we're hands-on operators. They, 1 think,

were appreciative of having someone who cared about them who

wanted them to win. I mean, when this station, even when we

purchased it, when we poured in a lot of research, and we started

advertising them on TV, this is something they had never had.
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GENERAL MANAGEMENT (23h)

General managers described the purchased staff attitude as

disheartened, extremely unsure, and afraid. Some purchased staff walked out

the door, had egos damaged, and did not want to come over. According to one

general manager the buyer staff felt like conquering heroes and found it

difficult to hold back the horses. Some general managers noticed the buyer

staff become suspicious and put off by new staff coming in to the station.

Another general manager picked up the buyer staff attitude of the owner and

manager get rich while we have to share our toys. One of the tools used by this

group to develop a positive attitude about the duopoly was to involve all the

department heads in the process. Other tools included expanding buildings,

explaining benefits, and putting people in the right places. Lexington GM Dan

Dorsett told how he got his staff through this crisis situation:

I had a staff who were coming in every day saying well, you know, Dan

everybody knows you're buying the station. Why don't you just go

ahead and say it? I said, you know, there's nothing to aimounce. When

the time's right, I'll tell you. Well, finally in October of '92 I was able to

announce it and the first question was, what are you going to program

it with and I said that the decision has not been made and that was true.

The final decision didn't come until about the second week of December

and then once I decided, I told the staff, I'm not going to tell you what

I've decided, because then when p>eopIe ask, you can say I haven't been

told and you won't be lying, okay. Well, I had some people that really by

early February, were having a crisis over this. They felt like it was my

duty to tell them what was going to happen and they became very
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suspicious and they knew I was interviewing some staff for the station

and it got down to basic issues and we were beginning to expand the

building, but it was clear it wasn't going to be, we had a hold up on that

too, because of a zoning problem, that wasn't going to be finished in

time and it was going to become a little crowded for a while. Well, my

existing staff was a httle put off by that. It was kind of like, well, why

should we have to share with these guys? So, it became my job to

explain to them what the advantage was.

One GM said the staff now has a pretty good understanding of why this was

done: "It's radio in the 1990s." Other duopoly employees are happy about the

relationship and proud to be part of the team even though there were growing

pains.

SAT.FS MANTAGEMENT

The purchased staff had reason to be concerned according to the sales

managers. One owner fired all AEs when the LMA took effect. Another sales

manager said separate sales staffs in the same location were fighting,

attacking, and arguing with each other. Some purchased staff left, others

were pleased to come in to the buyer's staff. The buyer staff was scared

initially. Some understood, others did not know much about the duopoly. Sales

managers differed on initial cooperation between staffs. Some sales managers

saw more team atmosphere than expected and not much guarding of

information, while others saw tension and competition. Sales managers

weeded out no-changers, adjusted sales strategies, and planned for moves into

single locations. These tools enabled SMs to see enormous progress in staff

attitudes. Atlanta GSM Diane Dalton said duopolies were like childbirth:
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I think you forget. When people remind me of some of the struggles we

went through in our first couple of months, 1 am like "we did?" 1 just

don't think you, you know, you get through it and if you are excited

about what you are trying to do and you see the light at the end of the

tunnel, you kind of eventually forget the bad stuff.

OPERATIONS MANAGFMENT (43h)

Operations managers saw trepidation, bad feelings, and petrified

attitudes among the purchased staff. OMs said the buyer staff had mixed

feelings. Some felt like we ate them, we got them now. Others were excited to

expand talents and share in increased company income, but were not sure

they could take on more work without more help. Some of the tools that OMs

recognized as helping change staff attitudes included: owner assurances,

open-minded to all suggestions, periodic meetings, and reduction of duplicate

administrative positions. OMs at duopolies with two locations still felt awkward

since they could not miss a day at either location as explained by Atlanta OM

Neil McGinley:

It took us months to get to the point where a lot of them could trust us

and it is not going to get much better or right until we move into one

building because I still get that, if I miss a day and don't go over there,

"Gee, don't you love us anymore" and 1 still get the same thing over

here, "Gee, we never see you anymore." That is awkward. It is probably

more awkward over there because they don't know us that well.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT I.S.3hl

Image managers only realized that the purchased staff was not too

happy about the duopoly. The buyer staff was really enthusiastic. One duopoly
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owner used employee empowerment to get all employees working together.

The image managers in a duopoly saw both staffs competing amongst

themselves and beginning to voice their opinions but stay out of the middle

unless you need to settle a dispute.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT f6.3bl

Process managers saw some purchased staff who felt like a stepchild and

were hurt. Announcers were worried and some staff left because they could

not deal with being purchased. Buyer staff attitudes noticed by the process

managers were not much better. One department had a complete turnover.

The process manager said the employees felt like we were sinking, did not

know what to expect, and were apprehensive. Some buyer employees felt

secure, but did not want additional responsibilities. Lexington Business

Manager Diannia Gevedon described the mixed feelings felt by employees:

We basically took the other station dead and brought nobody over, so all

the employees here basically at that point were happy and sad because

these are people they work with in the market everyday and they see

them losing their jobs and they see how quickly that can happen. That's

always a nerving thing. At the same time, they were happy for

themselves because they had a little more job security.

Process managers felt hiring good people with ideas, having good

communication of ideas, and encouraging employees to participate created

better staff attitudes. This group of managers saw employees that had

weathered the storm real well and were willing to keep on growing, and

conform to the way things were.
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QUESTION x.3c What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by

the location?

Participants' answers to this question were divided into the categories of

separate, combined, and growth process. All three categories were

represented whether the duopoly was in one or multiple locations.

OWNERSHIP n.3cl

Some duopolies are required to maintain offices in other towns since a

purchased or new station may have their city of license in a different town

other than the buyer station. Owners felt it was difficult to maintain a large

market presence when in separate locations. Combined locations were

thought to be better for employee chemistry, work How, and production

control. However, some owners did not feel combined locations was a

requirement or mandatory.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT

The general management group felt an unfamiliarity with separate

locations. Going to the purchased station's location was like moving into a new

house. The GM had no office, desk, or phone at the other location. One GM said

it was painful figuring out the best way to manage three properties in two

locations. GMs that were in combined locations or were planning to be said

being in one location was the proper place to be and makes a difference when

dealing with little problems. One location allowed general management to

share office equipment, in-house printing, marketing, and to get better rates

on supplies. Not everything will be combined for the Atlanta duopoly, said GM

Norman Schrutt, when they move into a single facility at the end of 1994:
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Our studios are separate. They are separated by our production studio.

KK [WKHX] is on one side [W]YAY is on the other side. The two jock

lounges are separate, the two sales departments are separate, there are

areas that do come together but in most cases they are separate. The

general manager's office is down on one side. 1 look forward to it only

because we will be together.

This group also noted growth among the staff when under one roof as they

became one entity, assimilated, and came together as a team. One GM said

workload issues could be evaluated better when locations were combined.

SALES MANAGEMENT

Sales managers reported a loss of hands-on control when in separate

locations. Techniques like using the fax machine or establishing a courier

service were used to enable communications between the two locations. This

group said tempers were flying and the separation was like a cat watching

kittens. The sales managers said a combined location makes life a lot easier,

logistics are cleaned up, and there is more information sharing. Atlanta GSM

Diane Dalton said:

From the sales perspective, 1 think it is just going to be a total asset. I

want these people to communicate, 1 want them to talk, I want them to

scoop, 1 want them to catch a vibe and call me stupid and accuse me of

giving out two different things to two different stations. But mostly

being about to walk down the hall instead of drive. I had a salesman tell

me yesterday, "I have to see you." and 1 said look on my calendar, I have

no time unless someone wants to eat with me at 5:30 in the morning, I

can't start earlier than 7:00.
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However, a combined location can still get hectic especially when the building

is not designed for four stations. SMs said the two staffs suffered growing

pains but have a closer understanding for each other.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.3rl

Some operations managers said that being separate was an

inconvenience, but not a big deal. Other OMs said the duop)oly must be under

one roof. A combined location makes lives easier and eliminates driving time.

OMs said in a combined location employees can touch the other station and

react immediately. This group said combining two or more operations was a

challenge for the engineering staff.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT

Image managers recognized that each station in a separate location lost

a tool when an employee had to be on the road two to three hours a day. One

manager said separate locations was a nightmare for the two-hatters. This

group realized a lot of benefits with combined locations as Fort Walton Beach

Promotions Director Steve O'Day explained:

So you won't have time loss with sales people or myself running back

and forth after tapes or copy or billing or pieces of paper work, we will

be all in one building. Now Jane won't have to call me on the phone and

ask me to go pick up something there, it will all be in one building and

it will be a plus. You won't have so much duplication. Duplication of

phone lines, duplication of, you know, FAX machines, it will be a whole

lot better and a lot less confusion.

The image managers said things do not get lost, utility bills were cheaper,

there was less confusion with paperwork and dubs, and questions are
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answered logistically. The image managers noticed the programming

department and announcers working together. Combined locations forced

people to interact.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT

The process managers thought it was a pain to track down people in

separate locations. The managers found that communication between the

stations might take one-half to two days to complete. One manager was on the

phone 20-25 times a day to the purchased station. Another manager said

separate locations gave the purchased station a chance to develop and

establish itself before moving in with the buyer. Combined locations cut down

on travel time and gas costs according to the process managers. Combined

locations also allowed managers to back each other up and have their

paperwork all in one area. However, this group also said combined locations

created storage and space problems. Lexington Business Manager Diannia

Gevedon said:

When you have all this confidential paper work, all, everything got

larger, everything got bigger and we just did not have the room for it.

That was a veiy difficult time because we had so many people stuffed in

so many different places. That's why we got on ejqianding as quickly as

we could. We're already maxed out in this building.

The managers noticed growing pains and said it will be startling when we

move since they were used to being cramped, sitting on each other, and

yelling.

QyESTION x.3d: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by

the organizational culture?
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This question produced five categories but not all five were represented in the

answers of each responsibility area. The five codes seen in these answers

were conflict, compatibility, reasons, remedies, and results.

OWNERSHIP n ..^d^

Owners mentioned there was no resentment, a team effort, and terrific

compatibility among duopoly employees. The only conflict noticed was the

tendency for competing announcers to isolate themselves. Jonesboro owner

Larry Duke said their two FM stations were very competitive with each other:

The managers hate each other. The managers are nose to nose. They

are trying to knock each other in the dirt. They're competing in the

finest fashions of American capitalism. They are out to cut each other's

throat and take each other's money away. And they're both

skyrocketing and the competition is good.

Some owners said bigness was positive, others said with more people there was

more going on, and others said there were less people to worry about

GENERAL MANAGEMENT I2..^dl

Conflict was evident from the general manager's viewpoint. Employees

were complaining about the new babies getting more attention. There was

real friction, tension, and personahty clashes. GMs said the growing pains and

sibling rivalry lasted for weeks. Fort Walton Beach General Manager Georgia

Edmiston especially enjoyed watching:

It was like neither of the FM's minded helping the AM, but they despised

helping each other. It was a hoot to watch-it was a hoot to just kind of

stand back and go "it's just like children, it's just like raising kids.

Mommy, Mommy, 1 want one of those computers".
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The culture of the staff eventually changed as GMs noticed the working

relationships dramatically improve, a less combative nature on the street, and

professionals that meshed real well. GMs expected staffs to still compete, but

compete as sisters. Reasons for this shift in the working culture varied. Some

GMs said no new hires caused faster success. Others said there was a new

culture for the purchased staff. Other GMs equated creating a duopoly with

creating a family: The situation is like a new marriage, the first bom has less

attention, an only child took on two sisters, just like raising kids. Some of the

remedies GMs used included: being sensitive, providing the same amount of

toys and attention to the sister, and letting time heal.

SATT?? management r.^..^dl

Sales managers felt a demand for their time from AEs. The sales staff

wanted answers more quickly, did not want to be the stepchild, and considered

the other one (sales staff) more important in the eyes of the sales manager.

One SM said there was jealousy, mixed feeUngs, animosity, and yelling matches

amongst the sales staff. Sales managers wanted to see their staffs share

information and be real team players. SMs with separate staffs felt those

concepts did not stay if there were separate staffs. Some managers said the

space restrictions of the duopoly made carrying on a private conversation or a

private phone call difficult. Growing pains were cited as a reason for the

conflict. SMs were also fearful of new people coming into the company

culture and the competition sitting next to you. Johnson City Sales Manager

Mike Patterson said:

A [W]JCW rep brings a good lead into a [W]Q1JT rep, gives it to him and it

works and that [WlQJJT rep will pay them back in kind and that kind of
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thing. We encourage all that kind of positive stuff, which still there's

times when your talking on the phone to a client and you really need to

make a statement about your station that may or may not shed a good

hght on one of the other stations that are located here, and when it

really gets down to it, while we encourage that cooperation and that

team work, when it really gets down to it, sales people will be sales

people and we know that and if it really gets down to they're either

going to buy [W]KOS or they're going to buy [W]Q.UT, I expect my sales

people to do anything and everything possible to make sure [W]KOS gets

the money.

Some of the remedies used by this group included: simplifying the process,

combining the sales staff, initiating a sister station bonus program, having

staggered sales meetings, and encouraging positive team work. Sales

managers have seen problems gone, more camaraderie, enthusiasm, and

motivation.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT r4.3dl

Operations managers found existing with another staff kind of bumpy

and rough at first. The OMs said format and staff age differences between the

stations were two reasons. Greensboro Operations Manager Tom Jackson said:

The psyche of the people that worked in them are radically different.

And it was kind of bumpy first three to six months because they didn't

have a lot in common other than radio. But I think it's like, people are

people, and just as you get to know the neighbor next door that was, you

didn't hke them a whole lot at first, but the longer you lived there, you

learned to hke them. The longer we've been thrown together, the more
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we realize, "You know, that guy's okay or she's okay" kind of thing. We

get used to each other. And now it's great. Now there's no problems.

One CM instituted weekly staff meetings and individual critique sessions to

help the staff get acquainted and help each other. The OMs said it was fun

knowing new people and were learning to like them as they were together

longer.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT rs..^d)

Image managers said there was some initial competition between staffs

and the buyer staff felt sUghted due to the extra attention on the purchased

station. There was a huge conflict at one duopoly when the sales staff was

broken up The image managers thought competition was enhanced through

the intermixing, idea exchanges, and friendly, family-like atmosphere. IMs

said conflict resulted from formatically different stations and two stations

realizing they can take money from each other. Image managers said

reassurances, more sharing, and staying off each other's toes would help staffs

be more compatible. Fort Walton Beach Promotions Director Steve O'Day had an

example:

If I was leaving the 99 rock remote and went to the KOOL 105 remote. I

would change jackets because they would razz me. I mean, they were

doing it in fun but they are very spirited and very proud of who they

work for and what they are. KOOL 105 is very proud to be KOOL 105, 99

rock is very proud to be 99 rock and talk radio is the same way. I have

got a sweatshirt that has all three logos and has the radio people on the

back so now I can go.

127



The group noticed things starting to even out or people have learned to live

with conflict.

PROCESS MANAGFMFNT

Competition, tension, and jealousy were some conflicts noticed by these

managers. The process managers that saw compatibility reported the staffs do

not knock each other around, interact pretty well, and act like a family.

Separate locations caused some conflict. The process managers said an

employee's loyalty should be with their work, not a particular station. When

locations are combined the managers expected the mystique of a different staff

to be gone.

QUESTION x.3e: How do you see this duopoly reacting (what

strategies) to the (changing) dynamics (needs) of

the station interaction within the duopoly?

Five strategies were coded from the answers to this question. The categories

included: events, compensation, motivation, positions, and responsibilities.

Again, not aU of the responsibiUty areas had answers in each category.

OWNERSHIP

The ownership group wanted to compensate fairly and reward lower

level employees. Other motivational strategies included: a year-end bonus,

smaller account lists, and a competitive atmosphere. Alignment of positions

was also considered among owners as a strategy to reassess employee needs.

Some of the strategies included: separate program directors, a new employee

advisory board, separate sales staffs, help for the business manager, and

hiring a production/sales assistant
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GENERAL MANAGEMENT (2.?p^

General managers said the competitive mood had toned down, staffs

were hitting goals, and were getting improved sales training. Salaries and

bonuses were part of the compensation plan of GMs and one had incentives for

producers of demo tapes. The general managers said positions were merged,

increased, and eliminated depending on the department. GMs expected full

utilization of all talents. GMs wanted to be entirely flexible, brainstormed with

other managers for direction, and made sure the staff understood their

responsibilities. Lexington General Manager Dan Dorsett said:

I can say that my experience of a duopoly is make sure your staff

understands. 1 should have anticipated the morale problem, before 1

figured it out. 1 was so busy getting the deal done, that 1 got a little out

of touch on that and I'm a very in touch general manager. I usually

know what's going on, you know, in the hallways and what they're

talking about at the water cooler, and that sort of thing. I got a little out

of touch there.

Another GM said he wanted to help his sales managers strategically think with

one mind so sales staff conflicts would not develop.

■<;AT.FS management

Training concepts were part of the sales management strategies for

employee interaction. These concepts included: role playing, practicing to

relieve intimidation, sharing ideas among management, weekly training

sessions, and helping each station meet financial goals. Lexington General

Sales Manager Karen Wesley said:
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We train every Thursday and I think it's very important and I try to

involve all the sales staff in our sales training. We've been through all

the Brian Tracy tapes and each sales person was responsible for one of

those. We've been through co-op and vendor training, which 1 put

them through, which is from a co-op consultant, so we do on-going sales

training here.

SMs said staffs could expect salary increases, but one SM said not doubled! SMs

wanted competitiveness, evaluation after a trial period, and more help. Sales

staffs handled two products pretty good, knew the product better, should be in

tune with all stations, and assisted each other as part of their responsibilities.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.3el

Operations managers expected the duopoly to cut down wasted man-

hours. One OM did not want the separate staffs to get real "palsy walsy" but to

maintain their competitiveness and respect for each other. While one OM

expected the duopoly to ultimately have separate staffs, another OM had no

Rrm plans for strategies in this area.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT r.S..^el

Equipment and space to work were two key motivating factors

mentioned by the IM group. The image managers also wanted enough in their

budget to appease conflicting program directors and upgrade studios to digital

equipment. IMs said duopolies needed more armouncers and producer's so that

the work could be spread around and delegated. The IMs expected the workload

would only get bigger and there was a tendency to get close to the work and

not think of all the stations.
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PROCESS MANAGEMENT

Process managers noticed a great amount of attention paid to employees

in the form of extra people and more computer software. Several process

managers said a g<Dod attitude, communication, and feeling part of a group

were important motivating factors. PMs felt the duopoly should have more

traffic assistants and backup people in the support staff. This group has

looked for ways to improve procedures by combining operation methods and

trimlining other processes.

SUMMARY

Duopoly managers said duopoly employees received a chance to have

security and earn more money. The duopoly experience gave employees the

opportunity to get ahead. Being part of a duopoly also required employees to

take on a larger workload. Overall, the managers felt the staff of the

purchased station(s) was frightened of the takeover. The staff of the buyer

station(s) generally felt elated about the takeover. Some lower to middle level

managers were also aware of unsure feelings amongst the buyer staff. Two

factors that also affected the duopoly were the location of the facilities and the

working environment of the employees. The managers generally felt that a

combined location was better than separate locations. A combined location

produced growing pains and also family-like working conditions. Family

analogies were evident among the manager's comments as they described the

culture of the two merged staffs. The managers said there were struggles but

most people were able to work out the difficulties. Managers planned to keep

their staffs informed through training programs and to properly reward their

employees.
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Ownership

Two questions from the interview guide were related to the owners of

duopolies. The two questions asked what the owners receive from the duopoly,

and how the owners perceive or control the duopoly.

question x.4a' What can the duopoly offer for the owner?

QUESTION x.4b: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by the

(what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly were

received from the) owner?

The coded/summarized answers to each of these questions are described next

by responsibility areas for each question.

OUESTION x.4a: What can the duopoly offer for the owner?

Answers to this question were coded four different ways. The categories

included: personal, community, economies of scale, and return on investment.

OWNERSHIP n .431

The owners themselves felt a personal satisfaction of success that they

had accomplished more and had created a stronger foundation for their

business. The ownership group felt the duopoly served the community's

needs. Owners expected veiy real savings in operating expenses, non-

duplication of some positions, and a lot of synergies. This group ejqiected to

enhance their investment as bottom Unes and cash flow margins increased.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT <2Aa\

General managers said the duopoly offered the owner tremendous day to

day cost savings. The GMs said two revenues returned more to the bottom Une

for a better profit margin. One GM said he did not expect a dime in year one.
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SAT.FS MANAGEMENT {?Aa)

One sales manager said the owner only paid for one person in national

sales and received an increasing profit line.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT

Two members of this group said the owner thrived on the challenge and

gave a small-town business the opportunity to expand and enlarge. The

process managers said the owner benefited because the duopoly became a

bigger purchaser and suppliers were easier to work with for additional cost

efficiencies. The owner was not paying multiple utilities or paying for

multiple positions. The owner received more revenue and more bottom Une

money.

OUESnON ?c.4b: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by

the (what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly

were received from the) owner?

Three categories were derived from the answers to this question. They were

public service, expectations, and reality.

OWNERSHIP n.4bi

The ownership group felt duopolies were the right thing to do and the

fear of less diversity and over-concentration were not realistic. The owners

said a duopoly has allowed more diversity in formats and created diversity that

did not exist When owners formed duopolies they expected to combine top

positions, save expenses, enhance revenue, and get a bigger share of the

advertising pool. One owner said bringing a duopoly to that level was like

turning a large ocean liner with a paddle. Some felt it was a tough row to hoe

while others said get in, research, get the product on, and promote.
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GENERAL MANAGFlvmNT {2Ah\

General managers said the owners expected to serve advertisers,

listeners, and employees while seeing immediate and significant cash flow

increases. The owner combined all the staff and expected delight from

everyone. The owner wanted to only increase expenses 2096-30%, but double

cash How. The GMs said the owners expected the profits would be there.

Reality for owners, according to this group, was that duopoly was not for every

marketplace, there was not money to promote the stations as separate units,

and there were just as many headaches for the owner. Other GMs said the

owner met expectations for the first year, hit first year cash flow goals, but

not revenue goals, and expenses were well below projections.

SALES MANAGEMENT r.^.4hi

The sales managers described the owner as a quality broadcaster and a

good forecaster of business needs. This group said the owner expected growth

potential, a profit, and a win/win situation from the duopoly. The SMs said the

owner dealt with fewer people, had a staff that communicated with his

thinking, and was efficient in two stations without creating two staffs.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT f4.4bi

This group described the owner as one who consulted with other

managers before making decisions, fair, and open-minded with unilateral

control.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT rs.4hi

The owner was well respected by the public according to one image

manager. The owner expected continuity with employees. The owner in

reahty for these managers either had a lot of day to day impact or was fairly
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hands off. Champaign Marketing Director Gina Elliott talked about Saga

Communications CEO Ed Christian:

Once a week he knows what the sales are. He speaks directly to the

general sales managers, the local sales managers. He talks to them. If

numbers are down, he is on the phone a lot more often. If numbers are

up, he is on the phone about as much but at least he is not, at least he is

in a better mood.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT rft.4hl

Process managers felt the owner wanted the best profit available

through efficiency and modernized equipment and staff. In some duopolies

the owner may not have a lot of influence at this level In other duopolies

process managers felt the owner had a thumb on everything.

SUMMARY

Managers agreed that owners received both savings and more revenue

from a duopoly. The variety of duopolies investigated produced a variety of

owners with differing management styles. Some managers felt their owner

was very hands-on in the duopoly operations while others had no contact with

the owner. Owners wanted more from a duopoly but did not always know if

acquiring more was possible.

Individual Analysis

Three questions from the interview guide were related to each

individual participant. The three questions asked what each manager offered
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the duopoly, how their position changed since the duopoly was created, and

what perceptions they brought to the duopoly.

QUESTION x.5a; What does each manager (your position) offer to the

duopoly?

question x.5b: How has the range in which a particular manager

functions, changed since the duopoly was formed?

QUESTION x.5c: What perceptions did you bring to the duopoly?

The coded/summarized answers to each of these questions are described next

by responsibility areas for each question.

OUESnON x.5a: What does each manager (your position) offer to the

duopoly?

The answers to this question were coded into three different areas: company,

staff, and personal.

OWNERSHIP n.Sal

The ownership group offered quite a bit to the company, from taking

out the trash to long-range planning for future growth and acquisitions. The

owners felt they offered the staff guidance, knowledge of different

departments, and a cheerleader. The owners brought a personal vision to the

duopoly along with accuracy and creative ideas.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT i? Sal

The general management group offered experience, community

visibility, sales strength, and understanding of the company mission to the

company. This group gave the staff challenging but achievable goals,

leadership, training, education, and development The GMs were also able to
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rely on other managers, set directions, and handle jealousies. Lexington

General Manager Dan Dorsett said:

There's almost some jealousies, quite frankly, back and forth, you know,

about that sort of thing and that's just one example and it's my job to,

you know, to make sure that everybody understands the vision and that

one child is not getting any more of an advantage over the other one,

because that's about what it comes to. It's just like managing children.

If you have children, you know what I'm talking about, when one gets

candy and the other one doesn't and their younger, the first thing you

hear is that's not fair. 1 think it's my job, as the manager, to keep

everybody's thinking headed in the same direction and make sure that

everybody in the operation understands the mission of each station.

Personal offerings from the GMs included: a single, clear vision,

organizational skills, more sophistication, and as one GM said, a great

management style.

SATFS management

The sales managers said they offered the company a good sense of

direction, interaction with agencies, creating and cultivating new business,

and convenience. The staff received coaching, help in other departments, and

motivation from the sales managers. Sales managers brought a vision, energy,

enthusiasm, and an organized, credible manager to the duopoly. Greensboro

General Sales Manager Jamey Kerr was labeled by one of his staff members for

his managerial skills:

One of the local sales managers has this aquarium and she has this one

fish in there that she, well, she had several fish that she named after

137



various people on the staff. And one that she named after me was a

black and white one, black and white stripes. And 1 said, "Why did 1 get

that particular one?" And she said, "Because you are the referee."

OPERATIONS MANACtFMENT r4..Sal

Operations managers provided the company experience in various radio

formats, consistency, and relational expertise with the audience. The OMs gave

the staff an overall view of day to day operations, acted as a consultant, and

interacted with the whole staff. OMs described themselves as self-reliant and

versatile, Atlanta Operations Manager Neil McGinley said managing two

stations was like playing a game:

It is like a Chess game that 1 am playing with myself. I make a move on

this station and 1 know what the move is and then I go here and I can

counter that move to a certain extent.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT IS.Sal

Image managers gave the company a person who could look out for both

stations. Champaign Marketing Director Gina Elliott was one of those people:

If someone comes to me with a promotion event that they wanted to do,

they come to MIX (WLRW) first which is often the case because MIX has

been here so long. If MIX Cannot do it, 1 will immediately put my WIXY

hat on and say, "What about WIXY? Let's get WKY out there." So I'll

have an opportunity to gather additional events for WIXY without

taking away from MIX. It is very important to make sure all the apples

MIX has and done a wonderful job of collecting throughout the years

don't get taken away, and thus lose their identity.
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The image managers also provided an immense marketing image, knowledge

of the area, and a chance to get the word out Various staff members benefited

from the image managers' ability to work with all department heads and

relieving AEs of the task of getting promotional details. The IMs helped to

keep the client satisfied with creative ideas and designing and implementing

marketing campaigns. Some IMs said they go all out to make it work.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT (b.Sai

The process managers offered experience, efficiency, knowledge of

accounts, and general financial oversight to the company. They knew where

to cut costs and what forms and procedures to use. The PMs trained other

employees, mediated problems, and understood everybody's job to make the

paperwork flow. Louisville-Prism Business Manager/Traffic Specialist Katy

Frank said:

I have a pretty good overview of everything. Really the person in the

business office needs that. They need to understand everybody's job in

order to make the paper work flow the way it needs to. I think that

probably is the biggest thing.

Process managers said they were dedicated to turning out correct information,

were careful to keep stations separated in their minds, and accepted the

doubled workload in many areas.

GUESnON x.5b: How has the range in which a particular manager

functions, changed since the duopoly was formed?

This question produced three categorical areas for all the groups and a fourth

for the ownership group. The first three were time, mental, and physical.
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OWNERSHIP n.Sh)

The ownership group also described some financial changes. One

owner said more revenue was now generated through fewer managers.

Owners felt they were busier and had fewer people to talk to. Owners learned

new terms, new legal applications, and new strategies. They also learned how

to think in multiple formats. Several owners had less travel and less people to

see.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT

General managers said there were more demands on their time since the

duopoly was formed. Their time needed to be shared between two sales staffs,

two separate departmental meetings, and two sets of separate issues. GMs had

to become more efficient, spend less time on day to day things, and manage

better. Savannah General Manager Daniel Gorby was an example of this

change:

Before, for example, 1 would ride with the salespeople almost on a daily

level, now 1 do maybe twice a week kind of thing. Because we have

more payables, 1 have more financials 1 got to report to, 1 now have to

do two profit and loss statements every month. There is a lot more

administrative responsibilities now than there was before. 1 have to

also count on my department heads a little bit more now.

Mental demands on general managers included being more sensitive to the

purchased staff, maintaining objectivity between competitive ranks, shifting

gears in management styles in order to manage multiple properties, and

pushing more decisions down to department heads. Some GMs realized they

could not physically handle national sales anymore, had more administrative
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responsibilities, and even played construction foreman while learning more

about engineering.

SALES MANAGFMFNT

Sales managers in a duopoly said more of their time is spent making

things more manageable and organized operationally. SMs said they now need

to look at the broader picture while rethinking everything times two. SMs

made a lot of adjustments in their daily routine such as having to keep track of

more things. One SM said the physical demands were like having triplets with

three sets of materials and three meetings. Several sales managers said their

responsibilities shifted from being on the street to helping AEs with direction

and more coordination at home.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.Sh)

These managers said they learned to delegate and prioritize duties. Some

learned to do more in the same amount of time by focusing on the essentials.

Operations managers said they needed to know that both staffs had the same

vision and were consistent on each station. Some OMs felt stretched, others

said they had not been stretched very far. Greensboro Operations Manager

Tom Jackson was one of the former

The big difference is many more people to deal with, many more needs

and desires that 1 had to deal with and it is just more time consuming. 1

think generally in duopolies you will find management people being

stretched in terms of responsibilities and time. That's what's happening.

They are doubling up jobs, as we have, and it just requires you to do

more in the same amount of time and leam how to be efficient.
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The best mental advantage was knowing what the other station was doing. OMs

were more rehant on assistants, had more people to deal with, and more

running back and forth.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT rs.Shl

Image managers thought their time was very manageable. Some had to

leam basic duopoly reality. This group saw themselves as a liaison between

stations, a mediator to placate big brother or Uttle sister, stop a bad feeling, or

smooth ruffled feathers, while changing gears every second. Image managers

found themselves competing against their own ideas and looking at how

things affected all stations. For the first time image managers found

themselves preparing a budget, battling increased commercial loads, but also

having double pools of talent for production delegation.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT

Time was the biggest change noticed by process managers. This group

said there was more time spent teaching and showing employees, more time

spent on the billing, and just more time working. Process managers felt

overloaded, behind, overwhelmed, and trying to get a handle on the workload.

Louisville-Prism Business Manager/Bookkeeping & Personnel Specialist

Kenny Frankum said:

We had the real sudden increase in the number of employees and all the

problems that go along with that. Coordinating their benefits and you

know just getting them settled in, getting the simple things like a place

to sit down and a pencil to write with and things like that because we

went from about 22 employees to we have 50 now.
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One PM said the stations may be at the same location, but your mind was always

working for two stations. Some process managers were able to hire more

employees to help with the workload. Other PMs were able to shift duties

among office workers Uke Champaign Traffic Director Deb Rahn:

Before, the receptionist for just one station here did a lot of

administrative/clerical types of jobs but once we had two different

stations here, it takes her most of her time just to answer the phone and

get messages to people. So all that clerical responsibility was taken

away from her so that she would be able to answer the phones.

QUESTION x.5c What perceptions did you bring to the duopoly?

Three types of perceptions were coded from this question: concerns,

expectations, and reality.

OWNERSHIP n.Srl

Owners said they were scared and not sure. The ownership group

wanted to be sure they were perceived correctly in the community and were

careful not to upset people The owners expected to be challenged, were

excited about the additional responsibility and opportunity to make more

money, and expected to handle the higher volume of business without

problems. Reality showed the owners that people would turn against the

owners, the duopoly was not as big as originally thought, fewer AEs was not

the answer, and one plus one does not equal three. Some owners discovered

that duopoly worked better than they thought and expense savings were

greater than thought.
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GENERAL MANAGEMENT r2..Sr^

General management concerns included lack of understanding and

confidence. Their expectations showed more understanding as some were

delighted with the idea and excited while others were scared. The GMs knew

this was the only way stations could survive, so now they were positioned for

market dominance and could eat up the smaller people. Washington, D.C.

General Manager Catherine Meloy said:

Before I thought that if in fact you were floundering and you joined

with somebody else and became a duop)oly that that would make you

obviously much stronger. But what happens is that this guy that is

floundering is bought up by somebody who is not floundering and so

you do become a stronger station, but 1 think you become a stronger

station by selling out versus by individually.

SATFS MANAGEMENT f^.Scl

Sales managers were concerned about account distribution, doubling of

everything, and increased competition. This group had intense, power

hungry feelings, were excited, envisioned success, and had positive

perceptions. Sales managers found duopolies to be more challenging, still

somewhat confusing, but reahzed it was a good business move. This group also

said the jury was still out on whether combo or split sales staffs were better.

Johnson City Sales Manager Mike Patterson had mixed perceptions as an A£

before being promoted to WKOS-FM Sales Manager:

1 almost considered it a burden when they said "and we want you to sell

[W]KOS too." This was addressed to all the sales staff, you know when you

got this too and they tried to put the focus on it and 1 didn't care. I've
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got these quotas to make on [W]Q.IJT, I was one of [W]Q.UT's top billers and

I was making good money at it, I didn't want anybody in my playhouse,

you know, leave my toys alone and that was probably the only negative

I could think of was that, I still wanted to focus on what I wanted. I was

glad we were doing it, but just don't bother me with the details.

OPERATIONS MANAGFMENT r4.Sci

Operations managers were concerned about splitting ad dollars and

whether things were not going to change for the worse. OMs recognized a

win, were excited about the opportunity, and knew they could attract unserved

listeners and ad dollars. Fort Walton Beach Operations Manager Rick Zurick

said:

Having just gone through a sale in New Orleans just before I came here,

I would much rather be in a company that is expanding here than

having new owners that you have never met before in your life coming

in and now owning you, or at least your job, and deciding what your

future is with them. I thought it was just exciting.

One OM even said being bought by the buyer was a real strength. Operations

managers said realistically they did have some moments of misgiving but now

had peace of mind.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT IS.Sri

The image managers were loaded with concerns: This is going to be a

big mess, could I keep up with a doubled and tripled workload, the rich get

richer, the poor get poorer. Image managers expected different philosophies

to come together so everyone would act as a family, respect, and look out for

each other. Some others sat back and said they would believe it when they saw
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it. After settling down image managers said the duopoly was actually not that

bad, pretty easy, something 1 can live with, challenging, and rewarding.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT f6.Scl

Workload and job security were two concerns of the process

management group. This group had a lot of questions and were leery of the

idea. The process managers knew a duopoly was going to be a challenge. They

did not want to fail but one PM did not think the workload could be handled.

After the duopoly was created the PMs did not have time to think about their

concerns. They began the long process of rebuilding without realizing the

amount of work it would take. The process managers said they did not

anticipate all the problems and growing pains. Even though there was quite a

bit of adjustment, the PMs felt good about embracing change.

SUMMARY

If one word were to describe each responsibility area's offerings to the

duopolies here is what those words would be: Owners, leader; GMs, teacher;

SMs, driver; GMs, consultant; IMs, energizer; PMs, mediator. All the managers

said they felt busier in a duopoly. Upper management said they dealt with

fewer people. Middle and lower managers felt they dealt with more people and

had more responsibilities. Most managers were leery of additional

responsibilities. Managers expected other employees to do more but not always

with more resources. Duopoly managers felt they needed to be more efficient

with their time and staff.
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Competition

Four questions from the interview guide were related to areas of

competition for the duopoly. The four questions asked what was the

perception of the partner (purchased owner) to the duopoly, what was the

reaction from the other competition, how does the market affect the duopoly,

and what strategies are planned to react to the competition.

QIJESTION x.6a: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by the

(what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly were

received from the) partner station?

QUESTION x.6b: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by the

(what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly were

received from the) competition?

QUESTION x.6c: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by the

market?

QUESTION x.6d; How do you see this duopoly reacting (what strategies) to

the (changing) dynamics (needs) of the competition?

The coded/summarized answers to each of these questions are described next

by responsibility areas for each question.

OUESTION x.6a: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by

the (what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly

were received from the) partner station?

This question provided five categories. Each category, however, was not

represented by all the responsibility areas. The five categories were

financial, programming, personnel, purchased attitude, and buyer attitude.
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OWNERSHIP n.fia^

Owners of duopolies said some of the stations they bought had been

allowed to die or had no cash flow. Other owners did buy strong, competitive

stations. These owners said they were glad they were able to take out the

competitor. Most owners said the purchased station was vegetating or had

nothing put into the programming. The purchased stafPs attitude was often a

winner-loser syndrome with a lot of fear. The buyer said the purchase was

often more emotional than pre-duopoly buyouts because the purchased station

was the enemy, the people across the street. Jonesboro owner Lany Duke

overcame this hurdle:

It was kind of a touchy first meeting for two competitors to come

together and try to work out something, especially two competitors that

have not really gotten along very well for fifteen years. But in the

meeting I suggested that we both take off our armor and drop our shield

and see if we couldn't work out something that would be beneficial for

both parties, and today one of the most pleasant aspects of this is he and

1 are very closest of friends.

GENERAL MANACtEMENT (2.ba\

General managers reported personnel turnover. Employee discontent

was expressed through the grapevine. GMs said the purchased owner spread

rumors of pay raises, wanted the best dollar amount under the best conditions,

but also provided valuable input without any demands for control. General

managers said a game plan was needed if an unsuccessful format was bought.

One GM said the purchased AM station was worthless and put it on the back

burner.
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SATFS MANAGEMENT f3.6a)

Sales managers said the partner cooperated fully and let the buyer do

everything but did have some feeling of protectiveness. The SMs desired a

good relationship with the partner and felt a co-dependence on each other.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT i4.6al

The operations managers saw some purchased stations bleeding to death

after trying every format Some purchased employees came over but the OMs

wanted to make sure the employees did not get back in the same routine.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT (b.ba)

Some of this group saw the purchased station as a bankrupt stepchild.

Another purchased station had high quality equipment for the new owners.

Separate locations prompted one PM to say a year of growth in the personnel

area was lost.

OUESTION x.6b: What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by

the (what perceptions/feedback about the duopoly

were received from the) competition?

Three situations were represented in the answers to this question: the

purchased situation, the buyer situation, and the other competition.

OWNERSHIP n.fibl

One owner said the selling owner did not know the situation and just

needed the money. The ownership group saw their place in the marketplace

get bigger as they took out the top competitor, became more even with

television, got a lot of muscle, and took the bulk of the market revenue and

audience shares. Owners said that other competitors hoped the local people

would not like the duopoly, will need to do the same thing, and talked the
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duopoly down to advertisers. One owner felt threatened by another duopoly

owner because of its more powerful combination.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT 12.bhl

General managers said the buyer in a duopoly can be a positive

influence by being a rate leader in the market. GMs thought flexibility was

important so that budgets could be shifted to help one of the duopoly stations

that might come under attack. The GMs said the duopoly made the competition

sharper and brought other competitors to the point of forming their own

duopolies. GMs tried to be local when the competitor was not local. One GM said

some markets are like chess pieces where stations are constantly pairing up.

SALES MANAGEMENT (3.bhl

Some sales managers saw the purchased station as an opportunity to go

after a missing audience segment with a new format. SMs said their AE's focus

should be on ad effectiveness, not cost emphasis. Decatur Local Sales Manager

Dale Denham said:

You draw away some of the attention because together if we ask a $30.00

rate, that's $30.00 a unit and you get one ad on each station and you can

then focus on the effectiveness of the ad and the bulk of the people that

you're getting to without quite so much emphasis on cost. So, 1 think in

that respect, it's probably helped a little bit.

Sales managers started to see control of more market shares and were able to

minimize the competition with twice as powerful speech. SMs thought other

competition was jealous, hesitant, and fretful. Some competition tried to cut

down the duopoly at the knees with lower rates or change the advertiser's
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mental perception of the duopoly's worth. One sales manager saw a

competitor's whole sales staff apply for jobs at the duopoly.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.6bl

The operations managers used the purchased station to fire a flanking

shot at the competitor's audience or to fragment their success. The OMs saw

the buyer able to set advertising rates for two. Some OMs thought the duopoly

was unique in the market but did not think the duopoly had a profound effect

on the market. Operations managers received a variety of feedback from the

other competitors, such as: trashing the duopoly on the streets, finding the

negatives, anxious and surprised, and nothing different.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT iS.fibl

One image manager said their duopoly was a dog fight between the

purchased and buyer staffs. The image managers felt the buyer should be pro

active, not re-active, creative with commercials, and be cognitive of the

competition. IMs said the other competition combated with lower rates and

have started to consolidate. Some competition did not see the duopoly coming

and were blown away.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT

One process manager said a strength of a purchased station is

identifiable on-air personalities. Process managers said the buyer should

never spread rumors, should rely on own numbers, and should always

consider the competition's effects. These managers saw their duopolies as a

threat to the competition and said the competition rarely poses any problems

for the duopolies.
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QUESTION x.6c What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by

the market?

This question allowed the participant to talk about the advantages and

disadvantages of their market. Every responsibility area saw more advantages

than disadvantages.

OWNERSHIP a.6c)

The owners saw more opportunities such as adding more stations, better

advertiser support, and reaching out to more communities and potential

business. A small-market owner saw a nearby larger market as a disadvantage

because of the better formats and better station sounds.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT (2.6c)

General managers said the product was reflective of the community.

The GMs said a duopoly was not unique but needed to be in growing markets.

An excellent company reputation adds another information and entertainment

choice to the market

SALES MANAGEMENT (H.bc)

Advantages seen by sales managers in their markets included a healthy

and intense demand for advertising and music, weaker stations eliminated, the

target audience primed, catered, and sold, and people conditioned to the right

format. One disadvantage noted was a market that could not absorb all the

signals and have viable stations.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT r4.6cl

Operations managers only saw advantages in their markets. These

advantages included a strong country music base, a good economy, returning
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advertising dollars, more money in the market, and good broadcasters with

market success.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT Ci.br)

Image managers saw markets that had room for another station and

could capably serve both interests. One IM said their duopoly was designed so

the seasonal market did not affect their business. Another IM said their

duopoly filled a void in the market left by the competitor. Going through

growing pains was the only disadvantage seen by image managers.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT (b.bc)

Process managers reported a good, solid economy which made duopolies

possible. The duopoly reflected what was going on in the community

according to process managers. The group said economic factors were

important for support of two powerful stations.

OUESTION x.6d: How do you see this duopoly reacting (what

strategies) to the (changing) dynamics (needs) of

the competition?

Participants answered this question in two parts. Those two parts were the

categories of duopoly action and competitor action.

OWNERSHIP n.Edi

The ownership group said duopolies should always be on the offensive

and not let the competition attack the hill. Owners wanted their duopoUes to be

positioned, have a strategic game plan, and challenge market leaders.

Greensboro owner Allen Dick illustrated this concept:

Hopefully we can promote, which is marketing, we can position

programming formatically to where we take a strong position and they

153



say, "They've got that hill. It will cost us dearly for us to challenge

them. And then we don't know whether we can win." So, we hope they

say, "Those guys are up on the hill. They've got big guns. We don't want

to go after them."

Owners thought competitor action might include offensive tactics to reduce

duopoly shares and doing their own duopoly deals. Owners wanted the

competition to stay healthy, combine, and get more active.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT (2.M)

General managers revealed several offensive tactics for the

competition. This duopoly action included such strategies as compressing

market shares, intimidating competitor to leave a format, weeding out weak

stations, acting, not reacting, and marketing the product to cast for new

listeners and avoid audience erosion. Lexington General Manager Dan Dorsett

found out one strategy led to another strategy:

Because of our young country station (WWYC), we believe that we are

knocking that other AC station olf buys and the reason for that I think,

no one can ever tell for sure, is buyers who are, if they add a station,

they're generally going to take a station off. Buyers and agencies are

used to buying certain facilities and dividing of shares in certain ways.

Well, here's what's happened, MIX (WMXL) is a much stronger AC station

than KISS. We go in and tell a compelling story for young country.

Somebody's got to come off the buying, so it's the second AC that comes

off. We've taken money from them. 1 wouldn't have predicted this

effect on the other AC. I don't think I thought through just exactly how
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that would work, but as we're getting young country added to buys, we

see money not going to tbem on some of these buys.

Some duopoly GMs saw competitors copy the duopoly marketing efforts and get

out of their stations and into the community.

SAT FS management r^.fidi

Sales managers were generally not aware of the competition when

doing well. The SMs did not want to think about any other radio stations. They

plaimed to give people what they want. Some SMs bad nothing planned for

the competition. The sales managers were not aware of any competitor

actions.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT r4.6dT

Operations managers used everything from their gut to formal research

to plan their duopoly action. OMs felt the duopoly should be defined for a real

choice, know the competitor's potential format plans, and get the best format

to be successful. Atlanta Operations Manager Neil McGinley said this was true

even within the duopoly:

We program against each other but on a higher level than before. As 1

said, we have taken away the stuff that was not good for the radio station

because you were focused not so much on the audience, you were

focused on "HA! 1 got this and you didn't," that is gone. 1 got this

because it is good for me not because, "HA! You didn't get it."

Some operations managers saw competition for business fade as the duopoly

stations were no longer at each other's throat.
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IMAGE MANAGEMENT fS.6d^

The image managers took extreme pleasure in irritating the competition

with such tactics as stepped up sticker patrols, billboards across the street from

the competitor's building, diluting the competitor's promotions, having bigger

remote equipment, and being more visible. Champaign Marketing Director

Gina Elliott said competitors do not dare go up against me:

Their slogan, "The switch is now on to Lite 97.5," well, MIX (WLRW) did

something that the average listener has no idea that it means anything.

We found out about a day ahead of time that was going to be the plug and

we quickly changed our spot sets and said, "Thanks for making the

switch to 94.5."

IMs did not see their competitors doing promotions like the duopolies. One

image manager said the competition was caught with their pants down.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT (b.bd)

The process managers said a strong product was the best action a

duopoly could take against the competition. Other actions a duopoly might take

included having managers who know how to act defensively and getting

another FM station. Louisville-Prism Business Manager Kenny Frankum said

their competition tried to add an FM station:

But there is a cost involved in doing that in that they only have a 3,000

watt station to do it with and no budget so they can't advertise it well,

promote it, or do anything like that and 1 think we will just be able to

move ahead with a stronger marketing plan.

Process managers saw the competition as complacent, always changing, being

pushed to the edge by the duopoly, and getting what drops off the wagon.
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SUMMARY

Duopoly managers found radio station owners that sold their stations to

duopoly buyers to be helpful and cooperative but also damaging by spreading

rumors and not operating the stations. Almost all managers in a duopoly put

themselves on top or in control of outside competition and competition within

the duopoly. Managers were aware that the competition had talked negatively

about the duopoly. The managers generally did not respond with that same

kind of action. A growing economy was an important asset for each duopoly's

market. The managers felt all their markets had a strong economy. They also

said the duopoly benefits the market. In response to the competition the

managers said a duopoly needed both an offensive and defensive game plan.

The duopoly strategy should be active and ongoing. Some duopoly managers

had tailored their strategy for competition within the duopoly.

Pre-Duopoly

Five questions from the interview guide were related to activities before

the duopoly was formed. The five questions asked participants what conditions

and experiences were necessary to create a duopoly, why was their duopoly

formed, who created the duopoly, and what was the design of the duopoly.

QUESTION x.7a; What conditions or requirements are necessary to put

together a duopoly?

QUESTION x.7b: What experiences are necessary to put together a duopoly?

QUESTION x.7c: Why was this duopoly put together?

QUESTION x.7d: Who was involved in the creation of this duopoly?
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QlJESnON x.7e: Describe the design of this duopoly.

The coded/summarized answers to each of these questions are described next

by responsibility areas for each question.

QUESTION x.7a' What conditions or requirements are necessary to

put together a duopoly?

This question produced seven categories. Not all of the categories were

represented in each responsibility area. Three of the categories centered

around the viability of the buyer, the purchased, and the market. The other

four categories were staff, location, audience match, and attitude.

OWNERSHIPS .731

The owners said the buyer in a duopoly needs to have a stable operation,

good billings, low debt ratios, and if possible, local financing. Both stations in

a duopoly need some horsepower, however, one owner said the merger of two

weak stations can be successful. Location considerations mentioned by the

owners included tower height, power, and a building project to move the

facilities together. The owners felt a good engineer was a necessity along with

a competent and qualified staff. The owner should be known in the

community and a knowledgeable leader. The ownership group said there were

two conditions for a duopoly to have a good audience match: either franchise

within a format or have strong stations with individual formats controlling a

certain demographic.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT (2.7a)

According to the general management group the buyer in a duopoly

should be willing to make a sensible deal, a conscientious broadcaster, and

have a good game plan and a strong property. GMs said formats should be
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mutually compatible and should fill a hole in the market. The buyer should

know what is in the purchased building and how the purchased station is

operated. Some GMs said the buyer should begin with an IMA to get both staffs

through the long negotiations. General managers should imagine coming into

the market for the first time when assessing the market viability. Knoxville

General Manager Craig Jacobus said two viable properties may force the

toughest decisions:

I think that in strategies where you have two going concerns, full

signal, billing properties that are contributing fairly decent billing

numbers, is a), that's the first red flag to just throwing a combo together

and selling it in combo, and b), how close are the formats. News-talk

and CHR top-40 probably shouldn't be sold in combo if they're both

going concerns. So the further apart the formats are in target and the

more going concern each radio station is, the more risk you have, thus

the slower you need to proceed in just throwing them together and

putting one combo staff on the street and go sell this big combo.

General managers said staff requirements included a strong management,

involved department heads, and a buyer staff willing to take on additional

duties. GMs said they needed to understand situational dynamics. This group

said the duopoly should own a format franchise or match formats

demographically. They said there was no right or wrong way. A GMs attitude

needed to be flexible, sensitive, and willing to make changes since there was

no textbook on duopoly strategy.
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SALES MANAGEMENT f3.7a)

Sales managers said a duopoly should make financial sense and have the

backing of corporate resources. SMs said to remember there are two entities

and everything should not be combined. The market economics, the format,

and the competition should all blend together. This group said the duopoly

audiences should enhance each other. SMs said managers should be committed

up front on which management style will be used. Lexington General Sales

Manager Karen Wesley said:

A lot of stations choose to keep the stations selling in trombo and not

split the sales staff and some stations choose to split the sales staff. 1

think whatever you choose, you have to be committed to whatever you

do. I've spent about a week calling different general sales managers

around the country to find out how they had chosen to sell, whether

they've kept their sales staff together or whether they had split it off

and having each fight for their own share and different people had

different views. 1 don't think anyone knows the one single best thing

to do, so just being committed to the decision that you make and not

looking backward, 1 think is the best thing to do.

Top management's vision should be acceptable at the local level where the

plan is known from the beginning.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.7a)

Operations managers said the duopoly buyer should be structured, have

money and a knowledge of broadcasting, and give direction to the company.

Standalone stations will either be a buyer or a seller according to the OMs.

They said the formats should fill an unserved niche or hole in the market. The
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OMs said the stations should complement each other demographically. This

group wanted enough staff to meet time constraints but still realized that

economies of scale could double the bilUng. The operations managers said an

attitude of competing against yourself v^as a requirement.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT (^.7a)

The image managers said a duopoly buyer should be able to see both

sides and provide materials and support. The buyer needed to decide whether

the purchased station would be a flanker or a partner. Image managers said

the stations should have different core audiences and be formatically

different. The market should be researched for a complementary station. The

IMs said the staff should know what is happening at each phase. Image

managers felt growing pains in the duopoly situation and said it was like

bringing a new child into the household.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT ̂6.7al

Process managers said a buyer in a duopoly should have a successful

track record, know the market, and be able to run several different stations

under one roof. Process managers said owners should work out the best deal

for the purchased equipment and research on how the purchased station could

be made better. The PMs said one location was a requirement. The staff should

consist of strong backup people, have help from AEs and upper management,

and be knowledgeable of what is going on. Some PMs said the duopoly

required two mind sets since the duopoly was kind of like Siamese twins.

QUESTION x.7b: What experiences are necessary to put together a

duopoly?

This question was categorized into two areas: same and different experiences.
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OWNFRSHTP n.7h)

Some similar experiences owners had included: profitably operating

the same frequency earlier, running AM/FM combos, group operations

experiences, and a good track record. Experiences the owners found out that

were different for a duopoly included: operating multiple operations

independently, asking people to double responsibilities, and preparing for

more work and management problems.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT f2.7bl

Some similar experiences general managers had included: other

company takeovers, previous format changes, firing staffs, start-up

experience, and a long time in the market. Experiences the GMs found out that

were different for a duopoly included: had never managed a previous

competitor, managing multiple properties, competitive environments,

financial management, and not having workbooks or books as references.

SALES MANAGEMENT LS.7hl

Some similar experiences sales managers had included: working in a

variety of markets, formats, and environments, being through a start-up,

selling experiences, and negotiations. Atlanta General Sales Manager Diane

Dalton found differences between employees who came to the duopoly after it

was formed and those that had been through the creation experience:

One of the things that has really been tough for the people that have

been here the whole time and suddenly life is blown up and everything

is different. It has really been hard for them. Me, my life blows up

every three years and 1 am used to it. I think this one is the thing that

has made it good for me. 1 think that is one of the reasons that Norman
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[Schrutt, Atlanta General Manager] put me in this position because 1 had

the variety and experience versus somebody that has been in the same

market and the same station.

Experiences the SMs found out that were different for a duopoly included:

more work and confusion, making history, making it up as we go, fighting a

prior station image, no duopoly book or people with duopoly experience.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.7bl

Some similar experiences operations managers had included:

acquisition of another station and competitor, operational experience, people

skills, time management knowledge, and one OM said the duopoly was the same

as operating one station. Experiences the OMs found out that were different

for a duopoly included: remembering all the call letters, selling different

programs, different people, formats, philosophies, additional stations with the

same support staff, and competing with self.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT I.S.7bl

Some similar experiences image managers had included: working for

an AM/FM combo, people skills, understanding both sides of the glass,

programming and format knowledge, experience with automation systems.

Experiences the IMs found out that were different for a duopoly included:

separating yourself, playing chess with yourself, schizophrenia, different

mind frame, delegating, and heavier production and copywriting loads.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT r6.7bl

Some similar experiences process managers had included: working at a

multiple property location, appropriate backgrounds in accounting and

auditing, organizational skills, juggling a lot of things, and a role model at a
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previous job. Experiences the PMs found out that were different for a duopoly

included: only one financial setup, but twice the work to get there, fitting in

all the pieces to the paper trail jigsaw puzzle, infinite patience, computer

logistics, ability to put up with chaos, and fishing as we go along finding our

way.

QUESTION x.7c Why was this duopoly put together?

The answers to this question provided five different strategies used by owners

to put the duopoly together. The five categories were: economies of scale,

building strategy, protection strategy, just do it strategy, and public service

strategy. Again, not all responsibility areas mentioned every strategy.

OWNERSHIP n.7ri

The owners said economies of scale reasons included: cutting staff,

utilities, compensating people better, utilizing a better staff for the purchased

station, and having the same overhead for multiple stations. Building

strategies included: increased billings, enhanced competition for buyer staff,

changing market dynamics, and retaining better personnel. Protection

strategies included: taking out the competitor, making a preemptive move,

keeping clients, getting a superior tower and signal, economic survival, and

competing against larger combos. Just do it strategies included: saw a

challenge, right price, fun of doing it, and thought it would work. OpeUka

owner Gary Fuller was a good example of this strategy:

If I don't buy it, there could be a younger Gary Fuller, who's fifteen

years my junior and had the same work ethics 1 had when 1 was 35,

then, you know, I've got to compete with that and just a pain in the butt,

but I said the main thing is just the fun of doing it.
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Public service strategies included: benefit the community and listener, and

overcome coverage complaints.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT (2.7c)

The general managers said economies of scale reasons included: operate

facility in same building with low operating costs and remain economically

viable after station increases in the market Building strategies included:

high number of viable share points, strategic move by owner, under-radioed,

attractive market, marketing two stations together, appealing to an unreached

market segment, and growing in the 1990s. Protection strategies included:

taking over a hfestyle, getting the drop-in before somebody else did, putting

two competitors in bed together, solidifying position in the market, and

assuring investment remained strong. Just do it strategies included: it was

there and a unique deal. Public service strategies included: added jobs to the

market and would have been a dark hcense.

SALES MANAGEMENT L^.7rl

The sales managers said building strategies included: keeping more

marbles, expand and grow company, and something new and different.

Protection strategies included: gobbled up competitor to control format, locked

up a demographic, took audience from major competitor, and changing format

on the purchased station to reduce competition on the buyer station. Just do it

strategies included: license was available and an opportune time and

convenient situation. Public service strategies included: void in market,

filling need for city and region, quality service to listeners, and gave area

something back.
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OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT M.7r^

The operations managers said economies of scale reasons included:

needed more than one station in small and medium markets to be viable.

Building strategies included: had signals to fill niches in community, keep

company growing, and owner's goal of having more stations. Protection

strategies included: own the franchise, protect both fronts, and eliminated the

competitor. Just do it strategies included: always wanted to pair up with

competitor, convenience in same market, and door opened so stepped in.

Public service strategies included: keep station on the air, salvage and rescue

from format, financial problems, and super serve community.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT (S.ycl

The image managers said economies of scale reasons included: better

efficiency and minimal staff needed to take on another station. Building

strategies included: filling gaps in format and talent, ability to generate a lot

of revenue, and combining a format in demand with an established

personality. Protection strategies included: be the dominate force in the

market, cover all demographics, and create competition for the market leaders.

Public service strategies included: room for another voice in the market and

more personalities involved in the community.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT (6.7c)

The process managers said building strategies included: success

potential in a missing market segment, combining forces and knowledge to get

more audience, building more competition, and making more money.

Protection strategies included: identified over-radioed market with a need for

a station to capture a huge share, getting ready for rules change, and
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capitalize on duopolies or be lost Just do it strategies included: purchased

station's tower and transmitter on buyer's site, underutilized major facility

sitting there, exceptional marriage, available and worth something, and ego.

Public service strategies included: filled a gap and two different listener

needs, and help business community.

QUESTION x.7d: Who was involved in the creation of this duopoly?

Answers to this question showed that every management position had some

input into the creation of a duopoly depending on the individual duopoly.

Categories for this question included: upper management, middle

management, lower management, other, and discussion. Every category was

not represented in each responsibility area.

OWNERSHIP n .yd!

The ownership group recognized three levels of involvement. Middle

management involvement included: engineering, operations, and sales.

Lower management involvement included news. Other involvement included:

lawyers and accountants.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT (2.7d)

The general management group recognized four levels of involvement.

Upper management involvement included: the general manager, corporate

officers, chief executive officer, chief financial officer, vice-president of

programming, and the owner(s). Middle management involvement included

department heads. Lower management involvement included all managers

Other involvement included; managers from other markets where the

company owned stations and relatives involved in radio. Decatur General
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Manager Joel Fletcher said there were many hours of discussion on a variety

of topics:

It's real amazing to get four or five people together and you talk about

anything from the logo of the new station to how to open the market on

it and how to market the new station to what the rates ought to be to

where the studios ought to be, to combine staffs or not combine staffs,

just all kinds of things like that, to go full-bore automation or to go

satellite dehvered, or to go Uve twenty four hours with people.

SAT.FS MANAGEMENT (3.7dl

The sales management group recognized two levels of involvement.

Upper management involvement included: president, general manager, and

group owners. Other involvement included the culture of the general

manager.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT f4.7dl

The operations management group recognized three levels of

involvement. Upper management involvement included: both owners and the

engineer. Middle management involvement included the operations manager.

Other involvement included everybody in the building. Discussion about the

duopoly included: brainstorming on formatics for six months and

encouraging the owner.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT (6.7d)

The process management group recognized one level of involvement.

Upper management involvement included: the owner(s) and general

managers. Discussion about the duopoly included: how duopoly will be

handled and length of time owner kept purchase under the hat.
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QUESTION x.7e: Describe the design of this duopoly.

Three categories were developed from this request: combined positions,

separated positions, and other purposes. The summarization of these answers

will illustrate the non-uniformity of whether a position is combined or

separated in a duopoly. The author defined a combined position as one that had

responsibility over at least two of the stations in a duopoly. The author defined

a separated position as one that had responsibility over only one of the

duopoly stations. Listed below will be the positions that each responsibility

area reported in both the combined and separated categories. The positions

listed only in one of the first two categories will then be provided by category.

A summarization of the other purposes will follow these lists.

OWNERSHIP n.7el

Positions or responsibilities reported both combined and separated by

owners included: production, location, operations manager, sales manager,

sales staff, board operators, and original air talent and other on-air

announcers. Positions or responsibilities reported combined only by owners

included: general manager, chief engineer, news director, technical and

administrative support, business manager, traffic director, and receptionist.

Positions or responsibilities reported separated only by owners included:

program directors and news approaches. Some of the other purposes for a

duopoly according to this group included: regional coverage, matched formats

for demographic compatibility, maximizing combo selling when sensible,

holding operating costs without sacrificing product quality.

169



GENERAL MANAGFMFNT (2.1e\

Positions or responsibilities reported both combined and separated by

general managers included: general manager, general sales manager,

operations or station manager, traffic director, location, local sales calls,

production director, news director or news people, office manager, sales

assistant and chief or contract engineer. Two examples of general managers

switching sales strategies after starting with a different one were at the

Johnson City and Decatur duopolies. Johnson City Station Manager Don Raines

went from combined to separated sales staffs:

We tried to use "lets let the sales staff sell all the properties," and one of

the things that we ran into was, it seemed to be a lack of focus on any

one property and especially the newer stations, 1 don't think got the

attention they needed, so we had to switch back from the sales

department handling all stations to the sales department handling each

individual station, you know, back the way it used to be, and that put

more focus on that particular station and it's got better results.

Decatur General Manager Joel Fletcher went from an initial start with separate

sales staffs to combined staffs several months laten

You begin to see those two sales staffs opposing each other in a very,

not vicious, but it can be a difficult situation and I am the only guy that

really has to love them both as much as the other. I have yet to see a

situation where everybody's radio station doesn't favor one station or

the other. It just is a natural thing to do and so we found ourselves

really spinning our wheels. We found not only did our new station sales

not do what we wanted them to do, but our other, our original FM (W]EJT
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sales started to drop dramatically because people were spending time

falling over each other. There was information that was not being

passed on and so we decided to go ahead and combine sales staffs.

Because quite honestly, it was taking it's toll on me.

Positions or responsibilities reported combined only by general managers

included: business manager, national sales, marketing director, and

receptionist or sales assistant. Positions or responsibilities reported separated

only by general managers included: local sales manager, program director,

controller, and announcers. Some of the other purposes for a duopoly

according to this group included: put the AM on satellite programming, create

a big market share, compatible formats, overlapping the AM in the middle of

the two FMs, and cross-promoting on-air but not off-air. The general

managers also said the most difficult decision was whether to combine or

separate sales staffs. Several GMs had growing pains as staffs were shifted

back and forth between combo and split sales strategies.

SATBS MANAGEMENT (H.7e)

Positions or responsibilities reported both combined and separated by

sales managers included: local sales manager and sales staffs. Greensboro

General Sales Manager Jamey Kerr was at a duopoly that started with a combo

sales staff but still is not sure the right decision was made:

I know that if we ever do split, we're going to have some agencies or

businesses saying, "Well, I don't want to talk to anybody else but Angle.

I've dealt with Angle for seven years now. 1 just want to deal with her.

1 don't want to have to take two phone calls whereas now I've been

getting one." Because that was the premise of duopolies to begin with:
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It helps you streamline and also it supposedly makes you more efficient.

But, you know, there are some times when 1 don't know if we have

enough bodies and sometimes 1 don't know if we have enough

competition when 1 see the shares we are getting as opposed to the other

stations, being the second and third rated station in the market. We

should be getting higher shares on some pieces of business. Are two

separate sales staffs going to greatly increase our revenue? 1 don't

know. 1 don't really think so. 1 think it's going to create more problems

than it would solve. Particularly with like formatted stations.

Positions or responsibilities reported combined only by sales managers

included: general sales manager, regional sales manager, general manager or

president, a non-traditional AE, AM programming, production department,

copywriter, and the building. No positions or responsibilities were reported

separated only by sales managers. Some of the other purposes for a duopoly

according to this group included: to combine equipment, a smart Rnancial

move, eliminate friction, consistent programming, sharing in external

promotions, and determining whether a split or combo sales staff would work.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.7ei

Positions or responsibilities reported both combined and separated by

operations managers included: announcers, production work and director,

promotions, and research. Positions or responsibilities reported combined

only by operations managers included: sales, owner, general manager,

bookkeeping, operations manager, news director, program director, engineer,

and idea sharing. Positions or responsibilities reported separated only by

operations managers included the core audience. Some of the other purposes
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for a duopoly according to this group included: complementary formats,

domination of demographics, a friendlier workplace environment, more

commitment to news, satellite programming for cost efficient start-up, and

grooming assistants to assume more responsibilities. Fort Walton Beach

Operations Manager Rick Zurich broke down the design of this duopoly's

complementary formats:

99-ROCK has and probably will continue to do very well in males 18 to

about 25. KOOL has for the last few years been very strong in women

from 25 to 54 and the talk radio station like most talk stations that I have

ever been around is going to do well more with males than ladies and

that is 25 plus, 35 plus. So, you know, we are not going after the same

audience or the same sell. I mean, that would be nuts for us to do that.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT (5.7^1

No positions or responsibilities were reported both combined and

separated by image managers. Positions or responsibilities reported combined

only by image managers included: air staff, production director, marketing

director, promotions director, and a created staff of producers. Louisville-

Prism Production Director Chris Allman had such a staff:

You can just walk down the hall and grab somebody and most likely they

are going to be able to do the job you need them to do. You have got a lot

more choices, you have got better presentation on the air by having a

variety of voices to choose from.

No positions or responsibilities were reported separated only by image

managers. Some of the other purposes for a duopoly according to this group

included: going straight ahead, turning images into sound, complementary
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formats, specializing more on big projects, working with all departments, and

looking for another copywriter.

PROCESS MANAGFMFMT (bJe)

Positions or responsibilities reported both combined and separated by

process managers included: traffic director, promotions, and administration.

Positions or responsibilities reported combined only by PMs included:

business manager, production, corporate services, balance sheets, and

continuity director. Positions or responsibilities reported separated only by

PMs included: sales staffs, station management, programming, income

statements, and anything revenue driven or general and administrative

expenses. Lexington Business Manager Diannia Gevedon said it was very

important to decide ahead of time how to allocate expenses:

All we did to start out with was to do additional costs. We did that March,

April, and May and then May we backed up and said, whoa, wait a second

here, this is not telling us if [WW]YC is making a profit, you know. Was

this a good investment? Was it a bad investment? We can't tell from the

way we're doing our books, so then we said okay what we want to do now

is break up each individual station separately and let each of them be

able to stand alone. Each of them show all of their revenue. Each of

them show all the expenses associated with operating that station. That

caused a lot of problems, because now you have to decide how you're

going to allocate these expenses. You have a utility bill that you've

always had. Now what do you do with it? Does one station pick up the

whole utility bill? Do you divide it 50/50? Do you divide it? How do you
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divide it? So these were the problems that I came up to and we just had

to sit down and make some decisions.

Some of the other purposes for a duopoly according to this group included: a

model for the rest of the company, satelhte programming requires less than a

full staff, and increased power and upgraded transmitter and exciter on the

purchased station.

SUMMARY

Duopoly managers said there must be willing partners in the station

transaction process. The buyer must have strength in management and

finances. The managers said the duopoly management should be committed to

the plan and be able to get through the growing pains. The experience of

working in other radio combinations helped duopoly managers. There were

no references for managers to use. Several managers felt they had to be two

different people in the same body. Owners used five strategies to create the

duopolies. These strategies gave the owners the opportunity to either help,

provide, or control different aspects of the duopoly. People involved in the

duopoly creation ranged from just the owner and consultants at some duopolies

to the entire staff at other duopolies. The duopoly managers were confused

most about whether to combine staff positions or keep them separate. Many

managers were not sure which method should be used. Managers were

somewhat in agreement that a duopoly should control either a format or a

demographic lifestyle in a market.
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Post-Duopoly

Four questions from the interview guide were related to activities after

the duopoly was formed. The four questions asked participants what skills are

needed to operate a duopoly, what areas the participant noticed growth in the

duopoly, and what could be the negative and positive outcomes to strategies

mentioned in the audience/listeners, advertisers, employees, and competition

question groups.

QDESnON x.8a: What skills are necessary for the efficient operation of

this duopoly?

QJJESTION ;c8b: Describe the rate of growth of the duopoly organization.

QUESTION x.8c: What are some possible negative outcomes to these

strategies?

QUESTION x.8d: What are some possible positive outcomes (if not already

mentioned) to these strategies?

The coded/summarized answers to each of these questions are described next

by responsibility areas for each question.

QUESTION x.8a: What skills are necessary for the efficient operation

of this duopoly?

Five areas of skills were coded from the answers to this question. These areas

were: relational, educational, leadership, managerial, and practical. Again,

not all responsibility areas had answers in all five areas.

OWNERSHIP n.Sal

Owners said a relational skill was the ability to communicate with both

employees and cUents. Educational skills picked up by the owners were FCC
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rules knowledge, consultation with other radio operators, and relying on

relatives in the radio business. A practical skill mentioned by one owner was

learning to drive on the interstate between stations.

GENERAL MANACxKMPNT (I.Ra)

Relational skills for general managers included learning to say no

positively, thinking in different directions, and diversity in people skills. The

GMs said leadership skills included a greater level of decisiveness, establishing

the proper attitude, delegating, and taking more risks. Managerial skills the

GMs developed were diversity in operational skills, a great business sense,

unbehevably well organized, and an immediate open door poUcy. One GM said

a practical skill she needed was to live without sleep.

■SAT ES management

Sales managers needed to relate to the AEs and be patient. The SMs felt

educational skills they needed to develop included being an authority on

formats overnight, more creative, and having more capacity to handle more

information. Decatur Local Sales Manager Dale Denham said one needed to

know whether old skills would work in this new situation:

Is my system going to work under the conditions of the duopoly, the way

that I evaluate people, the procedures that we follow, the sales

techniques that we use to train. Is this going to work on a generic

format say, as opposed to the oldies format? So, there were, you know,

changes to be made there.

Leadership skills included direction for the crew, utilizing all the tools, and

being prepared. Managerial skills for SMs included training, motivating, and

answering questions. Sales managers thought practical skills necessary to
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operate a duopoly were having information available, a good management

team, and a staff for delegation.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.8a)

Operations managers had to leam how to deal with another set of

people. This group said they learned to sell promoters on the value of the

purchased station. Other educational skills these managers suggested should

be learned were planning ahead further for station acquisitions and more

knowledge of computers. The OMs as leaders wanted to let people find their

strengths and let them focus on their jobs. Some OMs had to leam how to

delegate and become better organizers.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT (5.8al

Image managers said efficiency and time management were two

managerial skills needed to operate in a duopoly. The only practical skill

mentioned was computer skills.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT I6.8al

Process managers said people and communication skills were essential

in a duopoly. For some PMs learning what radio is all about was an educational

skill. As leaders process managers needed to be coordinated, motivated, willing

to take on responsibility, and be able to deal with problems quickly.

Champaign Traffic Director Deb Rahn said:

Before I took the position, they had somebody doing it who really didn't

understand the importance of what it was that she was doing. And that's

not good because you don't want to have that perception with the clients

that people don't know what's going on. So, you really need to be on top

of things and I guess just being able to look at a situation and go to the
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heart of it, figure out what it is that needs to be done and not being

afraid to take responsibility for your actions.

Managerial skills for this group included organization, follow through, time

management, versatility, teaching, and delegating. Practical skills included

going back to old skills, computer skills, attention to detail, multi-tasking with

computers, and common sense.

QUESTION x.8b: Describe the rate of growth of the duopoly

organization.

Four categories of answers described areas of growth within the duopoly:

financial, personnel, resources, and audience.

OWNERSHIP fl.Sbl

The ownership group said their financial growth was slow but not

going down, modest on the buyer, going down on the AM, and exceptional

financial growth in eight months. Owners also ejqiected financial growth to

come from emerging related revenue areas, more agency buys, and the ability

to reach different clients. EZ Communications President Alan Box described

how radio sales were expanding into different areas:

It makes it much more attractive to an advertiser when we can go into

the local Ford dealer and say you're buying this remote on our country

station and you're running these commercials on our adult

contemporary station, how would you like for us to mail a direct-mail

letter offering a cassette just to come into the dealership next Saturday

to support your remote, and we can mail that to 5,000 people in the zip

codes right around here. That type of stuff has really become instead of
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a giveaway, it's something we can actually sell. And 1 think that the

magic behind it has been two data bases which make one larger one.

Growth in the personnel area was noticed in the number of employees both

through additions and cutbacks. Resource growth was described as a stable

format and growth to lit the building. Most owners hoped for an increase in

ratings. One owner noted a 50% increase in one demographic in six months.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT 12.8bl

General managers reported on both historical growth and future

growth. GMs said they lost money when sold combo, saw the biggest growth

from the purchased station, were under the original yearly projection but

made monthly projections by the end of 1993, had revenues, sales, and payroll

go up. Future growth included tremendous growth after a first year

experiment, wanting 1+1+1 to equal 4, profitable in the next year or two, and

another revenue increase in the purchased stations. General managers said

personnel cleaned up bad selling habits, increased in size, and cultivated their

potential. GMs saw growth in resources through a better sound, new ways to

serve cUents, and being under one roof. Growth in the audience was noticed

by the purchased station rising to higher ratings and more people talking

about the stations. Atlanta General Manager Norman Schrutt noticed rating

growth without changing the air staff:

I think the greatest satisfaction that we have had is that we have had

rating growth without changing air personalities on any of the radio

stations. Sometimes you have to shoot all the people and hire all new

people. We have not made changes except for a sidekick for the

morning show, a female news person. It is the same morning guy, the
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same mid-day person, the same aftemoon person, the same night

person and the same overnight person. To hit rating growth with that

really is extremely interesting for us and it should be interesting for

people who look at it because all it is, is that we changed the music a

little. We changed the style, we changed the attitude and we have had

success. That is very gratifying.

SATFS management f3.8bl

Sales managers noticed more financial growth than less financial

growth. More dollars came in during the fourth quarter of 1993, more new

accounts came on the stations, and both revenues and expenses increased. SMs

said the personnel had personal growth, numerical growth, and growth in

how to present beyond numbers. Sales managers learned smarter ways to use

outside suppliers and introduced more creative and unique sales techniques.

The SMs said there was more potential for steady shares with the duopoly and a

hot and exciting on-air sound.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT M.Sbl

Operations managers saw financial growth in sales and dollars as well as

other revenue outlets and rebirth to a station. Personnel growth came from

personal growth, new skills, promotions, new employees, morale, knowledge of

executing duopolies, and a tighter knit family. The OMs also saw growth in

resources through cross-pollination of ideas between stations and finding the

right people for the right jobs. Some OMs saw growth in the purchased

station's listeners, others said there was still room to grow.

181



IMAGE MANAGEMENT rS.Sh)

Image managers said revenue and new business was part of the

financial growth. Personnel growth included knowing what other jobs are

about, seeing things in different ways, and promotions, employee numbers

attitude, and responsibilities. Louisville-Prism Production Director Chris

Allman said:

Every time for the first few weeks, every time I sat there and wrote

something I was going "I could do this in two minutes" but that is not my

job anymore. So growth as a manager, growth in responsibilities.

Growth was also seen in merchandising and more diverse talents. One IM said

their duopoly was swallowing up country listeners.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT ffi.Sbi

Financial areas of growth noticed by process managers included sales,

payroll, bills, revenue, and orders. Personnel growth was recorded in

employee numbers, attitude changes, finding the right kind of people,

paperwork, and growing pains. Some of the resources that increased included

the building, phone system, parking lot, work hours, conamunity involvement,

and station exposure. Process managers said the duopoly was reaching more

people, constantly growing, and was a force in the market.

OUESTION x.8c: What are some possible negative outcomes to these

strategies?

Answers to this question were coded in five categories. The five negative

outcome codes were advertiser perceptions, financial, personnel,

programming, and general.
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OWNERSHIP a.8c)

The first two categories were the only ones mentioned hy the ownership

group. They said advertisers might respond that the pricing was too hot or

that all the advertiser dollars cannot go into one basket. The owners said

incorrect perceptions from the advertiser would be a definite hindrance.

Owners said another negative outcome would be if some stations suffered

revenue losses.

GENERAL MANAGEMENT f2.8c)

General managers said advertisers could think that the duopoly was

arrogant, over-charging, or taking advantage of the duopoly dominance. GMs

said one station could become a weak sister, sales might fall off, or continual

annual growth was not recognized. The GMs wondered if the right

programming decisions had been made, if the format they chose would remain

viable, or if the effort to win was misjudged. Negative outcomes among

personnel could include arguments when under one roof, the distraction of

moving, lack of motivation and proper presentation knowledge, not enough

attention to the staff, and resistance from combo sales AEs to represent all

stations. Knoxville General Manager Craig Jacobus commented on this last

point:

If you have sold the soft adult contemporary station and got your $2,000,

let's say, to stay there and sell through again at that particular point to

get that next sale becomes a very difficult proposition for most sellers.

The objection is I've already bought here, go away. And so you find that

the seller that might have been able to get you there prior, a lot of them

are not equipped today to be able to handle a complex sale as it is.
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SALES MANAGEMENT f3.8c)

Sales managers said negative perceptions from advertisers included not

being able to meet cost per points, price structures high for agencies, and

losing advertisers to other media. SMs said they could be spending too much

time on the street trying to make a profit or pricing the small retailer out of

the radio business. Personnel negatives could be time spent learning a

different language for non-traditional business, not equally pitching both

stations in a combo sell, and forgetting that AEs still needed to be motivated.

Other SMs said negative does not register, getting tired or frustrated, and not

thinking through actions.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT (4.Rc)

Operations managers said purchasing the wrong station in the wrong

market was a hnancial negative. OMs saw people being tossed out of work,

having less places to train new aimouncers, asking AEs to sell to the same

clients, and in-fighting between staffs as some negatives in the personnel

area. Programming negatives included losing the core audience, lack of local

talent, and less competition.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT LS.Sci

Image managers said start-up costs could drain some of the first year's

profits. IMs said some people were not accommodating while others might lose

sight of working for all the stations. Programming was all a gamble if another

station came into the market before the duopoly audience was set. One IM said

the plate was incredibly full with a lot of things on the table. The Savannah

duopoly also had the concern of being operated by owners without the

majority percentage of stock as Production EHrector Christy Allen explained:
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Sometimes I worry that since LOVE isn't completely ours, that maybe the

owners on the other side will say "Hey! this is a money making venture,

lets take it all on our own and see if we can't buy it back away from

them" and then 1 would hate to see that but if somebody tried to take it

over from where it is right now, I think it would lose. 1 think it

wouldn't get the attention that it is getting right now.

PROCESS MANAGHMFNT rfi.Srl

Process managers did not want advertisers to perceive the duopoly

owner as one who might force other stations out of the market. Another fear

was that rates might not rise enough to maintain the duopoly's position in the

market. PMs said separate stations within a duopoly might undercut each

other on rates and lose the advertiser on both stations. Weak cash flows and

revenues were also another concern. Some PMs found it difficult to coordinate

business and sales and received negative vibes as people realized more office

help was needed. The PMs learned how to survive the ups and downs.

GUESTiON x.8d: What are some possible positive outcomes (if not

already mentioned) to these strategies?

Positive outcomes to duopoly strategies were categorized under the codes

community benefits, duopoly benefits, personnel benefits, and industry

benefits. As with some previous questions not all representative areas covered

all categories.

OWNERSHIP n .Rdl

Owners considered benefits to the community to include: more

community service, a larger employer with an economic impact, and making

another hometown station. Duopoly benefits included recognition and respect
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and growth in revenue and audience. The owners believed the radio industry

would be healthier and have more capital because of the decreased number of

owners allowing dedicated owners to expand,

GENERAL MANAGFMFNT

The general managers said the duopoly brought a lot to the table for the

community including service and reliability. The duopoly, in return, profits

more and has a larger audience with more revenue shares.

SAT ES MANAGEMENT Ci.Rd)

Duopoly sales managers said they have more people involved and in

touch with the community. This gave the duopoly more pulses for an accurate

marketplace reading. The SMs said the company's status, sales, and growth

potential were increased. Personnel benefited from more work with increased

salaries and open management positions. The industry benefited from other

stations copying successful duopoly stations.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT r4.8dT

More people were reached with local news and sports coverage as a

result of the duopoly according to operations managers. The OMs said the

duopoly benefited positively from charging competitive rates, getting

stronger ratings and larger revenues, and looking better when the

competition weakened.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT f S.SdT

Image managers said the community benefited from having a stabilized

company with audience recognition that can get out and shake hands with

people. The duopoly benefited from greater recognition of all stations, a

successful format shift, and tremendous growth potential. Duopoly personnel
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benefited with big, fat bonuses and employee growth into one big, happy

family.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT ifi.Sdi

Process managers said the community benefited from more staff

participation in community activities, an established, stable ownership, and

powerful stations. The duopoly became a financially secure organization able

to grow in the market. Positive outcomes for personnel included planned

work, smoother operation, and paid what you are worth. Atlanta Business

Manager Crystal Davis said:

We will just be able to work from the standpoint of having most of our

work well planned out and not have to be so reactionary and putting out

fires which has really gone down a lot over the last month. We were

doing a lot of that at first and you know, since finding out that, "by the

way, did you know that we have this lease that needs paid?" and certain

things you just don't get bills for so you find out, you know, one you

haven't paid through some bill that is out there and just different

projects that have been going on.

SUMMARY

Duopoly managers said they needed to develop more people skills and

become quick learners. Managers needed to be willing to help others and take

on more responsibilities. Besides revenue and audience growth managers also

noticed personal growth among employees in such areas as working together

like a team or family, the employee attitudes, and sharing of information

between employees. Duopoly managers said negative outcomes to their

duopoly strategies might include getting the wrong advertiser perceptions,
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having discouraged personnel, programming with a non-viable format, and

having cash flows that do not match the audience popularity of the duopoly

stations. Positive outcomes to the strategies of duopoly managers included

having reliable stations, employees benefiting from stronger stations, and

having an economic and social impact on the market.

Future

Two questions from the interview guide were related to the future outlook for

duopolies. The two questions asked where the duopoly goes now and what the

participant would change if they could start over.

QUESTION x.9a: What direction does this duopoly go from here?

QUESTION x.9b: Would there be anything you would do differently with

this duopoly?

The coded/summarized answers to each of these questions are described next

by responsibility areas for each question.

question x.9a: What direction does this duopoly go from here?

Four categories emerged from the answers to this question. They were

community anchor, market dominator, internal strategies, and external

strategies.

OWNERSHIP n.qai

The owners said a duopoly striving to be a community anchor would

provide information and better events for the listeners. The market dominator

duopoly wants to maintain the dominant marketplace position and grow in

revenue and success. Internal strategies to move the duopoly in the desired
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direction included possible split sales staffs and attracting more capital to

better serve the duopoly's clients. External strategies by the owners would

include pressuring the FCC to further raise ownership limits.

GENERAL MANAGEME>JT f 2.9al

General managers said community anchor duopolies would be involved

in more localization, have popular personalities, and emphasize serving the

community. The market dominator duopoly wants 50% of the market's revenue

and audience shares and add more stations. The GMs said internal strategies

that will move the duopoly along included looking for more ways to integrate,

separating AMs and FMs into two separate divisions, increasing revenue, on

going sales training, and separate general sales managers. External strategies

included more outside promotions, continual research, and some savings with

less promotion.

■SATES MANAGEMENT f3.9al

Sales managers focused on the market dominator duopoly. This type of

duopoly adds more stations, makes all stations contenders, and goes up in

ratings. SMs said internal strategies to move the duopoly in this direction

included develop and grow new business, getting it right with adjustments,

and getting better revenue, resources, and rewards. Two external strategies

mentioned were upgrading the station signal and switching to live

programming.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT T4.9aT

Operations Managers said a community anchor duopoly would be more

familiar with and do more with the business community and listeners. The

market dominator duopoly wants more money, rating success, and market wins
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for all stations. Internal strategies to make this work would include staffing

stations twenty-four hours, keeping head above water, working out kinks, and

getting new digital equipment. External strategies would include avoiding

mistakes, being strong enough to make changes, and growing in

demographics, dollars, and ratings.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT rs.Qai

The community anchor duopoly would get stations active and visible at

more community events according to the image managers. They said the

market dominator duopoly would go full forward sticking to their guns. IMs

mentioned adding people to the company as an internal strategy. External

strategies included getting the product right for all the audience and staying

on the right track and moving in the right direction.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT rfi.Qai

Process managers said the commimity anchor duopoly would serve their

audience with more giveaways and community involvement. The market

dominator duopoly would beat the market leader, go up, become larger,

maintain top ranking, and may acquire more stations. Internal strategies

included having lots and lots of money, lower accounts payables, and having

positive financial effects. External strategies included developing loyal

listeners, selling an AM, keeping all stations, and buying properties in other

cities.

0UE!!>T10N x.9b: Would there be anything you would do differently

with this duopoly?

Answers to this question were coded into five categories. The categories were

negotiating, planning, staffing, waiting, and activist.
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OWNERSHIP n.qh)

One owner said he probably would not have paid so much for the

purchased property. Another owner said he would have negotiated a better

deal on inherited personnel. Owners wanted to plan better and have done

everything at one time. Starting on a building sooner and being able to decide

how to represent the stations in sales were two other plans the owners would

have done. One owner said a real big "if' in duopolies is whether to have split

or combo sales staffs. Owners said they would have waited to decide on sales

staffs and format switches. Several owners said they would change the

stinking rules, have a duopoly in any market, and eliminate the necessity of

having LMAs. Another activist idea from an owner was not to be a standalone

FM station. One of those duopolies affected by the rule change was the

Louisville-Sunnyside duopoly. Owner Charlie Jenkins would have sold one of

the AM stations had the rules not changed:

If 1 had it to do over again, and 1 knew that 1 would be able to keep

WXVW, 1 would start with separate sales staffs, separate identities. 1

think our duopoly would have been a lot more successful had we been

able from the opening bell to have brought in a separate sales staff and

say, "Okay, people, you are going to sell WXVW, and people, you are

going to sell WAVG." That probably goes against what 1 just said a

moment ago in competing, but 1 still think that separate staffs are better

than combination staffs because 1 think one facility always tends to

suffer if you have combo staffs.
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GENERAL MANAGEMENT r2.9b)

One general manager felt an IMA should be started immediately so the

pimchased staff would know what was going to happen. Other GMs said they

would look for more space, have a separate location for sales staff, and be able

to start with the ideal structure. The GMs would change the staffing by

demanding a strong management person for clear direction in sales, adding

more people on the purchased programming staff, and starting with separate

GMs. The GMs also said they would wait a year before deciding on air staff

instead of shooting from the hip, promote stronger out of the box, sensed a

morale issue sooner, and made the duopoly be more successful sooner. One GM

would set up a bonus plan to reward AEs who shared information.

SATES MANAGEMENT f3.9bl

Some sales managers said they would not change a lot in the planning

area. Other SMs said upper management should let employees know of

decisions, put a focused sales effort into the purchased stations immediately,

and prepared clients for the duopoly several months earlier. Staffing needed

to be focused, not just more AEs. SMs said it took longer for AEs to build

personal relationships with buyers when staffs were split; other SMs said they

would go combo from day one.

OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT T4.9bT

Planning changes for operations managers included discussing more

viable options for the purchased AM, keeping the local flavor, and not

duplicating stations. Operations managers said the most difficult area to

control was marketing and promotions and whether to have one or two people

in that area. Other staffing changes included choosing the correct daypart to
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go live and having the necessary personnel resources to make the duopoly

run. OMs would liked to have been in a single facility sooner and proceeded

more slowly with the change. One CM said something different might have

been done with the Mothership, the buyer FM.

IMAGE MANAGEMENT r.S.9bl

Image managers said planning changes would be to make format

changes more significant and have good, solid equipment with a phenomenal

sound. One IM said upper management has done a great job. The biggest

staffing change image managers wanted was more people and hours. IMs

wanted to be in one building from the start. Some activist ideas from IMs

included marketing sales as a whole concept instead of individual stations, on-

air cross-promotions, and solidify company to meet future companies with just

as much power.

PROCESS MANAGEMENT rfi.Qhl

Process managers thought more planning and preparation was needed

in the negotiation stages. Preparation and planning was also needed in sales

organization, paperwork organization, and getting all employees in one

location. Staffing changes included networking computers, additional

administrative support, and further divisions of labor. The PMs said start with

a decision on how financial numbers are to be calculated and fine tune along

the way. Some PMs were not sure who they could talk to on how to do an

effective job while others just kind of went in circles the first year.

SUMMARY

Duopoly managers saw duopolies going in two directions. These

directions were to benefit the community and dominate the market. Duopolies
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could be moving in one or both directions. Strategies used to follow these

directions were adjusting, growing, and involvement. If a manager could do

something again they would let both staffs know of the impending

transaction, have stronger promotions for the duopoly, and provide more

planning and preparation time for all those affected by the duopoly creation.

Summary of Results

These radio duopolies were created for one or more reasons. These

reasons were the goals and objectives of the buying owners. The experiences

of the owners and other managers enabled the duopoly to be designed

according to certain conditions and requirements. The owners and managers

were aware of five primary groups that were affected by a duopoly's creation.

The first group was the audience. The duopoly managers provided the

audience more choices with a duopoly but did not necessarily inform the

audience why these choices were now available (Table 4.3). The second group

was the advertisers. Advertisers seemed to have adapted more quickly to a

duopoly than the other four groups (Table 4.4). The third group was the

employees. Employees worked harder, did not always get more rewards and

resources, and were expected to double their output (Table 4.5). The founh

group was the ownership. Owners realized savings and revenue gains but did

not always know when to expect them (Table 4.6). Each duopoly manager had

something unique to offer the duopoly (Table 4.7). These talents helped serve

the first four groups but were especially necessary for the fifth group. The

fifth group was the competition. Duopoly managers felt they needed to attack
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Table 4.3

Results Summary

Question Group 1: Audience/listeners

Analysis
Codes

Answer Categories
l.la-6.1a Increases and Expertise in Formats and Station Sound

Promotion and Programming Strengths
Additional Choices
Confusion and No Awareness

l.lb-6.1b Positive and Negative Feedback
Loyalty to Stations
Many Not Aware of Internal Station Functions

l.lc-6.1c Stay in Touch Through Research
More Audience Involvement
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Table 4.4

Results Summary

Question Group 2: Advertisers

Analysis
Codes

Answer Categories
1.2a-6.2a Strength of the Stations

Coordinated Station Services

Additional Audience Coverage
Managerial Differences in Time Savings

L2b-6.2b Majority of Advertisers Were Fearful
Educated and Explained to Relieve Fears
Duopolies Have Seen Positive Turnarounds from
Advertisers

1.2c-6.2c Provide Right Audiences
Offer the Most Resources
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Table 4.5

Results Summary

Question Group 3: Employees

Analysis
Codes

Answer Categories
1.3a-6.3a Security

More Money
Opportunity to Advance
L^ger Workload
Some Job Losses

1.3b-6.3b Purchased Staff Frightened
Buyer Staff Elated
Lower and Middle Level Managers Aware of More
Uncertaintv Among Buver Staff

1.3c-6.3c Combined Location Better Than Separated Locations
Growing Pains and Cohesiveness Experienced in
Combined Locations
Separate Locations Does Allow Some Identity
Establishment for Purchased Station(s)

1.3d-6.3d Struggles and Conflicts Among the "Family"
Compatibility is Evident
Difficulties Can Be Worked Out

1.3e-6.3e Provide More Training Programs
Reward Employees Properly

197



Table 4.6

Results Summary

Question Group 4: Ownership

Analysis
Codes

Answer Categories
1.4a-6.4a Savings

More Revenue
Personal and Community Benefits Mentioned Only by
Owners and Process Managers

1.4b-6.4b Owners Expected More
Unknown Whether More Was Possible
Other Managers Also Saw Owner as Fulfilling Public
Service by Creating Duopoly
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Table 4.7

Results Summary

Qjiestion Group 5: Individual Analysis

Analysis
Codes

Answer Categories
1.5a-6.5a Owners Were the Leaders

General Managers Were the Teachers
Sales Managers Were the Drivers
Operations Managers Were the Consultants
Image Managers Were the Energizers
Process Managers Were the Mediators

1.5b-6.5b Duopoly Managers Were Busier
Upper Management (Owners/Some GMs) Dealt With
Fewer People
Middle and Lower Managers Dealt With More People
and Had More Responsibilities
Managers Leerv of Additional Resoonsibilities

1.5c-6.5c Managers Expected More
Resources Not Always Available
Managers Wanted to Be More Efficient With Time and
Staff
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the competition and use defensive tactics against the competition (Table 4.8).

As duopoly managers reflected on the beginnings of their duopoly (Table 4.9)

they realized there was still growth to come in many areas (Table 4.10). Most

duopoly managers perceived both negative and positive outcomes to their

strategies (Table 4.10). Almost eveiy duopoly manager felt more preparation

and planning would help a duopoly become more successful at a faster pace

(Table 4.11).

Radio managers experienced an ongoing, moving process by being

involved in a duopoly. This process enabled a manager to overcome the shock

of facing a duopoly for the first time. The process transformed a manager

from an unsure but excited manager to a manager that was able to direct other

employees with confidence towards the goals of the duopoly owner. Chapter

Five will provide an analysis of these results and will bring together the data

with the study's research questions.
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Table 4.8

Results Summary

Question Group 6: Competition

Analysis
Codes

Answer Categories
1.6a-6.6a Selling Owners (Partner) Were Both Cooperative

And Damaging
1.6b-6.6b Duopoly Managers Were in Control of the Competition

Mostly Negative Reactions from Outside Competition
Mixed Reactions from Comnetition Within DuodoIv

1.6c-6.6c A Duopoly and a Market Have a Mutually Beneficial
Relationship

1.6d-6.6d Offensive and Defensive Strategies Were Needed
Competitive Strategies Should Be Active and Ongoing
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Table 4.9

Results Summary

Question Group 7: Pre-Duopoly

Analysis
Codes

Answer Categories

1.7a-6.7a Buyer, Purchased, and Market Viability Essential
Management and Financial Strength Essential for the
Buyer
Buyer Must Be Committed to Plan and Work Through
Growing Pains

1.7b-6.7b Previous Radio Experience Helped Some Managers
Most Managers Had No Experience of Own or Others to
Rely On

1.7c-6.7c Duopolies Were Created With These Strategies:
Economies of Scale
Building
Protection

Just Do It
Public Service

1.7d-6.7d Most Owners Sought Their Managers' Advice
Variety of People Involved in Duopolv Creation

1.7e-6.7e Confusion Reigned in Design of Duopolies
Several Structures Tried
Many Changes
No Single Structure Emerged
Managers Wanted to Control Some Audience Aspect
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Table 4.10

Results Summary

Question Group 8: Post-Duopoly

Analysis
Codes

Answer Categories
1.8a-6.8a Relational Skills Vitally Important

Managers Went to School on Formats, Regulations
Managers Handled More Work and Helped Out Each
Other

1.8b-6.8b Revenue Growth Slow to Fast
Audience Growth None to Exceptional
Personal Growth in Working Relationships and
Attitudes

Personnel Growth as Evident as Job Losses
Resource Growth None to Need More

1.8c-6.8c Advertiser Perceives Duopoly Incorrectly
Discouraged Personnel
Having a Non-Viable Format
Less Cash Flow Than Expected
Several Managers Could Not Think of Anv Negatives

1.8d-6.8d Reliable Stations for Market
Economic and Social Impact on Market
Strong Stations for Employees
Owners and Sales Managers Said Industrv Benefits
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Table 4.11

Results Summary

Question Group 9: Future

Analysis
Codes

Answer Categories
1.9a-6.9a Duopolies Emphasized Community Anchor or Market

Dominator Strategies; Most Were Both
Internally Duopolies Adjusted and Grew
Externally Duooolies Became More Involved

1.9b-6.9b Managers Needed More Planning and Preparation Time
Duopolies Needed to Have Stronger Promotions
Buyer and Purchased Staffs Should Be Informed
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION

This chapter is organized into three parts. Part one analyzes the results

from Chapter Four. Part two offers implications and recommendations for the

radio industry, future research possibilities, and contributions to the field of

broadcast research. Part three states the conclusions.

PART ONF

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

This part will be organized into two sections. The first section will be

organized by the four supporting research questions stated in Chapter One.

The author developed an overall theme from the data analysis process for each

research question. These themes were supported by several sub-themes which

tied together the categories reported in Chapter Four (Figure 5.1).

The second section will analyze and compare the data between the six

responsibility areas. The author developed a model for this section that

connected the six responsibility areas. The author combined the analyses

from the first and second sections to the major research question. The author

then constructed a model to illustrate the process owners and managers went

through to direct a duopoly to the desired outcome.
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THE TRAVEL PROCESS

RESEARCH OIJESTTON 1:

Know What They Want

Strength

Versatility

Clarity

Savings

RESEARCH QUESTION 2:

How Do We Get Through

Through Chaotic Confusion

to Bonded Survivors

RESEARCH OIJESTTON

What Wm Help Find The Way

Diversity

Vision

Lighted Maze

Partnerships

RESEARCH QUESTION 4:

How Will 1 Know When 1 Get There

Mixed Results

Dominance Means Losses and Recognition

Still Start Stronger

Figure 5.1

Themes and Sub-Themes For
Supporting Research Questions
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The Travel Process

RESEARCH QUESTION #1: Why is a radio station duopoly created?

This question's overall theme was Know What They Want Four

consistent sub-themes emerged from the data in answer to this question.

These four sub-themes were Strength, Versatility, Clarity, and Savings.

Every management group mentioned strength of the duopoly as an

overall benefit for each group affected by the creation of the duopoly. The

listeners received strength in programming through resources to research

music needs among the audience. This research provided the listener a

variety of quality choices for the type of programming they could hear on the

radio stations. The duopoly provided listeners and advertisers strength in

promotions and community involvement. Additional resources allowed the

duopoly staff to become more involved in the community through local events

and duopoly sponsored events. Many events were tied into promotional

activities for advertisers. In several duopolies (Jonesboro, Louisville-

Sunnyside, and Opelika) the duopoly's strength showed when the purchased

station(s) were brought back to life for the community. Advertisers also

experienced strength through the number of stations in a duopoly. Managers

perceived this as a strength for advertisers since there were more resources to

cater to an advertiser's product or service. Employees of duopolies realized the

strength of multiple ownership through additional income and resources. Not

every duopoly was able to afford these additions in equal amounts. Employees
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also noticed the duopoly's strength when their jobs remained intact while

friends in the market were losing their jobs.

The duopoly's versatility was also evident in these three groups.

Listeners to duopolies may have noticed some combined promotions between

two or more stations. A community may have received another format choice

not previously available in the market. The community may have seen other

radio stations in the market become more active in the community.

Advertisers definitely noticed the versatility of duopolies. The duopoly was

able to offer the advertiser the efficiency of using two to four stations with an

expanded creative staff and sometimes at a more efficient price than was

previously available with only one or two stations. Duopolies gave advertisers

the versatility of being able to choose a variety of audience demographics

from the same group of stations. Two duopolies (Louisville-Prism and Fort

Walton Beach) offered advertisers at least three different core audiences.

Versatility was important to employees since they could cross-train in other

positions and formats within the duopoly or use the duopoly experience to

move to other markets.

After the initial confusion, which will be addressed under the second

research question, the duopoly provided clarity for the three groups. Several

duopolies (Decatur, Champaign, Savannah, and Gainesville) started either a

new station or a new format in the market. The new station or format gave

listeners a clear choice for that particular kind of music. The music was either

not available in the market or the particular style of the music was not offered

by existing stations. Two duopolies (Opelika and Gainesville) gave clarity to

sports and news locations on the radio dial. Advertisers understood clearly
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that the duopoly does have more control than an individual station. Duopoly

staffs gave advertisers clarity through focused and powerful presentations.

The advertisers sometimes had fewer people representing more stations.

Clarity did not appear immediately for employees. Job responsibilities and job

locations were not always evident after the duopoly was created. This

confusion did clarify after a period of time for most duopoly employees.

Owners experienced the most savings from the duopoly. Their savings

came from increased revenue, less overhead costs, less competition, and fewer

employees. Owners did not experience all of these savings in equal amounts at

each duopoly. One duopoly (Fort Walton Beach) had increased expenses but

expected to recoup that through additional revenue. Two other duopolies

(Atlanta and Opelika) wanted more competition. Savings for advertisers also

were not uniform. Some advertisers had to meet with fewer sales people while

other advertisers did not see that benefit as weaker stations were staffed by

strong and separate duopoly sales staffs. Employees definitely did not

experience any time savings since reduced staffs, more responsibilities, and

increased workloads forced employees to become better time managers if they

wanted to have a life outside of the duopoly.

Those people responsible for creating a duopoly needed to know what

the audience, advertisers, employees, and ownership wanted. Several

strategies were used to create a duopoly at the same time this knowledge was

discovered. The five strategies mentioned in sections 1.7c-6.7c of Chapter Four

(economies of scale, building strategy, protection strategy, just do it strategy,

and public service strategy) were not isolated to any one type of duopoly.

Combinations of these five strategies were found in each duopoly. Owners
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created a duopoly to be able to efficiently operate multiple stations. Owners

created a duopoly to build their business to a more profitable or viable

operation. Owners created a duopoly to protect a musical format, a dominant

position in the marketplace, or just to survive. Owners created a duopoly to

accept another challenge in their radio business. Owners created a duopoly to

better serve the community.

RESEARCH OUESTION #2: What do the various viewpoints, considered in the

design of a duopoly, bring to bear upon the implementation of a duopoly?

This question's overall theme was How Do We Get Through. An

explanatory sub-theme supported this overall theme: Through Chaotic

Confusion to Bonded Survivors.

Chaos and confusion in a duopoly was most evident in the design of the

duopoly's staff. Owners and managers literally had no resources on which to

base their decisions. Two participants said the duopoly was similar to an

AM/FM combination. The data in this study overwhelmingly revealed a

different viewpoint from the other participants. Duopolies formed in late 1992

and early 1993 were groping for the correct operating strategies. Knoxville

General Manager Craig Jacobus talked with a lot of other managers:

Tons of discussions with all the rest of the guys out there with their

canes ahead of them trying to find the way down the road.

Managers were indecisive on what was the best way to put together a staff to

operate the duopoly. This hesitancy was very visible in the sales department.

Duopolies were being formed with sales staffs selling all the stations, some of

the stations, and only one of the stations. Several duopolies (Johnson City,

Decatur, Gainesville, Lexington and Savannah) changed decisions after
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several months operating with the opposite strategy. The changes among

duopolies were not consistent as some duopolies (Decatur and Gainesville) went

from split to combo sales staffs and other duopolies (Lexington, Johnson City,

and Savannah) went from combined to split sales staffs. At least two other

duopolies (Louisville-Sunnyside and Greensboro), both choosing combo staffs,

were not sure they had made the right decision. The data showed every other

conceivable position in a radio duopoly was reported combined in some

duopolies and separated in other duopolies. However, none of the other

positions brought forth as much confusion from the participants' responses as

did the sales area. Fifteen of the 16 duopolies had one general manager. The

lone exception was the Washington, D.C. duopoly which also happened to be

the largest market represented in this study. Washington, D.C. GM Catherine

Meloy said the duopoly had just gone to three separate general managers the

first part of 1994:

It was felt that we really needed to have a general manager focused on

[W]TEM, a general manager focused on [WJBIG, and a general manager

focused on [W]GMS. So, while we are a duopoly and though we work

together, we share positions until the station gets to a certain point, and

then, quite frankly, we break those positions off.

Besides non-uniformity in duopoly staffs the data showed non-

uniformity in several work processes in a duopoly. These work processes

included how to sell the duopoly to an advertiser, how to account for the

expenses and revenues among multiple stations, how to market competitive

and complementary formats to advertisers and listeners, and how to assign

additional responsibilities to employees.
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Duopoly managers received feedback in the form of control and

perceptions from ten different areas. These areas were evenly divided

between outside feedback and inside feedback. The outside group consisted of

listeners, advertisers, other competition, market, and the selling owner

(partner). The market was the only area not associated with a lot of confusion.

A strong, viable economy was necessaiy to support duopolies. Every duopoly

staff seemed to think their market was either growing or rebounding from the

recession. One participant was surprised his market (Savannah) did not have

more duopolies because of the abundance of radio stations in that market.

Listeners, advertisers, and other competition were either unaware, confused,

scared, negative, or against the duopoly at the time each duopoly was formed.

The partner in a duopoly was not confused. They were either helping the

buyer or were completely out of the picture except for the financial

negotiations.

The inside group consisted of employees, each participants own

perceptions, the owner, location, and organizational culture. Even though

owners themselves admitted some uncertainty, that attitude about owners was

not expressed by other duopoly staff members. Owners of duopolies were

quality broadcasters who expected more, lots more effort, from their staffs.

Each of the other four areas involved some type of confusion or chaos.

Duopoly employees from the purchased staff and the buyer staff were often

combative with each other. Some of the duopoly staffs that were especially

competitive before the merger (Atlanta, Greensboro, Jonesboro, and Fort

Walton Beach) associated the transaction with war metaphors. The employees
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were fighting the enemy, protecting private spaces, and conquering. Atlanta

General Manager Norman Schrutt had the most competitive situation:

They (the purchased station) have had some success in one of two for

maybe a year in beating this radio station and all of a sudden this radio

station bounces back and not only bounces back and beat them in the

ratings but bounces back and buys their company. That is difficult. It

is difficult for the personnel, it is difficult for the on air staff, it is

difficult for us to get our mind where we are in a situation with the

radio station to talk about, well we do it this way over here. It's not we,

we are we now at both stations. We are we. It is not we and they.

Personal perceptions from duopoly employees were mixed. Some employees

were confused and unsure of what their responsibilities were supposed to be.

Most of this confusion developed from a lack of understanding. Sometimes the

confusion resulted from a lack of motivation. Other employees were excited

about the merger. These employees saw the duopoly as a way to either survive

or gain power.

The duopoly staff still experienced growing pains whether the duopoly

was in one location or separate locations. However, the combined duopoUes

yielded the less costly types of pain. These staffs complained about crowded

conditions, loss of private space, and lack of storage space. Staffs in separate

locations complained about losing time in the day to commute between stations,

spending half a day at each location, not feeling at home in the "other"

location, trying to manage people in different buildings, talking on the phone

all day, and trying to locate someone somewhere else. The duopoly location

usually determined the climate around which the organizational culture
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developed. Staffs in one location were more involved with cultural

differences, however, staffs in separate locations were aware of each other

and were guessing what might happen when they went into one facility. 1 The

most prevalent description of the organizational culture of a duopoly was the

use of the family metaphor. Duopoly sister stations treated each other with

typical sibling rivalry tactics. Fort Walton Beach General Manager Georgia

Edmiston said:

This only child took on two sisters, and all of a sudden, the new babies

were getting a lot of attention, because they needed the attention. This

child was up and running real well, hut you know, there were some

growing pains. I'm here to tell you there were some weeks that it seems

like there was nothing but growing pains; however, as with

everything, time can cure most anything and heal most anything. I

would say it probably took about six months for people to be comfortable

working with the other stations, you know, those people have been

rivals.

Some duopolies experienced great amounts of tension, fighting and yelling

between staffs, shouts of inequality, and hoarding of information. Some

owners wanted the staffs to he at each other's throats as separately owned

competitors would be. Other owners wanted a competitive and respectful

spirit. The majority wanted their staffs to get along. There was confusion.

There was chaos. The duopolies in this study have managed to make it through

most of the confusion and chaos. How did they do it?

1. At the time of this study ten duopolies were already combined, five were making pians
to be combined sometime during 1994, and the iast duopoiy was combined through
simulcasting but maintained separate faciiities in different towns.
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Owners and managers employed several strategies to bring these

confused and chaotic areas to the point of being bonded survivors. Outside of

the duopoly the strategies included giving the listeners what they wanted,

educating the advertisers, finding the support available in the marketplace,

and working with the partner. These areas were more cooperative than the

fifth outside area. The other competitors required some offensive and

defensive strategies. The war metaphors were again used to describe this

purpose. Champaign Marketing Director Gina Elliott was very challenging:

Maintaining the dominance, or maintaining the attitude that we have

with competitors, out smiling and shaking hands in public. Don't you

dare to even try to take anything I have. I will cut you off at the knees.

Respectfully. It's kill, kill, kill. Always maintaining the dominance

over our overall competitors.

Preparation for the competition involved a strategic game plan designed to

protect the duopoly's dominant position or to attack the market leader's

dominant position. Some managers watched the competition react to the

duopoly's plans and saw some competition eventually create a duopoly

themselves.

The inside group also required some strategic maneuvering. The

duopoly was not going anywhere so employees had to leam to live with each

other, mix together, or leave the situation. Many employees from both sides

did choose to leave. Duopohes scrambled to fill positions and added staff rather

than fired staff. Every duopoly had plans to bring the full-time employees

into one location. Managers believed there would be more cooperation and

information sharing under one roof. One duopoly (Atlanta) was having a new
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building built for their duopoly. Another duopoly (Decatur) squeezed people

into existing rented space. Most of the duopolies were constructing, or already

had completed, additions to existing buildings. Employees felt the bitterness of

being separated would melt into a family-like atmosphere of helping and

sharing among sisters.

RESEARCH QUESTION #3: What management strategies are identified with radio

station duopolies?

This question's overall theme was What Will Help Find The Way. This

theme was supported by four sub-themes: Diversity, Vision, Lighted Maze, and

Partnerships.

Every responsibility area required a diversity of skills for each

manager to function efficiently in the duopoly. Some managers honed their

people skills, computer skills, or time management skills. Other managers

developed new skills like being focused on two stations instead of one,

developing more information handling capacities, and acting decisively with

the proper attitude.

Upper and middle management positions were vision-oriented. The

owners, general managers, and sales managers were seen as the people who

showed the employees the picture that was available for the duopoly.

Operations managers directed the employees to the vision. Image and process

managers made sure the vision was real with an overview of other employees'

responsibilities.

The highway duopoly managers traveled was a maze. Duopoly pioneers

had no map to lead them. There was no pattern found in textbooks, recorded

histories, or others' experiences. Even those managers who were reading
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about duopolies in the trade periodicals had no idea that a duopoly involved so

much until they became part of one. Louisville-Prism General Manager James

Cooleysaid:

1 can say without any reservation at all that 1 have never done this

before. I have never managed three stations simultaneously. 1 can say

that it is a challenge and you are tested or challenged every day because

you are constantly changing hats, you are constantly trying to

facilitate different activities within the stations that have different

goals and different needs and it does keep you awful busy. You are very

reluctant to leave the radio station.

There were conferences and seminars but by the time these were held and

duopoly pioneers spoke at these sessions other owners were already forming

duopolies without any idea of what direction to go. Some of the pioneers were

still trying to get through the maze. Fortunately, the maze became lighted.

Duopoly owners and managers did become educated and informed. They did

pass on information to other managers when calls were made asking for the

information. Trade periodicals became more explicit in their coverage of

duopolies and how duopolies were being handled around the country. Every

major national media conference found some way to squeeze in a session on

duopolies. Duopoly managers and owners were starting to "see" better.

However, the overall pattern of a duopoly was still elusive.

Most duopoly participants in this study felt there were three major parts

to the start of a successful duopoly: the willing buyer, the willing seller, and

the acceptable marketplace. The relationship between these three elements is

depicted in Figure 5.2. The seller had one or more stations to offer to the
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buyer. The buyer had a price and sometimes other protective clauses to give

the seller. The two reached an agreement. The buyer and marketplace had an

existing strong relationship in most cases. The seller's relationship with the

marketplace stiU existed but had either deteriorated or was not as strong as the

buyer's relationship with the marketplace or never existed in the case of a

new station. When the transaction was completed the partial viabiUty of the

triangle changed to a solid three-way arrow benefiting two parties instead of

three (Figure 5.3). The duopoly had positioned itself for audience and/or

format dominance in the market. Managers urged duopoly owners to be

committed and flexible in their duopoly strategies.

The buyer in a duopoly took on a partner in the form of one or more

additional stations. There were other partnerships that needed to be forged for

a successful duopoly. Each of these partnerships required strategies for

further development. The first of these partnerships was with the audience.

The key hnk between the duopoly and its finding the proper direction was the

audience. The basic strategy that emerged from the data to keep this link

strong was adaptation through research. Duopolies had more product to get to

the listeners. There was an urgency expressed by the managers to constantly

have the image of the duopoly in front of the audience. Lexington Promotions

Director Sammy Simpson said:

I think for us that the big thing is since there is a promotions

department here now is to, you know, show the clients and the listeners

that it's going to be working to their full advantage to have it there, to

be involved. like this week, with the big snow we had last week, we

heard that the blood drive or the blood supply is very low, so we
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immediately put together a blood drive for this week to help out, so just

turning things around that quickly where they weren't able to do that

in the past is going to be a major advantage for the listener and for the

client and for the station.

Letting the audience know about the duopoly was also accomplished through

exciting promotions, locally involved personalities, and a steady format. All of

these elements were constantly evaluated through qualitative and quantitative

research.

The second partnership was with the advertisers. The advertisers came

to a duopoly because the duopoly had something unique to offer. The product

for the advertiser was the audience that could be delivered by the duopoly.

The audience needed to be delivered in a polished presentation. The duopoly

staff learned to develop professional marketing skills. Some duopolies

mentioned they began providing additional training for their sales staffs.

Some staffs felt they had to offer additional value with the advertising

package. Other staffs discovered ways to sell the additional value as part of the

advertising package. Greensboro General Sales Manager Jamey Kerr

explained:

Whereas you could look at it one of two ways: You could buy the radio

and get direct mail, a very targeted direct mail, I might add. You could

get the direct mail and the bonus, or, if you only want to do direct mail,

you can buy direct mail and get the radio as a bonus. And we have had a

couple of clients that had 100% direct mail coop. But you know, we

would never be able to touch that as a radio station. However, we were

able to get it and bill them as direct mail.
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Duopoly staffs needed to decide the best method of presenting the

packaged product to the advertiser. The product might include one station, two

stations, or even three or four stations. The number of different audiences

could even be as varied. Five strategies emerged from the data. One strategy

was to present a package that included two or more stations with the same

format and different but complementary audiences. The Atlanta duopoly

offered the advertiser virtually every country music listener from teenagers

to grandparents with three stations playing three different styles of country

music. The second strategy was to present a package that included two or more

stations with the same audience ages but split the audience along gender lines

between the stations. The Knoxville and Greensboro duopolies offered the

advertiser adult males with a rock station and adult females with a soft

contemporary station. A third strategy that emerged from the data was to

present a package that included a variety of formats and a variety of

audiences. The Lexington, Fort Walton Beach, Gainesville, and Louisville-

Prism duopolies accomplished this by providing a package to advertisers of

older adult males with a talk format on an AM station, younger adult males

with a rock or country format on an FM station, and adult females with either a

soft contemporary or oldies format on the second FM station. The Gainesville

duopoly strayed from this slightly by providing a niche audience of all ages

with a southern gospel format on the second AM station. 2 The fourth strategy

that emerged from the data was to combine two of three stations with similar

formats and have the third station, usually the stronger of the three, stand on

its own. The Opelika and Savannah duopolies accomplished this by appealing

2. A flyer showing Gainesville's Radio Center concept is in Appendix E.
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to the African-American listener with an AM/FM combination of urban

contemporary/soul or soft urban/gospel music. Both of these format

combinations delivered the majority of that niche population to the

advertisers. In fact, the Savannah combination had filled such a need in the

market that the new soft urban FM station was overall the top ranked station

in the market after its first ratings period. The other FM station in these two

duopolies offered the advertiser an adult male or female with contemporary or

country music formats. The fifth strategy the author found in the data was the

dual strategy used by the Charlotte and Louisville-Sunnyside duopolies. Both

of these duopolies involved only AM stations. The owners' philosophies were

to provide a niche audience with a single style of music. The Louisville-

Sunnyside duopoly offered the advertiser an older female/male audience with

nostalgia and oldies rock music. The Charlotte duopoly offered the advertiser a

niche format of all ages and both genders with a simulcasted, locally produced

southern gospel format. The other duopolies not mentioned had further

variations of these five strategies or were planning to change their formats to

one of these strategies. To review, the five strategies of product packages for

advertisers were: the format franchise strategy, the demographic dominant

strategy, the take your pick strategy, the split strategy, and the niche strategy.

The third partnership duopolies needed to develop was the partnership

between the station management and the employees. This partnership was

cultivated by providing more and staying in line. Duopoly owners expected to

increase their cash flows by both increasing revenues and decreasing

expenses. Some owners found out that expenses were increasing along with

revenues. Johnson City Sales Manager Mike Patterson said:
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What we did was probably one of the more expensive ways to do it. We

were taking an AM/FM combo that was financially strapped. The

company that owned it, it was not making them money, let's put it that

way. The FM has a pretty good metro signal but it's not a large signal at

all, but we changed the format of that FM station which is really the

money maker between the two. When you do that, a couple of concerns

is, you're starting from scratch, you have an image to fight, like in our

case, we took the FM station and it was a teen station, played rock and

heavy metal and we changed it to an oldies format. Changed call letters

to WKOS, so not only were we starting a new station but we also had an

image that we had to overcome, because we were still located on 104.9.

People had been trained in the market to know that 104.9 was a head

banging or a rap type music, so you had marketing expenses, what we

ended up doing was, went with a satellite programming which is

probably more cost effective at least to begin with. So you've got

marketing expenses, you've got the program expenses starting up, as

far as your sales effort to generate revenues. You don't have any

history of numbers from the rating services that you can go out and use

with advertisers, so it's a little bit tough.

A few owners realistically decided to invest in more equipment and personnel

so the duopoly could operate efficiently and effectively. A few other owners

wanted a higher economic return with a minimal investment. Managers from

these latter duopolies were being squeezed between wanting to make more

profit for the owner but not having adequate resources to effectively equip

224



the staff to carry out the owner's objectives. Decatur General Manager Joel

Fletcher said:

The owner expects pretty immediate significant cash flow increases and

doesn't want to spend the money to promote it as a separate unit. He

wants twice as much revenue, but he doesn't want to spend nearly as

much money. He just wants to combine all the staffs and expects

everybody to be delighted to do it. That's the feeling 1 get, not just from

Bud (Bayard H. Walters, Owner), but from other owners. They feel that

it's, you know, in this case they only have to increase their expenses by

20% or 30% and double their cash flow and that just isn't the reality of

it.

An effective strategy that emerged from one of the owners (EZ

Communications President Alan Box) to alleviate this situation was to provide

enough tools for the employees to conduct their duties without having to hire

additional personnel:

The positive side of those early days is that the expense savings were

greater than we anticipated and that was primarily due to we sort of

adopted the attitude, and 1 remember going around telling people, if a

new computer or new software will allow you to do more and keep us

from hiring part-timers or full-timers to do more work, then you tell me

and we'll get you a new computer or new software. We really tried to

upgrade in the area of computers, traffic software, bookkeeping

software, all those sorts of things, secretaries and administrative people,

get them better equipment. And that has seemed to help a lot. 1 mean,

even down to phone systems with voice mail and stuff like that. We've
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tried to let technology take the place of people and really expanding.

And that has worked, it's worked better than we thought.

Since a partnership is between two parties the employees needed to

uphold their part. The management expected employees to perform their

duties even if they did not get along with other staff members. The employees

who were not team players were eventually weeded out of the duopolies. What

was left was a staff willing to be part of a team and to develop like a family.

The duopoly staff should share ideas, know all the products of the duopoly, and

behave competitively and respectfully with each other. This would allow the

duopoly to function at a level of performance designed to reach the goals of

the duopoly. Of course, the duopolies in this study were all striving to reach

that top performance level. The author did not receive any indication from

any of the 16 duopolies that they had reached all their objectives. Each

duopoly was moving through some stage of this development process.

The fourth partnership found in a duopoly was the hnk between the

duopoly and its competition. Only two participants mentioned competition

other than opposing radio stations in the market. The Decatur general

manager thought the cable system was a primary competitor and the Atlanta

general sales manager mentioned the daily newspaper as a primary

competitor in addition to the other radio stations. The author did not ask

specifically about other media in the interview so this partnership should

only be interpreted as including the duopoly and competing radio stations.

Duopoly management needed to consider their competition as a partner in

their strategic planning. Two strategies emerged from the data for this

partnership: attack and defend. Duopoly managers saw their position in the
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marketplace as one to hold onto or as one to add more leverage to their

position. Those duopolies wanting to add more leverage to their position were

using several strategies. One duopoly tested different formats and their

compatibility with listeners through market research techniques like call-out,

auditorium testing, or surveys. This strategy enabled the duopoly to know the

viability of formats not evident in the marketplace if a competitor chose that

format to attack the duopoly. Several duopolies took aim at a market leader and

either went head-to-head with the same format on one of the duopoly stations

in order to reduce the leader's audience shares or counter-programmed with

an opposing format on two of the duopoly stations in order to squeeze the

leader at the low and high end of the leader's audience demographics. These

two programming strategies forced the leader to counteract with additional

promotional efforts to maintain audience shares, leave the format, or form

their own duopoUes or LMAs.

Only a few of the duopolies had to aggressively defend their positions.

The Louisville-Prism, Louisville-Sunnyside, and Charlotte duopolies were

feeling some pressure to react to their competitor's strategies. These strategies

were essentially the same strategies used by the duopoly. The difference, in

the duopoly manager's mind, was that the duopoly had the resources to outlast

the competitor. The two possible exceptions to this were the Charlotte and

Louisville-Sunnyside duopolies. These were AM/AM duopolies in markets with

more powerful duopolies involving FM stations. Both of these staffs showed

some intimidation because of these larger competing duopolies but at the same

time also showed some hope that they had a duopoly to maintain their

existence. Louisville-Sunnyside Owner Charlie Jenkins said:
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like taking a boxer that weighs one hundred and fifty pounds and

putting him in the ring with a two hundred fifty pounder. If you can't

compete, stay in your own classification and do what you can do. Be a

gorilla, 1 guess. 1 foresee our niche as being a gorilla to a great extent.

Achieving a niche and massaging it and serving it as best we possibly

can.

RESEARCH QUESTION #4: How will these strategies affect the direction(s) of a

duopoly?

This question's overall theme was How Will I Know When I Get There.

This theme was supported by three sub-themes: Mixed Results, Dominance

Means Losses and Recognition, and Still Start Stronger.

A consistent pattern of financial growth did not emerge from the data

for these duopolies. Some duopolies saw revenues increase on one station but

decrease on another station. A few duopolies did see an overall increase in

revenues. Several duopolies did not experience any growth in their first year

as a duopoly. Other duopolies actually saw bottom line figures decrease due to

increased expenditures involved with getting into a single location, changing

formats, and hiring different personnel.^ Another growth pattern noticed in

the data was the personal growth of employees and their ability to respond to

the changing work environment and adapt to different cultures. Although

not every manager that was interviewed had reached total maturity with the

environment and culture, the author saw that the majority of participants

were becoming more open to their responsibilities and other staff members

3. These statements were not supported by financial figures from the stations but instead
by the answers provided during the interviews.
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rather than remaining closed to the changes in each of these areas. Fort

Walton Beach Traffic Director Lynn Valdivia said:

Even though we are together we still want to compete and we still have

that competition between us, and therefore, that builds us up as a team.

If you look at it positively as building up each others' morale and there

would be more people there to look up to, to get you going. This radio

station right here when it first started out, 1 was amazed at how family

like it is the way we run operations. It is not that you do this and 1 do

this it is like we do this and this is what we get from it. It is more of us

urging or egging each other on sa5dng , "Yeah we can do it, we can do

it."

Only one duopoly (Jonesboro) mentioned a specific strategy to help employees

adapt to the organizational culture. The owner established an employee

advisory board designed for non-management employees to meet with the

owner and discuss organizational policies and culture. The employees were

compensated for their participation on the advisoiy board.

Every duopoly wanted to be dominant in some aspect of their business.

The duopolies wanted to have the most audience and revenue shares, acquire

more stations, develop more advertisers, increase the quality and numerical

levels of the staff, and become more community-oriented. This direction

towards dominance could lead to either losses, recognition or both. The losses

were depicted as the negative outcomes to the strategies employed by the

duopoly management. Losses could occur in any of the four partnerships:

sales might fall off, formats could turn sour, personnel might resist the

strategies, advertisers might revolt, or the duopoly's market dominance might
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weaken. Positive outcomes to the strategies were depicted as recognition for

the duopoly from the four partnerships: more people listen to the stations, the

market recognizes a strong community leader, the duopoly becomes a stable,

secure organization, and the duopoly employees grow together as a family.

Lexington General Manager Dan Dorsett illustrated both aspects of dominance:

You cannot pour Miracle Gro on it and expect it to happen and 1 knew

there were some reasons for that. It takes a while for consumers to

accept it, that your product is for them, if it is, and that you're going to

be there and that you're going to be reliable and just to get the name

recognition. 1 mean everybody knows what Coca-Cola is, but that's only

after all those years of awareness. That's where really the difference in

managing the product is, because 94.5, even though we went through

the format change it still is a hot AC. That's what a lot of people thought

it was anyway and it's, 94.5 has been such a legendary frequency in the

market. That's a mature product which requires one way of thinking

and young country (WWYG) is a baby, its embryonic and I have to

remember, I have to keep that in mind and not expect too much of it,

you know, right out of the gates. The three year plan on both stations

would be to maintain the adult, and then with the country is to just

grow the shares and keep feeding it, and keep nursing it along, give it

that TLC and keep feeding it that promotion budget and watch it happen.

The most consistent response from the data for directing future

duopolies was to start stronger. Duopolies need to start strong with

promotional efforts so the listeners catch on quick that there is a change or a

new format or station in the community. Duopoly owners and managers need
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to plan how they will structure the duopoly staff earlier than the acquisition

process. Duopoly owners and managers need to inform their staffs what will

be taking place at the outset. The purchased staff should also be informed as

soon as possible. Duopoly sales staffs need to start as early as possible

informing and instructing advertisers how the duopoly will be more

beneficial. Duopoly owners need to consolidate their locations as quickly as

possible. These are ways duopolies can start "out of the box" with a stronger

foundation that can be a springboard to a successful operation.

Summary of Four Supporting Research Qpestions

The first research question asked why a duopoly was created. In order

to answer this question the participants needed to know what the various

groups affected by the duopoly wanted. The sub-themes strength, versatility,

clarity, and savings emerged as answers to this query. The second research

question asked how the viewpoints affected by the duopoly impacted the

beginmngs of a duopoly. The groups that held the viewpoints were confused

which in turn created a chaotic situation for the beginnings of duopolies.

Relying on others in similar situations created a group of duopoly managers

that were bonded together for the good of the duopoly. The third research

question asked what management strategies were linked with duopolies. Four

sub-themes of diversity, vision, lighted maze, and partnerships showed that

some of the standard radio business strategies combined with new duopoly

strategies would help duopoly staffs find their way. The fourth research

question asked how these strategies affected what direction a duopoly would
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go. The duopolies in this study have experienced some of the results of

reaching a certain point along the duopoly highway. However, other

duopolies will need to be formed and studied to know the direction the highway

ultimately travels.

The Vehicle

In Chapter Four the author assigned a word to each responsibility area

(1.5a-6.5a) that indicated what that particular group of managers offered to

the duopoly (Table 5.1). When looked at individually each area of

responsibility had a unique task to accomplish in the duopoly. When looked at

as a combination the six areas revealed a model of six co-dependent parts.

Duopoly staffs could use this model to find the right direction for their

duopoly. First, the author examined each group individually.

OWNERS/LEADER

Obviously the duopoly could not be created without the consent of the

owner. The owners were the leading force that created the duopoly. Some

owners conducted the negotiations and financial transactions then let the rest

of the staff manage the actual merger of the stations. Some owners were

involved in the decision-making process on how to merge the two stations.

Some owners even went so far as to put on a hat and direct the remodeling

projects. Whether the owner was on site or at corporate headquarters there

was some leadership input involved from this group.
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Table 5.1

Responsibility Areas Described
by Position Offerings

Responsibility Areas Position Offerings

Owners Leader

General Managers Teacher

Sales Managers Driver

Operations Managers Consultant

Image Managers Energizer

Process Managers Mediator
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GENERAL MANAGERS/TFACHFR

This group represented the person at the station that the rest of the

staff looked to for knowledge. Many of the general managers felt they were

able to take their experience and knowledge of other radio operations and

apply it to a duopoly. Because the GMs had this knowledge they found

themselves educating, training, and instructing their staffs. The GMs also used

other peoples' experiences to assist them in the education of their staffs.

SALES MANAGERS/DRIVER

This group earned the driver label because the sales managers were the

driving force behind the duopoly's success. The SMs were responsible for

securing enough business from advertisers to pay the bills and make a profit.

The sales managers were creating new business, cultivating old business, and

sharing their enthusiasm and motivation with the rest of the staff. The sales

managers directed their staffs properly.

OPERATIONS MANAGERS/CONSinTANT

A consultant is one who has experience and knowledge about a specific

topic. Operations managers knew various radio formats, mixed with all the

staff, and had a view of the entire operation. This group was able to be in

command of their own area and assist in other areas of the duopoly.

IMAGE MANAGERS/ENFRGT7.ER

This group provided the energy to get the duopoly visible in the

community. As a whole the image managers in this study were energetic

individuals. The IMs used some of that energy and enthusiasm to help other

departments in the duopoly and to make sure all the stations were given equal

treatment in the image managers' respective areas.
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PROCESS MANAGERS/MFnTATOR

The process managers were mediators in two ways. The first way was as

an actual counselor for other staff members when disputes broke out about

internal or cultural differences. The second way was as a controller of the

flow of information through the duopoly. Whether the information flowed on

paper or through a computer the process managers were responsible for

making sure there were no disruptions from one point to another.

After this individual examination of each group the author combined

the six areas into a single vehicle for use on the duopoly highway. The author

used the automobile as a metaphor to show how the duopoly staff comprised the

vehicle used by the owner to travel the duopoly highway. There are hundreds

of parts in a car and only six responsibility areas listed here in the duopoly.

The author has labeled each responsibility area with the part of the

automobile that is most closely related to the first label for each area (Table

5.2). The automobile is a fixture in almost every society. The author offered

this model for the reader as an easy way to see how this duopoly vehicle

enabled the owner to direct the duopoly to the desired outcome within the

travel process outlined in the first section of this part.

The Duopoly Highway

MAIOR RESEARCH QUESTION: How does a radio station owner direct the various

forces evident in a duopoly to the desired outcome?

Whatever the desired outcome was for a duopoly owner the way to

direct the various forces towards that outcome was to use the appropriate
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Table 5.2

Responsibility Areas Described
by Automobile Parts

Responsibility Areas Position Offerings Automobile Parts

Owners Leader Passenger

General Managers Teacher Headlights

Sales Managers Driver Driver

Operations Managers Consultant Fuel

Image Managers Energizer Spark Plug

Process Managers Mediator Stabilizer
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vehicle to get the duopoly started, to keep the duopoly going, and to help the

duopoly to the ultimate outcome. The obvious vehicle was a functioning,

cooperative staff of talented managers who in turn could direct the other

employees to their own personal outcomes. This study showed that duopolies

have not yet reached the time where every manager was able to function as

effectively as possible. Duopoly managers were starting to acquire the tools

and resources to operate and manage effectively. Some managers were still

trying to find their way through the initial confusion of a duopoly. Other

managers were in the process of learning what was required of them. Some

managers were leading their duopolies successfully. Managers within a single

duopoly were going through these three stages of development: finding,

learning, and leading. This three-way process created a difficult and

sometimes confusing road for the owner to travel with the duopoly staff.

The owner of a duopoly traveled with the duopoly staff through three

phases (Figure 5.4). The first phase was the finding phase. In this phase

there were duopolies (D) of several sizes. The different sizes represented the

strength of the duopoly revealed through the level of confusion and

commitment within the staff. The larger Ds were the more stable and older

duopolies. The smaller Ds were the newer and unsure duopolies. The

knowledge roadsigns (K) offered by the older duopolies was minimal in this

phase. As duopolies moved through the first phase and into the second phase

knowledge increased and duopoly managers began to discover what they were

supposed to be doing.

The second phase was the learning phase. This was where the duopoly

faced its first negative roadblocks , -*). The three objects represented
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attacks from competition, blown staff assignments or wrong organizational

choices, and a web of confusion. Negative roadblocks included losing staff,

missed financial projections, strong competition, adverse advertisers, and

tumed-off listeners. The shaded area represented the maze duopoly staffs

traveled through to get to the positive outcomes. During this second phase

several duopolies folded and left the highway (fExit*). Some were sold to

different owners. Some languished under the shadow of more powerful

combinations. Some duopolies were split up and sold as separate stations to

different owners. A few duopolies, including the Jonesboro duopoly from this

study, were facing FCC imposed deadlines to come into technical compliance

with the 1992 duopoly rules (Tobey, 1994; Madden, 1994).^ For those duopolies

that struggled through the negative roadblocks there were additional

roadsigns of knowledge available for the staff to get educated and rejuvenated

to make it through the maze. As additional knowledge was acquired and the

negative roadblocks were overcome duopolies and their staffs began to look

organized and anticipated moving into phase three.

The third phase was the leading phase. This phase encompassed both

the present (1994) and the future (beyond 1994). The phase was the present

for those duopolies who have made it through the second phase and were

headed for their rewards ^). These three objects represented the
recognition, the knowledge, and the financial benefits duopolies received.

Along the way the duopoly's confidence and staff co-dependence grew

enabUng them to turn the negative roadblocks to positive roadblocks and to

put the positives in order and working the way they should. Positive

4. 8 FCC Red 7595 (1993).
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roadblocks included deciding which station received the best promotions, how

to expand the building to fit everyone in, and getting enough new equipment

to satisfy everyone. Getting through the negative and positive roadblocks

helped the staffs within the duopolies bond together (■♦♦■). This phase was a

future phase for those duopolies just being formed. These duopoUes could be

entering the duopoly highway at this point because more and more knowledge

had been made available for owners from previous duopoly experiences.

These new duopoly owners (none of which were involved in this study) may

bond with the stronger and older duopolies (D^D) and bypass most of the

learning phase. This third phase will also be a future phase for all duopolies.

There are still unknowns (?) that cannot be seen ahead of time. These

unknowns might come in the form of governmental regulations, changing

audience tastes, new technologies, or another economic disaster. Phase three

also indicated there was an unsure ending (open highway) to the duopoly

phenomenon. Duopolies were only approaching their second anniversary at

the time of this writing. This was much too early to determine from this

investigation how the new industrial structure was affecting duopolies on a

national level. On the local level there was some indication that duopoUes

might be working. However, the author is reluctant to confidently say the

duopoly creation was or wiU be successful for all radio stations.

When a duopoly owner a) develops a staff that has the tools and

resources to operate multiple stations, b) combines the staff into a single

location, c) benefits from other duopoly experiences, and d) uses this duopoly

vehicle to travel the fast lane of the highway, then the owner will have

directed the duopoly to the desired outcome. This was the process this study's
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data revealed to the author. Other researchers could interpret this or similar

data differently. There may be other models that could apply to this data as

well. The author felt through the interviews and through the data analysis

process that the 69 people of these duopolies were on a journey with a known

destination but not with all the necessary abilities to reach the destination.

This was the travel process revealed by sixteen duopolies in 1994.

PART TWO

IMPLICATIONS

This part includes this study's implications and recommendations for

the radio industry, future research possibilities on radio duopolies and in

related areas, and contributions to the field of radio broadcasting research.

Radio Industry Implications

One of the findings in this study was the need to adequately prepare for

the changes brought about by a duopoly. Some managers claimed the

experience of working for an AM/FM combination helped them in the duopoly

situation. Even these managers realized that early decisions were not always

the correct decisions for their duopoly. There were also many other managers

in this study who did not have that experience and were at a lost as to what to

do in a duopoly. However, preparation for a duopoly in the traditional sense

was not possible. There were no textbooks to read on how to structure a

duopoly staff. There were no audio tapes indicating the proper duopoly
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management strategies from recognized experts in the industry. There were

no video tapes showing the proper layout in a radio station for multiple on-air

and production studios. There were no recognized consultants with years of

experience in duopoly practices. In early 1994 one duopoly operator said "not

only are we not yet taking the mid-term exam, we're still writing the

textbooks" (Bunzel, 1994). As the textbooks are written, the research is

conducted, and the multi-media resources are produced, it is vitally important

for radio operators to find this information and to share it with other present

and future duopoly operators and managers. The information is needed for

owners to adequately prepare their managers who in turn can adequately

prepare employees on what can be expected in a duopoly. The rush to

consolidate caught some owners and managers ill-prepared to take on

additional personnel and Job responsibilities.

Duopoly owners also need to reaUze that acquiring another one or two

stations is not a "cheap" move. There will need to be financial investments in

upgrading equipment, adding personnel in some cases, taking care of left

over seller responsibilities, and finding that perfect format. A surprising

finding, to this author, was that there were duopolies that were actually

formed by starting a new station (Decatur, Champaign, Louisville-Prism and

Savannah). DuopoUes may have actually increased the number of stations in a

market. Other duopolies (Johnson City and Lexington) took over an existing

station and started over from scratch with a new staff and format. Managers

from both of these situations felt that building a new station was easier fi"om a

marketing and an employee interaction standpoint but probably not from a

financial standpoint. Even duopolies that did not have any major changes in
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staff or formats (Atlanta and Louisville-Sunnyside) had their share of

difficulties. A duopoly is not an inexpensive creation because of the time

investment as well. Duopoly managers and employees are expected to and most

always double their responsibilities. This was seen in the traffic director

whose traffic log output literally doubled or tripled on a daily basis to the

general manager who needed to schedule an additional staffs meetings into an

already hectic weekly schedule. Atlanta General Sales Manager Diane Dalton

said this was especially true in her situation:

1 think there are a lot of companies that are doubling up in markets and

aren't prepared to spend the money that it is going to take just to get

yourself organized. Far more complicated than 1 ever expected. 1

thought, well what is the big deal. You have run one radio station what

is one more. It is just amazingly complicated to bring two operations

together, you would have people that are doing much more than their

job normally entails. We aren't to the point yet where my head is not

yet above water. It is a lot more challenging than we expected.

There were differences noticed in the level of understanding what was

happening in a duopoly between the six responsibility areas. The author

noticed as the management responsibilities decreased (from the owner to the

lower level managers) there was an increase in the amount of insight into the

organizational culture. The author implied from the data that the lower and

middle level managers were closer to the actual workings of a duopoly. This

finding is important for general managers and owners to consider. Of course,

not every GM or owner can be categorized as one who is not in tune with the

staff. But, as one GM pointed out in this study, even an open door type
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manager could get shut off from the other employees due to the increased time

demands on creating and putting together a duopoly. As many managers did

recognize it was important to remain "in touch" with the staff during this

chaotic situation.

Another difference noticed in this study between the different

management levels was the amount of concern expressed by the various

managers as to what would be happening in the new organization. Lower

level managers and some middle level managers expressed more concern for

job security and job changes than some middle and upper level managers.

This finding was surprising since a lot of the trade literature indicated upper

management positions (general managers and sales managers) were receiving

more "pink slips" than lower management positions (production, traffic,

receptionist, business). All levels of management were affected by job

reductions but only the high profile positions received trade periodical notice.

Most of this study's managers were either reluctant or chose not to discuss job

reductions at their respective duopolies. The reductions did take place and did

affect all levels as evidenced by Atlanta GM Norman Schrutt:

It puts a lot of people out of work which is not the happy side of it. We

put out our general manager, we put out an operations manager, we put

out a business manager, we put out a traffic manager, a lot of people are

out of work. We put out a chief engineer because we didn't need two

chiefs. It has that negative flaw.

Upper managers may have expressed less concern about job displacement

because they did have a job, were more confident of securing another position

in a different station, duopoly, or market or had a satisfactory compensation
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or, if needed, severance package (see Appendix E for an example of a letter

offering such a package).

One aspect of a duopoly that created a confused scenario was the actual

"moving in" of a staff to the existing or a new location. There was an overall

consensus that combining both staffs into a single location was a beneficial

strategy for a duopoly. Some duopolies that were separated at the time of this

study (January 1994) saw some benefits in being separated initially. These

benefits included giving the purchased station(s) a chance to develop a

separate identity and become established before moving in or taking in the

buyer station(s). The managers of the five duopolies not combined at the time

of this study had a variety of thoughts on what it would be like when the staffs

were combined. The thoughts they had were similar to the thoughts the

already combined staffs had expressed (see Chapter Four, 1.3c-6.3c).

Another combination issue was whether to combine or keep separate

duopoly staffs. Obviously, from this study's results, there was not a consensus

on the best strategy in this area, especially in the sales department. The

Atlanta and Louisville-Prism General Managers both said this was a decision

they struggled with daily for several weeks. For Atlanta GM Norman Schrutt

the decision came down to what would create the most sales:

Finally, after just thinking about the plus and the minus, decided to sell

them separately because I believed that the only way one and one makes

two is to be in competition with each other. 1 think the other way one

and one makes one and a half, not good you want to make two.

Schrutt's philosophy supported Decatur GM Joel Fletcher's philosophy,

however, the Decatur duopoly changed to combo sales staffs after an
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unsuccessful start with separate sales staffs. The knowledge from these two

GMs was an excellent example of what kind of information can be offered to

future duopoly managers. The duopolies with combined sales staffs thought

most of the advantages were for the advertisers. The duopolies with separate

sales staffs saw advantages for both the advertisers and the stations in the

duopolies. The industry still needs some time to determine what is the best

strategy for the sales department. There are only three choices (combine,

keep separate, or both) so some consensus should arise in the near future.

There was some consensus that a combined sales staff worked for smaller

market duopoUes and a separate sales staff worked for larger market duopohes.

The author did not investigate enough duopolies to definitely come to that

conclusion. It did make sense from the upper management viewpoint for

these duopolies to combine most administrative positions. Some administrative

managers were vocal on the need for enough personnel to perform the

combined duties involved with multiple stations. The majority of the duopolies

kept the programming areas separated in the announcing and programming

departments but did have a combined operations manager overseeing the

programming of the stations. The new finding in this study concerning

staffing was an owner or general managers' indecision on the promotions

department. Some duopolies had a promotions director for each station. Other

duopolies had one promotions director or a marketing director overseeing

assistant promotions directors. However, the managers were not yet

convinced there was a correct way for staffing this department. The author

contends the reason for this indecision was the new concept of working with a

staff that was a former enemy. The buyer was not sure if the purchased
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station should be promoted with the buyer station or adjacent to the buyer

station. This was another area that with time a more clear understanding will

emerge.

The FCC changed the duopoly rules to assist struggling stations, to help

stations survive and not leave the air depriving a community of that service.

There were 27 FM and 18 AM stations represented in this study. The majority

of the duopoly operators had new and exciting plans for all the stations. There

were a few managers, however, that considered the AM part of the duopoly to

be worthless. The author contends there were three AM stations in three

different duopolies that were not providing a service to the community. The

stations were either simulcasted with an FM or operated with an unstaffed

satellite-delivered format. A manager at two of these duopolies did say there

may be a possibility of "doing something" with the AM stations. A manager at

the third duopoly wanted to "give away" the AM station. The author contends

that three out of 45 stations not serving the public may not be a crisis, but if

this is a trend that could be depicted in other duopolies, then broadcasters may

need to be watching for another regulation that would prevent them from not

letting AM or FM stations realize their full potential. This cautionary note was

necessary in the light of the increasing consolidation in the radio industry.

Nineteen percent of the 10,039 licensed commercial stations were involved in

either an LMA or a duopoly through June 1994 (Radio Business Report, 1994).

The number of duopolies increased 35% from November 1993 to April 1994

(Radio Business Report, 1994).

There was a clear consensus among managers that their duopoly was

unique and special for that particular market. There was not a clear
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consensus from this study as to what type of combination or what strategies

might be the best for potential duopolies. This study did discover enough

strategies on duopoly management and operations to give other duopoly

managers and future duopoly managers additional ideas to help create

successful consolidated radio operations. This author contends there were

enough similarities among the managers in these duopolies to believe that the

overall picture of a duopoly presented in part one of this chapter can show

duopoly managers where adjustments might be made in their present

operations. The duopoly highway and travel process model can also assist

potential duopoly operators in understanding what a duopoly staff will face

when a duopoly is created.

Radio Industry Recommendations

The radio industry structurally changed only two times in the 42 years

prior to 1992. These two changes involved the programming element of radio:

a) radio's survival of television's mass media appeal in the 1950s and b) FM

radio's emergence as the dominant radio medium in the late 1970s. The

structural change brought about in the radio industry by the change in the

ownership rules in 1992 caught many radio broadcasters off guard. Some

broadcasters had used LMA-type instruments to consolidate and most

broadcasters were aware of the rule changes. They were not, however, aware

of how to make use of the new rules on a local level at their owned and

operated stations. Several managers in this study said radio operators will

either be a buyer or a seller in today's radio environment. There were cilso
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several managers who disagreed with that assumption. This section will

address those radio owners and managers who will be entering into a duopoly

and those owners and managers who are presently involved in a duopoly.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STARTINCt A nUOPOT Y

Leam from others' experiences. Now that the radio industry has seen

almost one-fifth of the stations consolidated through duopolies or marketing

agreements there are plenty of owners and managers to consult for insight on

starting a duopoly. Planning and preparation will assist any operator from

facing the same roadblocks some of this study's operators faced. The potential

duopoly owner should create a simple checklist to guide the formation of the

duopoly. This checklist could be developed around the owner's goals and

objectives while considering the four partnerships involved in a duopoly:

audience, advertisers, employees, and competition. The checklist should guide

the owner to completion of the required elements necessary to put together a

duopoly: a) legal, b) technical, c) financial, d) programming, e) personnel, f)

advertising, and g) promotions. The checklist may develop into a folder of

notes as more ideas are collected about each of these elements. The duopoly

owner that has planned and prepared before acquiring the other station(s)

will then be able to prepare the four partnerships in a duopoly.

Future duopoly owners should not always expect a bottom line reduction

in expenses and increase in revenue. Operational efficiency from employees

and equipment requires a financial investment and a time commitment from

an owner. A duopoly owner should plan to replace staff that leave voluntarily

if that position is necessary for an efficient operation. Trimming the staff,

especially in the process management area, may create over-worked
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employees who will look for the first opportunity to leave. However,

providing the resources for these same employees may enable them to

increase their workload while maintaining their loyalty to the company.

Programming can also be an expense for those duopoly operators planning to

change formats or start a new station. Satellite-delivered formats are available

for some start-up cost savings in programming. However, duopoly operators

should expect to shift to at least 50% live programming (6AM-6PM) if the

operator expects to become a community anchor. Another item that will

probably increase in cost is the promotional effort put out by the duopoly.

There are changes in a duopoly that listeners and advertisers need to be

informed about: formats, promotions, slogans, and new stations.

An area that could be either an additional expense or an additional

savings for the duopoly owner would be the location of the duopoly. Duopoly

stations and staffs should be combined into one location as soon as it is feasible

for the owner to do so. Additional expanse may be required to build onto or

renovate an existing building or to build a new facility. Additional savings

would be seen in reduced rent, utilities, office equipment, phone systems, and

some personnel by being in one location. The possible savings in combining

locations will far outweigh any advantages to remaining separate.

A future duopoly owner should also be aware of the organizational

cultural changes that will take place. Absorbing a previously weak or strong

competitor into a different culture will not be easy. Every manager or

employee will not assume the same amount of elation as the owner over

acquiring another staff or being acquired by another staff. The duopoly

owner and those managers overseeing new employees should plan to initiate
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communication efforts between the staffs even before consolidation of

locations. Duopoly owners and managers should recognize the differences in

cultural p)erceptions among the various employee levels.

The design of the duopoly will require careful planning. The design

consists of the programming and the staffing of the duopoly. Careful research

by the duopoly owner and staff should determine which of the programming

strategies available would be applicable to a duopoly's market, audience, and

advertisers. By virtue of having multiple stations in the same service (AM or

FM) a duopoly owner should plan to dominate some aspect of a format or

audience demographic in order to remain a viable duopoly. Duopoly owners

should research for possible benefits new strategies that will continue to

emerge in the programming area. Research efforts in all four of the

partnership areas should be ongoing.

The staffing of the duopoly should be planned, organized, and committed

to as early as possible. This area, of course, will fluctuate with the unexpected

departures of staff from both sides of the duopoly. The owner and duopoly

managers should have a plan for the positions needed before purchasing the

station(s). This plan could be based on the knowledge now available for that

duopoly's particular market and station characteristics. As could be seen from

this study, recommending certain combined or separated positions for all

duopolies would not be practical. Combining or keeping separate positions will

be a function of the owner's resources and complexity of the formats on the

duopoly stations.

The benefit to the community should be another important

consideration for a duopoly owner. The community ultimately supports the
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radio stations. The owner and managers should determine before the purchase

how the community will benefit from these combined operations. Planning

and preparing for the areas mentioned in this section will direct duopoly

owners to a quicker achievement of goals and objectives.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OWNERS AND MANAGFRS TN A niJOPOT .Y

Duopoly owners should now be far enough into a duopoly to become

committed to their plans for the four partnerships. Making a decision and

having a commitment to that decision is necessary for the managers and

employees to function effectively. This efficiency by the duopoly staff will

result in the needed attention applied to the other three pannerships.

Duopoly owners that are willing to wait for the long-term return on their

investment will be more likely to see that return than those owners who

expect an immediate return on their investment. Constantly searching for

ways to strengthen the duopoly among the four partnerships should be a

primary concern for duopoly owners.

After a general manager's concern with acquiring a duopoly is over,

the general manager s attention should be more focused on the organizational

culture within the duopoly staff. GMs should become more aware of the

potential clashes and conflicts that could arise from combining two separate

and sometimes distinct staffs. General managers should also be aware of

market changes in the audience and competition. The GM should be the

person in a duopoly who directs the other managers and employees to the

sources of knowledge for implementing the duopoly plans.

The sales manager probably has the most difficult job in a duopoly. The

sales manager must educate both the sales staff and the advertiser. The
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advertiser should be taught how to effectively use the duopoly. The sales staff

should be instructed how to effectively present the duopoly to the advertiser.

The sales manager should network with other managers in other duopolies to

develop and distribute training materials oriented towards duopoly

presentations. Until such materials are developed sales managers should

continue to use existing sales training tools for sharpening their staffs' skills.

Both sales strategies of combining sales staffs and keeping sales staffs separate

have worked for existing duopolies. The sales manager should determine the

best plan for the duopoly based on the marketplace requirements and the sales

staff abilities.

The operations manager may have one of the busiest jobs in the

duopoly. This person should be able to manage different personalities among

the programming staff. Announcer loyalty to the purchased or buyer

station(s) could be a negative or a positive influence on the duopoly. The

operations manager has direct access to the announcers and should institute

creative methods for the announcers to assist each other in their respective

formats. For example, critiquing each other's air checks one-on-one would

give both announcers an opportunity to pass on tips as well as learn about a

different format. The operations manager should continually conduct some

form of research to stay aware of changing audience tastes in music and

programming. The operations manager should implement the owner's

programming strategy so the station formats are complementary to each other

even though they may be distinct formats.

The image managers must take the complementary formats and market

them to the audience and advertisers. Marketing stations together and
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separately have worked for existing duopolies. Direction for which strategy to

use will come from the owner and general manager's philosophy on how

separate or combined to keep the formats and stations. The image manager,

both in production and promotions, should maintain a flexible attitude. All the

stations may be able to participate in some community events. Other

promotional events may only be suited to a particular format or station. The

voice talent should be trained for utilization with all the duopoly formats.

Several times during this study managers would make the comment that

the process manager was the person who really "runs" the duopoly. This

manager should be very adept at handling quickly changing situations. The

process manager should have the necessary tools to accomplish their tasks

quickly and efficiently. The area of managing paperwork or fixing

equipment should not be hindered in multiple station operations. The process

manager should develop a staff that could also be adaptable to different

operating philosophies within the same company or building. This group of

managers will need to develop an extra amount of patience as a duopoly

operation proceeds.

There are two overall keys that every manager should use to

successfully create and implement a duopoly. The first key is involvement.

Every employee should be aware of what is about to transpire. Secrecy is

needed in some aspects of radio operations. However, the scope of change that

a duopoly brings to an operation should not be kept hidden until the final

paper is signed. The LMA is the only effective tool owners now have at their

disposal to get both staffs involved in the duopoly creation process while the

legal and regulatory paperwork is processed. If an LMA is not possible than
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the owner and managers should incorporate small group sessions so the staffs

to be merged will be able to interact with their future co-workers before the

merger takes place. The second key is attitude. The owner and general

manager should immediately instill the appropriate attitude into each

manager and employee. When the goals and objectives of the owner are

clearly expressed to the duopoly staff then the staff will be able to adjust and

move the duopoly toward the desired outcomes. Getting competing staffs to

work together effectively should be the overall objective of a duopoly

management team.

Future Research Possibilities

There is a need to take the findings from this study and apply them to

other duopolies. This application would enable broadcast researchers and

industry professionals to see if more consistent patterns emerge from the

study of additional duopohes. One immediate study the author plans to initiate

is a follow-up questionnaire to the participants in this study. This

questionnaire will be sent in early 1995. Several managers indicated some

events to take place in 1994 that would be worth following, such as: a) the

required divestiture of one of the duopoly stations, b) whether AEs have been

educated in new ways to serve the advertiser, c) what happened when a

market became totally consolidated, d) have duopolies added some of the

strategies noted in this study to their marketing or advertising arsenal, e)

which organizational structure had the best growth for the duopoly, f) how

are duopolies interacting with the new consulting resources becoming
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available, g) did a duopoly secure 100% ownership of all stations, and h) what

management restructuring took place after combining locations.

An interesting study would be to find an owner who is about to purchase

a duopoly and spend time with both the buyer and purchased staffs to see

firsthand how the two staffs react to a duopoly creation announcement. This

case study using participant observation could follow through with the

duopoly to see how an organization manages the change as it happens. This

type of research could provide the present perspective of a duopoly creation

rather than the past perspective provided by the author's study. Several

managers did recommend to the author to "be here next time" when the

duopoly process happens. A different twist to this study would be to have the

researcher "arranged" to be hired as an entry level employee (news reporter

or announcer) who then could observe the transaction process as a

participant and a researcher. Other areas that need to be investigated on a

duopoly by duopoly basis would be: a) how managers perceive each other^ and

b) what has been the effect on those employees displaced by duopolies.

This study concentrated on the local effects of a duopoly within selected

duopolies. The research on duopolies needs to be expanded to a regional and

national scope. Duopolies could be compared on a market by market basis to

see if there are other differences besides those discovered in this study. The

author suggests that this study could be used as a basis for construction of a

nationally administered survey to various managers and employees within

duopolies. The survey, or similar research technique, could discover: a)

employee demographics within a duopoly, b) use of the different partnership

5. The author only asked the managers how they perceived the owner.
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strategies outlined in this study, c) financial results of duopoly strategies, and

d) whether duopolies have developed a typical organizational structure. 6

Surveys could also be administered to advertisers, advertising agencies,

listeners, and competing radio stations to determine the effect of duopolies on

these groups from their perspective rather than the perspective of the

duopoly participant as was done in the author's study.

Additional studies in the duopoly research area could concentrate on: a)

developing a composite of the successful or surviving duopoly (Husni, 1989),

b) and, from the opposite side, developing a composite of the duopoly that did

not survive, c) finding additional reasons for duopoly failures and successes,

d) comparing the satisfaction of employees in duopolies with those employees

in a non-duopoly station, e) determining the effects of the rule separating

radio markets into small and large markets for duopolies, and f) tracking the

types of owners involved in duopoly purchases. Historical research could

focus on the struggles and triumphs of individual duopolies or companies

involved with duopolies. The historiographer might also want to track the

spread of duopolies through the radio industry since inception and compare

the diffusion of duopolies with that of other industrial changes. To answer the

question of whether a duopoly serves the public interest the researcher might

want to analyze the content of a duopoly's broadcast day to determine the

amount of community-oriented programming heard on each station and

compare that amount to stations not involved in a duopoly.

6. The Opelika duopoly's owner (Gary Fuller) had developed an organizational chart
showing his structure of the management staff (Appendix E).
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Legal scholars may want to investigate further applications of the 1992

ownership rule changes such as: a) the effects of the national ownership

limits^, b) minority-owned duopolies, and c) cross-interest ownerships. The

type of studies already mentioned could be expanded into other media areas.

Already there are television LMAs around the country with further

deregulation in that area expected by the FCC (Kirchen, 1993). Researchers

could explore consolidation issues in the cable industry, the telephone

industry, and the video programming industry, as well as what effects

developing technologies will have on these industries, including duopolies.

Contributions To Radio Broadcasting Research

This study contributed three indicators that pointed towards areas of

exploration and research for radio professionals and academicians. One of

those indicators was the existence of format strategies for duopolies not found

in the literature. These strategies included what the author called the take

your pick strategy, the split strategy, and the niche strategy. These format

strategies were different from what was used in radio prior to duopolies

because of the extra dimension of presenting commonly owned multiple

properties to an advertiser.

Another indicator this study provided was an indication that duopolies

provided additional community service and benefits as a result of the

combined operations. This tentative Unding needs to be supported with more

7. These will be increasing to 20 AM and 20 FM stations allowed per owner on the second
anniversary of the duopoly and multiple ownership rules changes, September 16, 1994.
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research that defines what duopoly managers mean when they say community

service. Some managers said that additional stations provided more news and

community events coverage. Other managers said their stations provided more

promotional activities or a new and diverse music format. Further research

would support the assertion that duopolies do provide additional community

service.

The third indicator this study contributed was the insight into the

different ways duopoly staffs handled changes in the organizational culture.

This indicator showed that duopolies had comparable organizational factors to

what was found in the literature. However, this was a point for further

consideration since many duopolies were still in a situation where

organizational change was evident.

PART THREE

CONCLUSIONS

When the author first became aware of LMAs and duopolies his first

inclination was to study the economic effects of the ownership rule changes

on the radio industry. The author soon learned and this study has confirmed

that it may be several more years before enough duopolies have operated long

enough to study the economic effects of the FCC's 1992 actions.

This study, instead, has uncovered the effects of the duopoly rule

changes on radio stations at the personal level of those station's owners and

managers. The study's findings were not intended to apply to every duopoly.

However, every duopoly should be able to leam something from this study.
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Duopolies were not new to the radio industry. The idea that duopolies

could "save" the radio industry from economic doom was new. That, of course,

has yet to be determined. What could be determined was that a duopoly was not

"the panacea that a lot of people think it is" (Schrutt, 1994). A duopoly

required an extreme amount of work. This increased amount of work

emanated from the owner to the lowest level manager and into the line

employees. The workload for duopoly employees doubled in both time and

responsibilities. Increased income and other remuneration did not follow

immediately if at all in some duopoUes. Some employees did not see either

more work or income as they were dismissed from their jobs by a duopoly

owner. Duopoly employees often shared their facilities and equipment with

people who were considered the enemy prior to the duopoly.

A duopoly did have some positive benefits. In some instances a duopoly

kept a station from going off the air. A duopoly gave new life to an existing

station that was left for dead by other owners and staff or brought to life a

station that was on the verge of never being constructed. A duopoly brought

more jobs to a community, another format to an unserved audience, more

promotional events for advertisers and listeners, and increased opportunities

for employees. A duopoly also, but not always immediately, improved the

financial position of the owner.

As with most new phenomena there were different phases of

development. Duopoly owners and managers went through a finding phase, a

learning phase, and a leading phase. All three phases were still evident in the

radio industry at the conclusion of this study. The author speculated these

phases of duopoly development would remain for at least one more year and
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possibly longer as duopolies advanced along the duopoly highway. Duopolies

could increase their speed towards the leading phase by evaluating their

strategies now being used in the travel process. Duopoly managers could

adjust their strategies or adopt those mentioned in this study. Duopoly

managers could check their "vehicle," their staff, to see if any parts need

adjusting or if the culture established for the staff was appropriate for a

duopoly.

There are positives and negatives to creating a duopoly, keeping a

duopoly operating efficiently, and having a duopoly serve the community

while following regulations. Current duopoly operators have the opportunity

to shape the radio industry for the future. It was this author's contention that

current duopoly operators, and those who plan to be, could bring a change in

attitude to those people who say, "the only sure thing you know about

duopolies is that there is one receptionist."
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Market Rank 12

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City Gainesville

Market Atlanta

State OA

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

Buyer (B) CaUs AM WKHX-AM

B City

B Format AM CW

B Frequency AM 590

B Power (KW) AM 5

B Arbitron AM ,4

Positions Interviewed General Man

FM WYAY-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

ager
General Sales Manager
Operations Manager
Business Manager
Traffic Director

CW

106.7

100

5.4

FM WKHX-FM

CW

101.5

100

9
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Market Rank 194

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City Champaign

Market Champaign

State IL

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

FM WKY-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

CW

100.3

12

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

FM WLRW-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

CH

94.5

50

16.2

Vice-President/General Manager
Marketing Director
Production Director
Business Manager
Traffic Director
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Market Rank 39

Purchased (?) Calls AM WLTC-AM

City Gastonia

Market Charlotte

State NC

P Format AM SO

P Frequency AM 1370

P Power (KW) AM 5

P Arbitron AM

FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

WRNA-AM

China Grove

SG

1140

1

Owner

Operations Manager

FM

FM

FM

FM

FM
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Market Rank NR

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City Decatur

Market Decatur

State IL

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

FM WYDS-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

CW

93.1

6

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

WSHY-AM

Sbelbyville

OL

1560

.5

FM WEJT-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

General Manager
Regional Sales Manager
Local Sales Manager
Production Director

AC

105.1

13
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Market Rank

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City

Market

State

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

212

WFTW-AM

Fort Walton Beach

Fort Walton Beach/Destin

FL

FM WKSM-FM

NX/TK

1260

1

1.5

FM

FM

FM

FM

CR

99.5

50

9.4

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City Mary Esther

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed General Man

FM WYZB-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

ager
Operations Manager
Promotions Director

Traffic Director

OL

105.5

3

10.8
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Market Rank NR

Purchased (?) CaUs AM WGGA-AM

City Gainesville

Market Gainesville

State GA

P Format AM SG

P Frequency AM 1240

P Power (KW) AM 1

P Arbitron AM

FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

WDUN-AM

Gainesville Clarkesville

TK

550

5

FM WMJE-FM

Owner/Chairman
Owner/President
Sales Manager
Operations Manager
News Director

Chief Engineer
Traffic Director

FM

FM

FM

FM

AC

102.9

2.75
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Market Rank

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City

Market

State

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

49

FM WKZL-FM

Winston-Salem

Greensboro/Winston-Salem

NC

FM AC

FM 107.5

FM ICQ

FM 4.6

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City Asheboro

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed Owner/Pr

FM WKRR-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

esident

General Sales Manager
Operations Manager

AR

923

ICQ

8.4
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Market Rank

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City

Market

State

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

93

WKIN-AM

Kingsport

Johnson City

TN

ON

1320

5

.7

FM WKOS-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

OL

104.9

1.38

4.1

Buyer (B) CaUs AM WJCW-AM

B City

B Format AM NX/TK

B Frequency AM 910

B Power (KW) AM 5

B Arbitron AM 32

Positions Interviewed Station Ma

FM WQIJT-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

CH

101.5

100

13.5

nager/WQ.UT Sales Manager
WKOS Sales Manager
AM Sales Manager
Program Director
Creative/Production Director
Production Director
Business Manager/Engineer
Chief Engineer
Office Manager
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Market Rank NR

Purchased (?) CaUs AM KBTM-AM

City Jonesboro

Market Jonesboro

State AR

P Format AM NX/TK

P Frequency AM 1230

P Power (KW) AM 1

P Arbitron AM

FM KJBR-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

AC

101.9

100

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

FM KFIN-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

CW

107.9

100

Owner

National Sales Manager
Vice-President of Administration
Chief Financial Officer
Traffic Director
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Market Rank 71

Purchased (?) Calls AM WEZK-AM

City Knoxville

Market Knoxville

State TN

P Format AM AC

P Frequency AM 1240

P Power (KW) AM 1

P Arbitron AM .1

FM WIMZ-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

AR

103.5

100

7.1

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

FM WEZK-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

President
General Manager
Business Manager

AC

97.5

100

8.8
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Market Rank 125

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City Winchester

Market Lexington

State KY

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

FM WWYC-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

CW

100.1

32

2.1

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

WLAP-AM

Lexington

NX

630

5

9

General Manager
General Sales Manager
Promotions Director

Business Manager

FM WMXL-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

AC

94.5

100

7.7
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Market Rank

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City

Market

State

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

51

Louisville-Prism

Louisville

KY

FM WTFX-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

AR

100.5

50

Buyer (B) Calls AM WWKY-AM

B City

B Format AM TK

B Frequency AM 790

B Power (KW) AM 5

B Arbitron AM 42

Positions Interviewed General Ma

FM WVEZ-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

SA

106.9

24.5

5.8

nager
Production Director
Business Manager
(Bookkeeping/Personnel)
Business Manager (Traffic Director)
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Market Rank

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City

Market

State

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

51

WAVG-AM FM

Louisville-Sunnyside

Louisville

KY

AS FM

970 FM

5  FM

3.4 FM

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

WXVW-AM FM

Jeffersonville IN

SX FM

1450 FM

1  FM

.6 FM

Owner (General Manager, General Sales
Manager, Sports Broadcaster)
Operations Manager
Business Manager
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Market Rank NR

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City Opelika

Market Opelika

State AL

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

FM WMXA-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

AC

%.7

.73

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

WZMG-AM

Opelika Auburn

KB

1520

5

FM WKKR-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

CW

97.7

1.35

Owner

News Director/Sports Director
Business Manager (Bookkeeper)
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Market Rank

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City

Market

State

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

150

Hardeeville

Savannah GA

SC

FM WLVH-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

SB

101.1

50

11.6

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

WSOK-AM

Savannah

BG

1230

1

6.5

General Manager
Sales Manager
Operations Manager
Production Director
Business Manager
Traffic Director

FM WAEV-FM

FM

FM

FM

FM

AC

97.3

100

4.5
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Market Rank

Purchased (?) Calls AM

City

Market

State

P Format AM

P Frequency AM

P Power (KW) AM

P Arbitron AM

FM WBIG-FM

Washington, D.C.

Washington, D.C.

EC

FM

FM

FM

FM

OL

100.3

36

3

Buyer (B) Calls AM

B City

B Format AM

B Frequency AM

B Power (KW) AM

B Arbitron AM

Positions Interviewed

WTEM-AM

Bethesda Washington, D.C.

SX FM

570 FM

5  FM

1  FM

General Manager (WGMS)

FM WGMS-FM

FA

103.5

44

3.3

2%

-J
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November 24,1993

«name»

«position co.»
«calls»

«address»
«city St zip»

Dear «title» «last»:

On September 16, 1992 new FCC regulations allowed radio station owners
to create duopolies in local markets. During the first year of this change in
the multiple ownership rules radio station owners created 298 duopolies.
According to my research you were one of those owners.

I am asking a select group of these radio station owners to be involved
in a formal research project to examine the organizational structure and
management strategies used at radio station duopohes. Your participation in
this study will help bring the radio industry to a better understanding of the
design of a duopoly, the viewpoints behind a duopoly, and the directions for a
duopoly. The insight you can provide from your unique duopoly will help
other radio station owners and managers now in a duopoly or those
considering a duopoly. This research is part of my dissertation at the
University of Tennessee-Knoxville. Should you decide to take part in the next
stage of this research here is what will happen:

1) Fill out the enclosed duopoly research form and return it to me in the
postage-paid envelope (the information you provide will help confirm my
research efforts);

2) As the forms are received 1 will phone you to schedule a day where I
can visit your radio stations and interview selected staff; and,

3) The visit should include interviews with the General Manager, the
owner (if on site), and other managerial positions affected by the creation of
the duopoly (sales managers, news directors, engineers, traffic, business
managers, etc.) Each interview should be from one-half to one hour.

Even if you decide not to have me visit your stations please fill out and
return the form. The information will be valuable for future research
projects involving duopolies. Of course, information that is of a confidential
nature will not be identified with any one duopoly or individual. Should you
have any questions about this research project please contact me or the chair
of my doctoral committee. Dr. Sam Swan. A summary of the research findings
will be provided to the participants.

Thank you, «title» «last», for your time and cooperation.
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DUOPOLY RESEARCH INFORMATION

Please fill out the information below and return this form in the enclosed
postage-paid envelope. Thank you.

BUYER CALL LETTERS

PURCHASED CALL LETTERS

FCC ACTION DATE ^

Are the stations in the duopoly operated with (check one):

SEPARATE STAFFS

CONSOLIDATED STAFFS

COMBINATION OF SEPARATE
AND CONSOLIDATED STAFFS

Please list any staff positions that were consolidated after the duopoly:

Do you and your station staff wish to participate further in this research
project:

YES ND

If yes, who should be contacted to schedule a visit:

NAME

POSITION

PHONE

If different from above:

YOUR NAME

POSITION

PHONE

Again, thank you for your time and cooperation,
linwood A. Hagin
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December 8,1993

«name»

«position co.»
«calls»

«address»
«city St zip»

Dear «title» «last»:

Two weeks ago you were sent a letter describing my doctoral research
into the organizational structure and management strategies of duopolies.
Enclosed was a form requesting acknowledgment of your further participation
and verification of your duopoly information. If the form was lost in the mail
or misplaced I am sending this second letter as a reminder or replacement
along with an additional form to send back to me. Also enclosed is a copy of the
original letter outlining the instructions.

«title» «last», it is vitally important that enough stations respond to my
inquiry so that a representative number of stations can be chosen for an in-
depth analysis of duopolies. I would appreciate it very much if you could fill
out the enclosed form and send it back to me as soon as possible.

If you have already mailed the original form please disregard this
notice. Thank you, «title» «last», for your interest and cooperation.

Sincerely,
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December 17,1993

«name»

«position co.»
«calls»
«address»
«city St zip»

Dear «title» «last»:

Thank you for showing an interest in my research project on radio
station duopolies. I have received enough affirmative responses to begin
making phone calls for appointments. Since the holiday season is upon us 1
will begin making calls the week of December 20th to schedule appointments
beginning January 3rd. This should avoid not having access to any of your
employees due to vacation time or the busy pre-Christmas rush of radio
programming and selling.

Since this research is not being funded by an outside source at this
point 1 am trying to keep costs to a minimum. Therefore, may I ask that you
have the following information available when 1 call to arrange an
appointment:

1) Several suggested dates for visiting your stations and interviewing
staff;

2) Names and titles of those employees 1 will be interviewing (primarily
those affected by the consolidation); and,

3) Directions to your stations from the nearest Interstate.

From Knoxville it looks like 1 will be making eastern, western, and southern
trips. I will be trying to visit several stations on each trip with the flexibility
of spending addition^ time at a station if needed. Again, thanks, «title» «last»,
for your help. 1 look forward to meeting you and your staff.

Sincerely,
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December 29, 1993

«name»

«position co.»
«calls»
«address»
«city St zip»

Dear «title» «last»:

Thank you for your cooperation with my duopoly research project. As
we talked about on the phone 1 plan to visit your stations on Wednesday,
January 12th at 9 A.M. The people you suggested 1 should interview besides
yourself were:

(Names and Positions listed Here)

Also enclosed is the consent form I will ask each person to read and
sign. Again, thanks, «title» «last», for your assistance. 1 look forward to
meeting you and your staff.

Sincerely,
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INTERVIEW GUIDE

I. What were the reasons for your company/station to buy (purchased

station)?

A. Expand on these reasons.

B. Are the reasons still evident today?

II. What was the organizational structure of each station before the

duopoly was formed?

III. What is the organizational structure now (Describe in chart format)?

A. How did you (owner/general manager) arrive at this structure?

1. Did you look at other stations?

Z  Did trade literature affect your decision?

B. Has the structure changed since the initial formation?

1. What external forces might have caused these changes?

- competition

- economy

Z  What internal forces might have caused these changes?

- personnel

- finances/debt

IV. Compare your organizational structure with other duopoly

organizational structures.

A. In what ways is your structure different?

B. The same?

G  Would this structure work with other types of duopolies?
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V. What strategies have been set for your organization since the duopoly

was formed? How will/have you implement(ed) these strategies? What

positive or negative effects have you noticed about these strategies?

Why have each of the strategies in the following areas been succcessful

or not successful? Talk about the differences between the strategies

used for a duopoly and the strategy used for a single station. (Ask each

of these questions for the following areas).

A. Business/financial.

B. Promotions.

G  Sales.

EX News.

E  Competition.

E  Other (Engineering, Traffic, Administration).

F. Facilities.

VI. Compare your strategies with other duopoly strategies.

A. In what ways are your strategies different?

B. The same?

C  Would these strategies work with other types of duopolies?
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INTERVIEW GUIDE-REVISED

INTRODUCTION QUESTION:

Describe your background in radio and how you became involved with these

radio stations.

I. Conditions for a duopoly.

A. What are the requirements for putting together a duopoly?

B. What conditions are necessary to put together a duopoly?

C  What experiences are necessaiy to put together a duopoly?

D  Why was this duopoly put together?

II. Formation of a duopoly.

A. Who was involved in the creation of this duopoly?

B. Describe the design of this duopoly?

III. Practicalities of a duopoly.

A. What does each manager offer to the duopoly?

B. What can the duopoly offer for the employee? the owner?

C  How has the range in which a particular manager functions,

changed since the duopoly was formed?

D  What does this duopoly offer for advertisers? for listeners?

IV. Perceptions of a duopoly.

A. What kind of control is exerted over the duopoly by:

1. Advertisers

Z  Owner

3. Partner station

4. Employee
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5. Competition

6. Listener

7. Market

8. Location

9. Organizational culture

B. What perceptions did you bring to the duopoly?

C  What skills are necessary for the efficient operation of this

duopoly?

V. Dynamics of a duopoly.

A. Describe the rate of growth of the duopoly organization?

B. How do you see this duopoly reacting to the djmamics of the:

1. Advertiser needs

Z  Competition

3. Target audience

4. Station interaction within the duopoly

VI. Directions of a duopoly.

A. What are some possible negative outcomes to these strategies?

B. What are some possible positive outcomes (if not already

mentioned)?

C  What direction does this duopoly go from here?

D  Would there be anything you would do differently with this

duopoly?
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Louisville, Kentucky Prism Duopoly
Kenny Frankum, Business Manager (Bookkeeping/Personnel)

I: Why don't you start off Kenny by describing your background in radio
and bow you got involved with these stations.

KF: My background is not very long. 1 have only been involved in for
about two and a half years now. 1 came to these stations by signing up with a
temporary service and 1 came down here, this was my first assignment from
the temporary service and 1 stuck. So that is bow 1 got into it. It was by
accident.

1: Your title is business manager, is that right?

KF: Yeah.

1: Can you tell me from your perspective or what you think the conditions
or requirements are for the duopoly?

KF: Conditions or requirements? It seems to me like a duopoly is a very good
idea, being at it from my point of view of business, because it enables us to run
several different stations, you know, under one roof and have some cost
savings by being able to share responsibilities with the different departments
and cost. Cost involved as far as rent and so forth like that. It is very efficient
from my point of view and 1 am real happy with it.

1: What type of ejqjeriences do you think are necessary to put a duopoly
together?

KF: Well you know it is such a new thing that we are just kind of fishing
along as we go and, you know, finding our way.

1: What has helped you as business manager to work in this type of
situation?

KF: 1 think it has just been the ability, at this point, the abibty to put up
with chaos because we went from running two stations to starting up another
one, brand new from scratch. We have more than doubled our staff and we
have bad to buy a piece of equipment after piece of equipment after piece of
equipment and then try to integrate everyone into a system where we have
three stations instead of two. It has been quite a challenge. It has been a little
hectic, a little chaotic but it seems to be coming together now.

1: Are you aware of why this duopoly was put together?

KF: It seems to me, from what 1 know, that Bill Pbalen, the bead of the
company just saw that as the way to go for now. You know, to do business in
radio now is the cutting edge and you are either going to do duopolies and
capitalize on that or you are going to be lost.
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I: Do you interact with the other business managers of the other duopolies
at present here?

KF: Yes, I do.

I: Do you share information?

KF: Yeah, we try to help each other along. We are trying to make sure that
we get all our using the same system and stuff, you know, same kind of
softwares and whatever so you know that any problems that crop up we can
solve.

I: Is there just one business manager for each of those locations?
KF: Well no there isn't. This is the fost one of the Prisms that we have tried
to do with one, you know. Before basically the other places where they had it
in two stations and two stations with pretty much a complete staff for these two
and a complete staff for the other two. This is the first one where we are
trying to run it under one. Be just, you know, one place and consolidate some
of the positions.

I: When you say "two stations" and "two stations" do you mean like AM-AM
and FM-FM?

KF: No AM-FM and AM-FM.

I: OK

KF: See before you could only own AM and FM in the market and now you
can own more but the way they were sold or the way they were bought was the
AM and FM, the AM and FM so they are like in Tucson and still being run. Two
separate businesses.

I: From your perspective again can you describe what you see as the
design of this duopoly, the structure of it with the people involved?

KF: Well this is the one with the ideas. We are trying to set this up as a
model for the rest of the company. You know, we want to utilize as many
savings as we can and if we can get away with the one business manager and
one general manager, see the other way we have two stations in Tucson and we
have a general manager at these two and a general manager at the other two.
So this is the first time we are trying to do it with one and one, you know. So
that is what we are trying to do at the top, you know, the administrative levels
and keep it one person under that. You know we still have a program director
for TFX and a program director for ZEZ and the sales manager and all of that
and still have to be duplicated. At this point, we have looked at maybe
consolidating the sales force but it doesn't seem to be a real viable option at
this point.
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I: The only consolidations then are the people on the list here?

KF: That is...

I: Well in your position as business manager what do you see yourself
offering the duopoly?

KF: First off, cost efficiency because we will be paying one person instead
of two in my position. Even if I end up having to have an assistant they will
be somebody that we could get at a lower salary than another business
manager and still be cost savings.

I: What do you see the duopoly offering the employees at this station?

KF: More security because it is going to be a more viable business with
three stations generating, or four stations actually we will probably end up
with four, generating revenue. You know, if one should fall on lean times
there is still going to be two or three others to hold it up so, you know, with
having that many under one place there would be a lot more security and
stability in the business.

1: What about the owner, what does the duopoly offer an owner?

KF: 1 think cost efficiency and more revenue more bottom line money.

I: Jim told me that you were here before the new station was put on the
air. Can you describe how your function in the role as business manager how
that has changed from the two stations to adding a third station? What are your
responsibilities, your duties and so forth?

KF: I am just snowballed. 1 am still at this point trying to get a handle on it.
If you will look at my office you will see that I am not there yet. But I think as
1 put the system in place and get people set in it is going to be real good. You
know ever^hing went real smooth before. There was the two stations, things
were set up to go that way and I just worked from day to day without many
hitches. But since we have started the other station there has been numerable
problems because we put the third station on the air with spare parts that we
had from the other two just to get it on the air just as quick as we could and
then we ordered all the equipment for it and as the new pieces of equipment
came in we plugged them in but there was always problems, you know. There
was constantly problems in buying equipment, repairing equipment, you
know, arranging for people to take care of certain jobs and stuff. Then we had
the real sudden increase in the number of employees and all the problems that
go along with that. Coordinating their benefits and you know just getting
them settled in, getting the simple things like a place to sit down and a pencil
to write with and things like that because we went from about 22 employees to
we have 50 now. So we were a real lean little operation under the former
owners.
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I: What do you think the duopoly offers for the advertisers?

KF: I think we can probably better cover their needs because we have more
different demographics that we are reaching now. So any time you can do that
and if we could add another station or we can find another little niche market
that we can reach 1 think it will be better for the advertisers. We can really
show them all the different people we are reaching and, you know, find out
which is best suited for them. You know, they might have a need for one part
of their product at one market and another part at another market. So I think
we have some benefits to offer them.

I: How about the listeners, are they receiving anything by combining the
stations?

KF: The biggest thing that I have seen is that we added a hot rock and roll
station here. It is pretty cutting edge and there is a lot of humor involved and
stuff and this was pretty much a very staid place before. We had WZE which
was adult contemporary music to talk radio. It was a very quiet laid back place.
Now we have all these rock and roll types in here so our listeners have
changed. People that are walking in the door or calling and stuff are just a
whole different group of people that we are dealing with and it has been very
interesting.

I: Was that a niche that wasn't being met here in Louisville, rock and roll?

KF: Right because before the only rock station in town was QMF and they
were classic rock, generally trying to reach older people. So now we have
moved into the younger rock market. The main market we are trying to reach
is 18 to 34. Sometimes we say 18 to 40 year old market. We are number one in
that area so it has really made a difference.

I: How do you think the advertisers have perceived the creation of the
duopoly?

KF: They viewed it with a little caution at first they wanted to stand back and
see what was going to happen. Then the first book came out in the Fall which
covered some of the ... and the FOX did real well in it and it looked like it was
going to be a viable product so then they were a little more encouraged and
start spending a little more money. I think that when the next book comes out
which will be pretty soon it will show that continuation in the market and
they are going to be a little more comfortable with it. So they have been about
six or seven months. It is good that they have rocketed to the top in that time.
You know like we were just behind OMF in the first book that came out and
then the trend came out the next month. You get a book every three months
and a Trend in between and in the next two Trends we passed them up.

I: What kind of control or insight do you think the owner gives to this
duopoly?
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KF: He is pretty much been hands off with it. We are pretty autonomous
here. Of course, we report what we do at the end of the month back to him but
he hasn't exerted a lot of influence on us yet. Other than the ideas of what to
do I mean he is service quality oriented person. So that is more empowering to
work for, you know, you all decide how to do the job there. That is the
philosophy behind it there.

1: How about the employees at the station. What kind of influence or input
do they give to the duopoly?

KF: The way we worked before we had a very strong general manager and
there was one way of doing things around here, his way. With Prism taking
over and the service quality idea, you know, people all over the station are
deciding what needs to be done and how we should do it. Now the people
actually do ... here. We are really trying to push forward this service quahty
idea, settle the kinks and stuff to solve the problems and questions that arise.
It has generated a real healthy atmosphere here among the employees. They
are just more involved with the station and they feel more a part of it.

1: Do you see your competition in this Louisville market effecting this
duopoly at all?

KF: You always have to consider your competition is going to affect you.

1: How would they do it then?

KF: You have to always look to the future and know where you are going
and the way we have been looking at it is that duopohes are going to be the
way to go and we are the only one here right now but that is not going to last
so we just feel that we need to lead the way and to do that that is why we are
probably going to try and get another FM station. We will go to four stations
then. 1 think that is the idea. We are either going to lead the way or be lost so
we are going to lead the way.

1: You mentioned earUer about the different types of hsteners coming in
and calling and so forth, can you give me some examples of maybe some
feedback that you have gotten from them concerning the duopoly?

KF: Concerning the duopoly. Ha! Hal, I don't know. 1 don't think that there
is that big of perception out there with listeners that there is a duopoly. They
just know the new rock station we have. The feedback that I have had from
them on the answering machine after hours, 1 come in in the morning and I
am hstening and they are going "Yeah man, play me some rock, play me some
Matelica." Stuff like that so that is really interesting. It is definitely a
different segment of the population that we are reaching.

1: What about the market itself. The geography maybe the retail aspect,
how does that affect the duopoly? Does being in Louisville, Kentucky mean
anything itself?
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KF: I don't think it would be that much different from any other. I think
the duopoly idea is just going to allow someone to serve the advertiser a little
better and pinpoint the market they need to reach a little better. One stop
shopping is going to have to deal with limited people.

I: What kind of influence do you think the location of these stations
affects how the duopoly operates being in this one building?

KF: Well we like the idea of everybody being together, you know, all the
stations being together. But we are looking for another location at this time.
We are having some growing pains here. We just hired two more sales people
and a vendor co-op person and I am looking at broom closets now for places to
put them in. I just have run out of space, you know, where we use to have just
plenty of space with empty offices setting around every on air person use to
have their own office. Now none of them do. We just make one big jock
lounge for all the on air people so we are experiencing growing pains but we
are looking for a new building to move to. We did a survey among the people
and we decided we wanted to stay in the downtown area here just because it
seems to be more central, you know, to going anywhere in the community to
sell or for people coming in to work. It just seems to be a little better so we are
looking in this area.

I: How would you describe the culture of all the people working together
at this one location?

KF: It seems to be great. I mean, it could be real tense around here before
we had a very demanding general manager, you know, it was a small operation
so things were not always lighthearted as they should be and there seems to be
good interaction among the people in all the different stations in the area.
The people are walking around most of the time with a smile on their faces and
telling jokes and stuff. There is still always little problems that crop up and
people will have disagreements but it seems to be blending well.

1: You had mentioned earlier and you used the word chaos, 1 think, "before
the chaos came, before the first station or as the first station was being added"
what sort of perceptions did you have about what was going to take place?

KF: 1 sure didn't anticipate all of the problems that we have had and all the
growing pains but 1 felt good about embracing the change, you know, and
moving ahead with it even though it has been particularly trying in my
position because I have had to coordinate a whole lot of the stuff. When we
would hire people to work in one station and they would just come in and do
the job but 1 was doing all this new stuff and added responsibilities, you know,
from what I had to do before. It has taken quite a bit of adjustment on my part
but I feel good looking towards the future about it.

I: Are there any skills that you have had to develop to accommodate those
new responsibilities?
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KF: I have had to leam to wear my tennis shoes to work. I seem to be on the
move a lot and I have to be able to deal with problems quickly. Seems like 1
walked up the hall and 1 can't go too far before someone is hollering my name
about this or that or the other. So 1 just had to leam how to deal with
something quickly and move on or pass it on to someone else who should
handle it or something.

1: In the seven months can you describe what you describe what you have
seen as the rate of growth in the organization? 1 know you have mentioned
more employees, are there other areas that you have seen where the
organization has grown?

KF: We are outgrowing our space here and we need extra space. I mean, our
market out there is growing. We are reaching a lot more people and we have
also made improvements on the AM and on the ZEZ since then too and EZ is
growing and it's audience is starting to creep up and now we are going to start
to push on our AM and talk radio and make a bunch new improvements to it in
hopes of it growing too.

1: How about revenue, has that grown along with everything else?

KF: Yeah. Yes, it has. FOX is just coming along real well and that really
helps. The AM has started to sell our own sell shows now, you know, someone
that want come in and do an hour talk radio show, we sell it to them. So the
revenue on the AM has increased. We have increased it by doing that. The old
FM, ZEZ, it has always been a real steady performer because of the kind of
music it plays. It has just always been perceived as a value in this market.
Whether the ratings were up or down it has always been perceived as a value
because they reach so many offices during the day and things like that. It is
Ae kind of music that you turn on and have in the background and it is not
intrusive. So people have always viewed it as a value but 1 think with typing
the format out exclusively with light 106.9 now has started to see an increase
in the ratings and a growth in the sales place.

1: Start with the advertisers. There are a couple of categories that 1 want
to mention in relation to this next question. The needs of the advertisers are
changing all the time are you aware of what strategies are going to be
implemented to accommodate the needs of the advertisers?

KF: That is not really something that I have been involved with a lot. You
know, we have two sales managers that have concentrated more on that.

I: OK. How about the competition, do you have any strategies or plans to
continue battling the competition?

KF: Our competition, one of their strategies has been to, they leased a 3,000
watt station. QMF did, they were classic rock. Then we came in and took the
younger market away from them so now they have went and leased a 3,000
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watt station which they plan to play just basically music targeted to young
people and they would like to draw some of those young people away from us
this way and expand and try to squeeze us from the middle, you know, try to
squeeze us out of the middle. The want to kind of get above us and below us and
kind of put the squeeze on. That seems to be their strategy right now. But
there is a cost involved in doing that in that they only have a 3,000 watt station
on the lower end to do it with and no budget so they can't advertise it well,
promote it, or do anything like that and 1 think we will just be able to move
ahead with a stronger marketing plan. You know we have got TV budgeted,
billboard budgeted, and as well as print media. We also have a continued
commitment to provide a quality product so 1 think we will sail right on
through that. 1 think that low end attempts will be a short lived one because
they will not be able to afford this over a long period of time.

1: Whose is that owner?

KF: John Otting. Otting Broadcasting. He is locally owned and he lives here
in town. He has got the one station and he has leased this other station.

1: What about the needs of the audience, you probably have seen some
changes in that? They are going to change too, what plans are in store to meet
those needs?

KF: We are just aggressively tiying to stay on top of the what they are
wanting. We are doing marketing research all the time. We budget money to
really research it and see what needs to be done and try to stay on top of it and
fulfiU those needs.

I: Is that your own in house research or do you contract that?

KF: A combination of both, we have one research thing set up for company
Y and we do it here through our computer and modem system that calls out. We
do it there and then we do some where we just contract marketing research
too.

1: Of those strategies that you talked about do you see any possible negative
outcomes to them?

KF: Nay, we don't want to look at it that way. We will look at it and try to use
the market research and try to stay ahead of the problem and see where we
need to go and make sure that we steer in that direction.

1: Combining two questions here, what positive outcomes do you see and
where do you think those outcomes are going to take the duopoly from this
point?

KF: 1 just see us growing real strong. 1 am looking at the budget and the way
we are covering stuff 1 see us being a real financially secure organization. So,
you know, we should be able to be steady. There has been a lot of turnover in
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the radio market especially in the past ten or 15 years. It is constantly turning
over and if we can establish an ownership here that is going be here for a
while and have some stability, you know, I think that can do nothing but
benefit us. You know, and benefit the community and the advertisers too. We
are looking for this fourth station and that is another segment on the market
and we will be able to cover...

I: If you had to do anything differently, what would that be?

KF: I think probably 1 would have tried to have been a little better prepared
for this changeover. 1 just was not aware of how enormous the task was going
to be at the time.

I: You are not the first to say that. I am hearing that from almost
everyone that 1 talk to. More prepared.

KF: You know, 1 am not sure what you could have prepared with because it
just hasn't been done before and there is no one to tafic on how to do an
effective job, you know. We just had to kind of find our way as we went along
but it seemed alright. You know, we make use of these committees to solve
problems and stuff with and we have come up with ideas and solutions and try
to implement them and it seems to be working out. I see things clearing up as
we go.

1: Well great, for only being in the business for three years you had some
real good answers and you know what you are talking about. That completes
the interview. I appreciate your help.
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Position

Market

TX Code

Resp. Area

Qjiestion #

Answer

Participant's Name

Participant's Title

Location of Duopoly

Transcription Page and Line Numbers

Responsibility Area for Position

Question Order on Revised Interview Guide

Portion of Transcription Analyzed
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Question #

Question Groups
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Answer Coding

Participant's Name

Participant's Title

Location of Duopoly

Transcription Page and Line Numbers

Responsibility Area for Position

Question Order on Revised Interview Guide

Group Question # Belongs To

[Portion of Transcription Analyzed

Ke> words or phrases chosen from answer
for coding purposes
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Severance Agreements for Emoloyees

^OmmuntcaiM)n< inc

■0 M.ocic Siteei
Bnogeoofl. CT 0660J-J2"
:03-33ja800
fA> 203-367-93«6

March 12. 1993

Ms. Sally Appel
Acting General Manager
Y106/Y1(M
200 The Galeria
Suite 900
Atlanta. GA 30339

notify
Rjd'.ard A. Fefguson
htiiOWl

Dear Sally.

This letter wll serve as written confirmation of your new compensation package while you are
serving as acting General Manager of Y106/Y104FM. Effective February 1. 1993. you will be
paid a salary of $5,833.33 per pay period which is an annual salary of $140,000. This will
supersede the compensation plan you fiave been receiving as General Sales t^nager. There
wH be no performance bonus as a part of this compensation plan.

Saily. you wffl also receive a 'Stay Bonus* of $11,666 if you remain with NewCity up to the time
ownership of Yl06 is transferred. This is based on one month of tfie Acting General f^nager
salary. If you are not hired t>y the new owner or if you choose not to accept an offer from the
new owner, you will receive up to six months severance from NewCity at the rate of $4.291.66
per pay period which is based on your General Sales Manager annual salary of $103,000 per
year. NewCity wB pay this severance plan in fuH if you remain unemployed or will pay the
difference between what your new job pays and the severance rate. During this period, you vrill
be able to remain on the NewCity Health Plan under ttie same rmancial arrangement that you
enjoyed as a fuH time employee.

SaBy, if this letter accurately reflects your understanding of our agreement, please initial a copy
and return it to me.

Sin rely

RAF/lg

WZ2K AM/FM
Bifmmgnam ,

WE2N (FM)
Bnogeport

WYAY(Y106FM)
Gainesviiie'
Attvua

WYAJ (Y104FM)
UiGran9e'
Aiianu

WOBO
WWKA (K92FM)
CVtanoo

KKYX
KCYY (YiMFM)
San Amomc

WSYR
WYYY fY94FM)
Syracuse

KRMG
K«VCN(K95FM)
lufsa

Amefcan
Comcoy
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WWKY Lite_106.9
TALKRADIO '>> V E z
AM * 790 Faroriies

LOUISVILLE PRISM GOALS

1994

The following lists goals, aspirations and areas we can improve at our radio
stations during the new year. Please retain for the year your copy of this list as
a constant reminder of what we are attempting to achieve each and every day.
Additionally, share this information with new employees to help them join us in
our efforts from the first day of their employment. You are encouraged to add
items to the list that are specific to your department as well as goals that will
benefit the entire operation.

1993 was a great beginning ... we are doing extremely well! Let's move ahead
in 1994 to improve on a very "good" thing.
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PRISM

GROW OUR CUMULATIVE AUDIENCE
EXCEED OUR REVENUE PLANS

ENHANCE COMMUNITY SERVICE ON AND OFF THE AIR
IMPROVE CUSTOMER FOCUS

CARE ABOUT LISTENERS

BE THE "BIG EVENT" STATIONS

CREATE TOP-OF-MIND AWARENESS OF OUR COMPANY WITH
LISTENERS

QUALITY EMPLOYER - THE PLACE THAT PEOPLE WANT TO WORK
GREAT OPERATION - BE THE BENCHMARK FOR OTHER STATIONS
BECOME A SERVICE-QUALITY COMPANY
CUSTOMER FOCUS - INTERNALLY AND EXTERNALLY
CREATE FUN

MINIMIZE EMPLOYEE TURNOVER

IMPROVE ORGANIZATION

UTILIZE LONG-RANGE PLANNING

BEST PHYSICAL FACILITY

KEEP AN EYE ON THE FUTURE

BE INNOVATORS IN PROGRAMMING & SALES - MARKETING NEW
IDEAS

ASPIRE TO TEAMWORK

3 AS 1 GIANT MARKETING TOOL

COMMIT TO BETTER INTERNAL COMMUNICATION
EMBELLISH THE SYNERGY OF THE TROMBO

CROSS-PROMOTION OF 3 FACILITIES
BEST MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES

MINIMIZE WASTE

423



UPDATE

HALL COUNTY'S MOST LISTENED TO RADIO STATION

1993 Arbitron County Survey
Monday-Friday, 6AM to 7PM
All radio stations, AM and FM,
Atlanta Metro included.

Narduut MNnMttMl vtd Tcli

HALL COUNTY'S NUMBER ONE FM NON-METRO STATION
1993 Arbitron County Survey
Monday-Sunday,
6AM to 12 Midnight
Includes all FM listening
outside of Atlanta Metro
stations.

H

102 FM
CanUmwus Soft Hftf

HALL COUNTY'S EXCITING NEW AM SOUTHERN GOSPEL
The airways for country and
gospel music listening have
been changed with the new
full-service, 24-hour a day
programming on Gainesville's
oldest radio call letters.

%

Offers Something For Everyone
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Fuller Broadcasting
WKKR-WZMG-WMXA

Organizational Chart

£
Ro>- Harrison

Program Director
WKKR

Prod. Dir.

On Air

Gary Fuller
Pres. A Gen. Mgr

Laura Fuller
Bookeeper

Glenn Buxton

Sr. VP A AiiL Gen. Mgr.

Clarence Van Cure

VP A Gen. Sales Mgr.

WKKR-WZMG

Andy Burchum
News Director

Sports Director

Richard LaGrand

WZMG Sales Mgr.
Account Executives

Jackie Murray
Traffic Mgr.

Receptionist

Randy Brother
VP A Gen. Sales Mgr.

WMXA-FM

Peggy Traylor

Sr. Acct Exec.

rI Account Executhes j
J

1

Charlie Pruett

Program Dir.
WZMG

On Air

Yvonne Batts

Gospel P.D.
WZMG J

On Air

Alisa Riley

Program Director

WMXA

: Prod. Dir.

;On Air
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ENGINEERING STATEMENT

This radio market analysis was prepared to determine the number of stations contributing
to a local radio market under §73.3555. The market is defined to be the union of the principal
community contours of the stations in question. For the purposes of this studv, the principal
community contour for FM stations is the predicted 70 dB// (3.16 mV/m) contour and for AM
stations the predicted or measured 5 mV/m contour. Market contributors are those commercial
licensed stations whose pnncipal community contours overlap, in whole or in part, with the
principal community contours of the stations in question (i.e. the station for which an
authorizauon is sought and any station in the same service that would be commonly owned
whose principal community contour overlaps the principal community contour of that station).

I. FM 70 cIBh contours

Technical data for FM broadcast stations were obtained from the latest version of the FCC
FM Engmeering Database, made available monthly by the National Technical Information
Service, U.S. Department of Commerce. The operational status of each station was based on
information contained within the appropriate database records.

For each FM station, terrain elevation data from 3 to 16 kilometers on radials spaced at
5 degree azimuthal intervals starting with True North were extracted from the computerized
30-second point elevation database version of Elevation Data For North America, available
from the Department of Commerce, National Geophysical Data Center, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration. A total of 261 poinu along each radial were linearlv interpolated
according to §73.312(d). '

The height above average terrain along each of the 72 radials was computed by averaging
the elevations between 3 and 16 kilometers below the antenna radiation center in accordance with
§73.313(d)(3). In cases where a part of the 3 to 16 kilometers portion of a radial extends over
seawater, only that part of the radial extending from the 3 kilometers sector to the outermost
portion of land is used in the computation of antenna height above average terrain.

In the case of foreign licensed FM stations, the distances to the 70 contours in all
directions are computed using the antenna height above average terrain specified in the FM
Engineering Database.

The locations of the 70 dB/r F(50,50) principal community contours of all F.M stations
shown on the attached map were calculated according to the computer methods outlined in F.C.C.
publication PB-249144, Field Strength Calculations For TV And FM Broadcasting. The
computer methods use digitized data taken directly from the graph of §73.333 Figure 1.
Intermediate values are obtained using bivariate interpolation techniques for surface fitting.
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II. AM 5 MV/M CONTOURS

Technical data for AM broadcast stations were obtained from the latest version of the
FCC AM Engineering Database, released monthly.

Soil conductivities used in the determination of distances to the 5 mV/m groundwave
contours of domestic stations within the conterminous United States were derived from the
computerized FCC M-3 soil conductivity database. For foreign and Alaskan stations, soil data
were taken from the Region 11 soil conductivity database. Conductivity data were extracted for
every 5 degrees of azimuth.

For stations employing directional antenna systems, the Standard Radiation using the
theoretical operating parameters contained within the AM Engineering Database was computed
and used for inverse field strength. In the case of nondirectional stations, the effective field
strengths at one kilometer were employed.

In accordance with §73.183(e), the "equivalent-distance" (Kirke) method was used to
determine the distances to the 5 mV/m groundwave contours where more than one conductivity
zone exists over the path length.

Distances to contours along intermediate azimuths were obtained mathematically by third
order piecewise polynomial approximations.

III. ANALYSIS OF COMBINED AUDIENCE SHARE

The radio market, as previously defined, is comprised of in excess of 14 stations so the
provisions of §73.3555(a)(l)(ii) apply to this study. The attached radio market combined
audience share analysis indicates the total combined audience share. Because the combined
principal community contours either do not overlap a defined Arbitron Radio Metro Survey Area,
or such overlap occurs within a minority of the overall coverage area, audience share data have
been derived from the Arbitron County Coverage Database. The data contained within this
database were derived from an average of the results of the four rating periods of the preceding
calendar year.

The listeners contained within the county boundaries that fall within the principal
community contours of the stations in question were summed to determine the total county radio
listeners within the market. The listener contributions from each county are listed on page one
of the analysis as are the county populations rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

To determine the audience share of each station within each county, the number of
average quarter-hour county listeners to each station is expressed as a percentage of the total
county radio listeners. These ratings for each station within a county were summed to arrive at
a combined market share for each county. The final audience share was computed according to
the method of footnote 73, Memorandum Opinion And Order. MM Docket No. 91-140. The
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county share totals were weighted based upon the listening populations of the counties and
totalled to arrive at the average audience share for applying the 25 percent guideline. The last
page of the study shows that the combined audience share of the stations in question does not
exceed the 25 percent threshold.

IV. CONCLUSION

It is believed that all methods employed in making the determinations contained within
this market analysis are in accordance with applicable F.C.C. Rules and Regulations and Good
Engineering Practice.

Lawrence L. Morton, P.E.
Consulting Telecommunications Engineer

Mesa Oaks, California
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RADIO MARKET ANALYSIS
01/20/93

STUDY MARKET

WEJT

WSHY

WYDS

105.1 KHz

1560 kHz

93.1 MHz

SHELBYVILLE, IL
SHELBYVILLE, IL
DECATUR, IL

FM CONTRIBUTORS

OMJIATIVC FREO COATCUt OVERuAF III KM TO

WIKET SIZE suTioa CITT/STATE/COUWTIT U MHZ VEJT 70 dBu WSHT 5 |^7» WYDS dBu

1 •WJT SHELarvtlLE IL US 105.1 20.5 12.8

2 •wros DECATUR IL US 93.1 12.

1 UXCOFM RANA IL US 100.9 6. 4.1 •••«•

i ucac EFFINCNAK U us 95.7 10.9

S WXFM MOUNT ZIOH IL US 99.3 6. 23.5

« UDZQ DECATUR IL us 95.1 35. 17.a 2S.6

r WKJa SULLIVAN IL us 106.3 7.

a WIIHFM HATTOGN IL us 96.9 15. 12.5

a WSOTFM DEUTUR IL us 102.9 22. 36.8

AM CONTRIBUTORS

OMJUtTIVt

iu«aT tizt tuTiai CITT/tUtt/COUlim

FUS

i» tm

COKTOU* OVtlLV IK OI TO

MEJT 70 dBu WSKT S tH/m tfTOS TC dti.

•VSMT SHELBTVILLE IL US 1560 15.2

1MAT SPRINGFIELD II US 970 0.4

UDZ DECATUR IL US 1050 26.5 41.7

WCRA EFFIMCMAH IL US 1090 •••»« 3.6

UL8H HATTOON IL US 1170 6.7 5.5

WSOT DECATUR IL US 1340 21.3 36.1

VTIM TATLOtVILLE IL US 1410 0.5

WMOV CLINTON IL US 1520 1.1 14.7

306 Stations Studied
End of Report
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RADIO MARKET ANALYSIS
ARBITRON COUNTY COVERAGE DATA

01/20/93

COUNTY DATA

COUNTY/STATE RADIO METRO SURVEY AREA POPULATION LISTENE?

CHRISTIAN, IL
FAYETTE, IL
MACON, IL
MOULTRIE, IL
SHELBY, IL

No Metro Market

No Metro Market

No Metro Market

No Metro Market

No Metro Market

TOTAL:

28,400
17,300
95,100
11,400
18,400
170,600

3,90:
3, lo
ll, 00.
2, IOC
2 , 80.

2 4 , 9 0 C

COUNTY: CHRISTIAN, IL

STATION DATA BY COUNTY

STATION

AVERAGE QUARTER-HOUR
PERSONS RATING

WEJT

WYDS

WSHY

TOTAL:

400

0

0
400

10. 3*

0.0%

0.0%

10. 3%

COUNTY: FAYETTE, IL

STATION

AVERAGE QUARTER-HOUR
PERSONS RATING

WEJT

WYDS

WSHY

TOTAL:

100

0

0
100

3.2%

0.0%

0.0%

3.2%

COUNTY: MACON, IL

STATION

AVERAGE QUARTER-HOUR
PERSONS RATING

WEJT

WYDS

WSHY

TOTAL:

2,500
0

0
2,500

19.2%

0.0%

0.0%

19.2%

(Continued)
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COUNTY: MOULTRIE, IL

RADIO MARKET ANALYSIS

ARBITRON COUNTY COVERAGE DATA

01/20/93

STATION DATA BY COUNTY

STATION

AVERAGE QUARTER-HOUR
PERSONS RATING

WEJT

WYDS

WSHY

TOTAL:

300

0

0
3C0

14 . 3t

0.0*

0.0*

14 . 3*

COUNTY: SHELBY, IL

STATION

AVERAGE QUARTER-HOUR
PERSONS RATING

WEJT

WYDS

WSHY

TOTAL:

500

0

100

600

17 . 9*

0.0*

3.6*

21.5*

COMBINED SHARE BY COUNTY

COUNTY/STATE
COMBINED

SHARE

COUNTY

LISTENERS

TOTAL

LISTENERS

WEIGHTED

AUDIENCE SHARE

CHRISTIAN, IL
FAYETTE, IL
MACON, IL
MOULTRIE, IL
SHELBY, IL

10.3*

3.2*

19.2*

14.3*

21.5*

400 /
100 /

2,500 /
300 /
600 /

24,900
24,900
24,900
24,900
24,900

1.6*

0.4*

10.0*

1.2*

2.4*

THE COMBINED AVERAGE AUDIENCE SHARE IS 15.7 *

The information contained herein was derived from copyrighted County
Coverage Data produced by THE ARBITRON COMPANY. These data are furnished
to the licensee for the sole purpose of preparing an audience share cap

exhibit to be presented to the Federal Communications Commission.

End of Report
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Assignee's Exhibit Ko. 1

Ovnership Shoving

Pursuant to Revision of Radio Rules and Po'licip<; fcc

92-361, released September 4, 1992, footnote 105, the following

information is submitted regarding the proposed transaction:

(^) Identification of the Location and Geographic Coverago
of the Radio Market Involved:

Attached hereto is an engineering statement of
Lawrence L. Morton and Associates identifying the
location and geographic coverage of the radio market
composed of WSHY(AM) and WEJT(FK), Shelbyville, Illi
nois and WYDS(FM), Decatur, Illinois. It should be
noted that The Cromwell Group, Inc. of Illinois pres
ently brokers more than 15% of the time on WYDS(FM).

(2) Number of Commercial AM and FM Stations in the Market:

As shown in the attached engineering statement,
there are 17 stations in the market.

(3) pasjg and Source of Material for the Combined Audience
Share Figure:

As shown in the attached engineering statement,
the combined average Arbitron audience share for the
stations, computed in accord with footnote 73 of
Revision of Radio Rules and Policies, is 15.7%. A
county by county analysis was made as none of the
overlap area encompasses a recognized Arbitron metro
market.

(4) Call Letters and Locations of all Stations in the
Market that are or Proposed to be Commonlv Owned:

WSHY(AM)/WEJT(FM), Shelbyville, Illinois and
WYDS(FM), Decatur, Illinois.
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Assignee's Exhibit No. 2

Media interests and Applications

Bayard H. Walters is president and 100% stockholder of the
following: Lenk Broadcasting Company, Inc., the licensee of
WHAL(AM)/WYCQ(FM) , Shelbyville, Tennessee and WGW(re)/WVEL(AM) ,
Pekin, Illinois; the Cromwell Group, Inc. of Illinois, the
licensee of WMCI(FM), Mattoon, Illinois and WSHY(AH)/WEJT(FM)
Shelbyville, Illinois, and an applicant for FM Channel 297A at
Maroa, Illinois; Hancock Communications, Inc., licensee of
WKCM-AM, Hawesville, Kentucky, permittee of WKCM-FM, Cannelton,
Indiana, and licensee of WHRS-FM, Winchester, Kentucky^'; and
Montgomery Broadcasting Company, the licensee of WQZQ—FM, Dick-
son, Tennessee. Bayard H. Walters individually is licensee of
WCTZ(AM), Dickson, Tennessee. Bayard H. Walters is vice-presi
dent and a 1% stockholder of WYDS, Inc., the permittee of
WYDS(FM), Decatur, Illinois.

Henderson Broadcasting Company, Inc., of which Bayard H.
Walters was president, was a mutually exclusive applicant for an
FM channel in Bloomington, Indiana from 1971 to 1977 (FCC File
No. BPH-7946; Docket No. 19813). At the end of the hearing and
appeal, the channel was awarded to a local resident with no
broadcast ownership. The Cromwell Group, Inc., of which Bayard
H. Walters was president and sole owner, filed an application for
FM Channel 290A at Wilmore, Kentucky (FCC File No. BPH-B80727MM;
MM Docket No. 90-432). The Cromwell Group, Inc., pursuant to a
settlement agreement, did not proceed into the hearing and its
application was dismissed. Bayard H. Walters filed an applica
tion for FM Channel 229A at Dickson, Tennessee (FCC File No.
BPH-890119MG; MM Docket No. 90-559). Bayard H. Walters, pursuant
to a settlement agreement, did not proceed into the hearing and
its application was dismissed.

XJ An application for consent to assign the license of
WHRS-FM to Trumper Communications of Kentucky, Limited Partner
ship was granted on December 14, 1992. A closing of this trans
action is expected to take place on February 16, 1993.
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