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Juggling Brands:
The Pressures and Perks of Radio Promotion
Directors in the Age of Acquisition
Robert F. Potter, Glenda C. Williams, and Gregory D. Newton
Following passage ofthe Telecommunications Act of 1996, the radio industry
went through a tremendous period of consolidation in local station ownership.
With enormous purchase prices paid for stations, local competition became
more heated and the role of a station's brand identity in the marketplace took
on increased importance. At the same time, however, consolidation also
precipitated personnel downsizing and the sharing of budgets and facilities
by stations that were once competitors but now owned by the same company.
This article reports findings from a national telephone survey of radio station
Promotion Directors and General Managers. The goal was to examine how
brands and promotion departments are being managed following market
consolidation and how this is reflected in measures of jobs satisfaction.
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arketing and promotion efforts have been a major
focus for radio stations for many years. Alexander
notes, "the modem radio station pays almost as much attention
to advertising and promotion as to programming" (1997, p. 370).
Traditionally, this promotion has been the province ofthe local
station, even in cases where the station was owned by a larger
corporation (Vigil, 1998). The Telecommunications Act of 1996
brought about a new era for radio, however: the Age of Acquisition. This period has produced rapid and monumental structural
changes that have challenged the old models of radio as a business. Today's radio promotion directors are facing new responsibilities, often for more than one station, and often for stations
that were once competitors. This paper examines the evolving
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attitudes ofthe promotion director in a new era of radio, specifically looking at the impact of consolidation on promotion efforts at merged stations.
AN AGE OF ACQUISITION
Passage ofthe Telecommunications Act of 1996 (Pub. L.
No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56) started a buying frenzy previously
unknown in the radio world. Markets changed ovemight as
ownership rapidly changed hands; Broadcasting & Cable reported that more than $700 million was spent on acquisitions
and consolidation in just the few weeks after the Act was passed
(Radio's week that was, 1996). By mid-1998, it was estimated
that at least 71 percent of all radio stations had been involved in
consolidation of one form or another (Radio Business Report,
1998).
The basis for the buying frenzy revolved around the new
ownership mles. In addition to eliminating national ownership
rules (Sec. 202(a)), the Telecommunications Act substantially
relaxed local ownership regulations according to market size
(Sec. 202 (b)). Before 1996, ownership was limited to a maximum of two AM stations and two FM stations. After 1996, a
single owner, individual or corporate, could own eight stations
in a large market (over 45 stations). In mid-size markets (30-44
stations), one owner could have up to seven stations, while in
markets of 15-29 stations, a single owner could hold six. For
small markets (14 or less), one could now own five stations.
For radio employees, the age of acquisition ushered in a
time of low morale and uncertainty. As corporations poured
millions of dollars into new purchases, local stations involved
in the mergers were consolidated to offset the cost of acquisition, often by combining staffs and locations in each market.
Employee jobs were lost as stations combined and downsized
simultaneously. Stations that once were competitors now found
themselves sharing office space and personnel (Reese, 1997).
Due to changing markets, however, the role of the radio
promotion director became more important than ever. Generally, a promotion director is responsible for marketing the im-
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age, or "brand," of their station to the mass audience (Newton &
Potter, 2000). This includes on-air promos, contests, remotes,
and giveaways, as well as the extemal media necessary to get
the message out: billboards, bumper stickers, print ads, event
sponsorships, personal appearances, direct mail, television advertising. Web sites, etc. (Newton & Potter, 2000). As radio
stations changed formats and ownership, promotion directors
were still charged with the responsibility of keeping old listeners while acquiring new ones. Now, however, the promotion
director found that those responsibilities extended to more than
one station (Williams, 1998). Instead of marketing one brand
image or one format, promotion directors found themselves
pulled among several brands and formats.
MARKETING RADIO BRANDS
Branding, brand marketing, and brand loyalty are terms
that currently dominate the world of marketing and advertising.
In broadcasting, branding usually refers to the image promotion
of a station (Ferguson, Eastman, & Klein, 1999). For radio this
often includes the format, call letters, personalities, and station
position on the dial. Since passage ofthe Telecommunications
Act, brand marketing has become a significant part ofthe radio
industry (Barrett, 1999; Newton & Potter, 2000). Branding
research in broadcasting, however, has focused mainly on television (Bellamy & Traudt, 2000), leaving much to be leamed
about how radio brands and develops loyal listeners.
Research Questions
In order to evaluate the impact of consolidation and acquisition on promotion directors, six research questions were constmcted. These questions were designed to examine station
branding, job satisfaction among promotion directors, staff size,
and impact ofthe Telecommunications Act on the radio marketplace.
As groups and markets consolidated, stations that were once
competitors now came under one roof (Williams, 1998; Potter,
Williams, & Newton, 2001). Stations could potentially be iden-
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tified by their separate image, as part of a group of stations, or
both. Therefore:
RQl: Do groups maintain separate brands for individual stations?
RQ2: If stations maintain separate brand identities, how are conflicts among
in-house competitors managed?

In many cases, the stations or groups making the purchases
were market leaders, and the purchased properties were stmggling stations prior to acquisition (Shane, 1999; Bates & Chambers, 1999). It can be argued that corporate leadership would
expect more from the newly acquired stations, but that corporate would also expect to exert more infiuence as the new stations elevated themselves (Potter, et al., 2001). However, it could
also be argued that corporate offices would respect the leadership provided by their long-established employees in the local
markets—leaving them to mentor newly acquired promotion
directors Therefore:
RQ3: Is brand strategy managed locally or centrally following acquisition?

After the Telecommunications Act passed, employee tumover at radio stations was high (Fox, 1997). The combination of
consolidation and downsizing to cut costs caused morale to sink;
many employees left for new jobs rather than wait to see where
the axe would fall (Fox, 1999). In the final analysis, were promotion departments larger or smaller than before acquisition?
Thus:
RQ4: Are radio station promotion staff positions maintained or consolidated?

If the purchasing corporations were indeed market leaders, it can be assumed that the new management would bring
higher expectations for efficiency and productivity. Combining
these expectations with greater responsibilities and more stations to promote, would promotion directors report that their job
satisfaction levels had risen or diminished as a result of acquisition?
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RQ5: How do promotion directors perceive their job satisfaction levels have
changed since acquisition?

Of course, stations going through acquisition are not the
only ones affected by the evolution. Markets underwent profound transformations as formats and ownership shifted. For
stations not directly impacted by acquisition, market changes
dictated taking new approaches in order to keep up. Therefore:
RQ6: How have the perceptions of changes taking place in other station groups
affected the attitudes of promotion managers at stations that have not been a
part of the consolidation trend?

METHOD
Population, Sampling, and Data Collection
In order to address these research questions, a national telephone survey was developed. The populations of interest for
this survey were promotion directors and general managers of
commercial radio stations in the continental United States. Because we were cognizant ofthe possibility that situations within
the industry may vary depending upon both market size and geographic location of the stations, we obtained a list of the radio
markets measured by Arbitron and divided them intofivegroups.
The first group was the top 50 markets, regardless of geographic
locale.' The other four groups corresponded to the geographic
region in which each ofthe remaining Arbitron markets was located (Northeast, Southeast, Midwest, and West).^
After these lists of markets were created, a directory of all
the stations whose signals serve the respective markets was generated using the Duncan American Radio database known as
Radio Profiler. Using a random number table and a method described by Babbie (1995), we randomly selected one station from
each ofthe top-50 markets and 25 stations from each ofthe geographic regions.
Using the phone numbers provided in the Duncan Radio
database, we contacted each sampled station and asked for the
names of the promotion director and the general manager. We
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also confirmed the station's mailing address. A letter of introduction was mailed to each of these individuals informing them
that they had been randomly selected to participate in a telephone survey sponsored by the NAB investigating the effects of
industry consolidation on station promotion and marketing efforts. The letter also stressed that all infonnation collected would
be absolutely anonymous, both in terms of individual respondents and the stations they represent. Finally, the introduction
letter informed them that a telephone interviewer would be calling in the coming weeks to ask them to participate in the telephone survey.
The method of data collection was a telephone survey using trained interviewers and a phone bank in a communications
research institute at a large southeastem university. Data collection commenced on October 16, 2000 and ended on November
30,2000. During that time, 69 Promotion Directors and 42 General Managers successfully completed the survey. Twenty-three
individuals refused to participate. We attempted to contact the
remaining members ofthe sample on at least 4 occasions at different times during the workday. The final response rate for
Promotion Directors was 50.7%. The final response rate for
General Managers was 32.5%. Overall, including those who
refused to participate as finished contacts; the response rate was
50.6%.
Each respondent was asked whether the station they were
working for was currently undergoing acquisition. If it was not,
they were asked if their station had gone though consolidation
or acquisition in the last five years. The subsequent script used
to interview each respondent depended upon the answers given
to these first two questions. Essentially, four different populations resulted: 1) Promotion Directors who had gone through
consolidation; 2) Promotion Directors who had not gone through
acquisition; 3) General Managers who had gone through acquisition; 4) General Managers who had not gone through acquisition. Forty-three ofthe promotion directors (62.3%) and 27 of
the general managers (64.2%) who agreed to participate in the
survey had gone through the station acquisition process in the
last five years.
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Each respondent was asked a series of 5-point Likert and
10-point semantic differential questions. The specific questions
that address the research questions of interest for this report will
be described below in the Results section.
After completing the phone survey, each respondent who
had been through consolidation in the past 5 years was asked if
they would be interested in completing a written questionnaire
asking them more in-depth questions about the effects of consolidation. A chance to win one of two $50 gift certificates to
Amazon.com was provided as an incentive. Those who agreed
to participate were faxed a copy of the follow-up questionnaire.
Although most of the respondents agreed to participate, only
three completed "faxed follow-ups" were returned.
Statistical Analysis & Critical Alpha Level
All responses were entered as numerical data into SPSS.
Frequency tables and descriptive statistics were generated for
each variable. Questions concerning whether there were statistical differences between the attitudes of promotion directors and
general managers were answered using standard t-tests. Questions addressing changes in a population's attitudes over time
(i.e., before and after acquisition) were analyzed statistically
using paired t-tests. All tests used Levene's F-statistic to measure equality of variance, and made corrections in degrees of
freedom as reported by SPSS when the assumption was violated.
The level of alpha deemed to be statistically significant was P. <
.05.
RESULTS
Brand Maintenance for Jndividual Stations
Respondents who had gone through the acquisition process (PDs = 43, GMs = 27) were asked two 10-point semantic
differential questions in order to ascertain whether the multiple
stations that were expected to co-exist following acquisition
maintained separate brand identities. For the first question, with
poles being l=Very Low and 10=Very High, respondents were
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asked "To what extent do you keep a separate brand identity for
each of your stations?" Results show the mean response for
promotion directors to be 8.69 (standard deviation = 1.69) and
for general managers to be 8.54 (s.d. = 2.58). Secondly, respondents were asked "How difficult is it to keep a separate brand
identity between similar stations under the same ownership?"
Results show the mean response for promotion directors to be
3.69 (2.84) and for general managers to be 4.75 (3.32). These
results suggest that stations keep separate brand images for each
of their stations following acquisition, and do not find it particularly difficult to do so.
Management of Conflict Among In-House Competitors
The survey was designed to answer this research question
primarily through an open-ended questionnaire that respondents
were given the option of completing and returning via fax after
the telephone interview was completed. Our response rate to
this method was poor (see the Discussion section below) and so
the answers to this research question are inexact at best. We
addressed the topic most directly in the telephone survey by asking respondents who had been through acquisition to use a 1-10
semantic differential scale to rate the current level of in-house
conflict between competing stations. Results show both promotion directors (M = 3.66, s.d. = 2.64) and general managers
(M=3.64, s.d., = 2.86) to characterize the level of conflict as
being very low.
We addressed the issue of conflict indirectly by asking respondents if their promo budgets were allocated equally across
stations under the same corporate ownership within the same
market. For those who said there was disparity in budget allocation, we asked them to describe the level of conflict this caused
using a 1-10 scale. Twenty-four promotion directors responded
with a mean value of 4.03 (s.d. = 2.65). There were also 24
general managers who responded. The mean scale rating they
gave was 2.80 (s.d. = 2.14). The difference between PDs and
GlVls did approach significance (t(52)=l .862, p. = .068,2-tailed).
However, here the overall level of conflict due to differential
allocation of promotion budgets can be characterized as low.
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Station Brand Management—Central or Local?
Three questions were asked in order to determine whether
individual station brand identities were primarily maintained by
local management or through substantial corporate involvement.
The first was a 5-option Likert scale where respondents were
asked to describe the level of independence the promotion director had planning promotions following acquisition. The answers are given as percentages in Table 1 for both promotion
directors and general managers.
TABLE 1
Level of independence given promotion directors after acquisition
Response
Greatly increased
Increased
Stayed the same
Decreased
Greatly decreased
Missing/Refiised

Promotion Directors
4.7% (2)
33.3% (14)
14.0% (6)
0.0% (0)
47.6% (20)
n=l

General Managers
0.0% (0)
38.5% (10)
11.5% (3)
3.8% (1)
46.2% (12)
n=l

We also asked them to rate the level of corporate influence
before and after acquisition using a 10-point semantic differential scale (l=Very Low, 10=Very High). Table 2 shows the differences for both positions.
TABLE 2
Level of corporate influence on station promotion by time period and position
Position
Promotion Directors
General Managers

Before Acquisition
5.17 (3.12)
4.17 (3.16)

After Acquisition
5.81 (2.61)
5.42 (3.18)

The before-to-after changes were analyzed using paired ttests. There was no significant difference for the promotion directors, but the GMs felt a greater degree of corporate influence
on promotions following consolidation than before (t(23) = 2.128,
p. = .022, 1-tailed).
Finally, we asked respondents to use a 5-option Likert scale
to describe the expectations placed on the promotions depart-
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ment to design and implement revenue-generating promotions.
The responses to this question are shown in Table 3.
TABLE 3
Expectation to create revenue-generating promotions following acquisition.
Response
Greatly increased
Increased
Stayed the same
Decreased
Greatly decreased
Missing/Refused

Promotion Directors
26.2% (11)
31.0% (13)
0.0% (0)
0.0% (0)
42.9% (18)
n=l

General Managers
19.2% (5)
46.2%% (12)
0.0% (0)
0.0% (0)
34.6% (9)
n=l

Two of the three measures seem to suggest a bipolar distribution of experience in regards to the amount of corporate influence in the promotions department following consolidation. The
similarity is, of course, that a majority of managers interviewed
reported expectations changing in one way or another. After
several different stations came under one roof, corporate influence never remained the same—it either increased or decreased
dramatically.
Consolidation and Promotions Staffs
There is an expectation that following market consolidation the radio professionals who are still employed in the industry will be expected to do more with less. This study was designed to help determine whether that was the case for promotions directors. We asked those who had been through consolidation in the past 5 years the number of stations they were responsible for prior to acquisition and after acquisition. As would
be expected, the promotion directors were in charge of the marketing and promotion for a significantly greater number of stations following consolidation (M = 2.65, s.d. = 1.74) than before
consolidation (M = 2.23, s.d. = 1.53; t (29) = 3,864, p. < .001, 1tailed). However, the size of their staffs also increased significantly (t(41) = 1.940, p. = .030, 1-tailed) from 3.05 (s.d. = 4.68)
prior to acquisition to 3.64 (s.d. = 5.27) following acquisition.
In answer to Research Question 4, then, promotion directors are

responsible for more stations but have also been given more staff
members to help them accomplish their tasks.
Changes in Job Satisfaction Following Acquisition.
With the increases in the number of stations and staff members they are responsible for, and with a large percentage of respondents also reporting increased expectations to generate revenue through their departments, we wondered how job satisfaction levels fluctuated during the acquisition process. Several
questions were asked to address this. Most directly, promotion
directors were asked to use a 10-point scale (l=not at all, 10=extremely) to rate how happy they were before and after acquisition. Although respondents did report higher satisfaction levels
after acquisition compared to before acquisition, the increase
was not statistically significant. Other variables that arguably
present attributes ofjob satisfaction also increased, although not
significantly, were collegiality of work atmosphere, satisfaction
with salary, and job loyalty. The means and standard deviations
for these non-significant increases are given in Table 4.

TABLE 4
Satisfaction variables ofpromotion directors before and after acquisition
Variable
Before Acquisition
Job satisfaction
7.24 (2.48)
Collegiality of atmosphere 7.30 (1.87)
Satisfaction with salary
6.17(1.96)
Job Loyalty
7.93 (2.36)

After Acquisition
7.54 (2.52)
7.40 (1-75)
6.54 (2.55)
8.41 (1.94)

There were two variables related to satisfaction that did
exhibit significant differences between pre-acquisition and postacquisition levels. When promotion directors were asked the
extent to which the promotions and marketing budget met their
needs, respondents had a more favorable evaluation of budget
levels after acquisition compared to before (t (37) = 2.265 p. =
.015,1-tailed). Furthermore,job involvement levels significantly
increased when comparing pre-acquisition levels to post-acquisition (t (39) = 1.867, p. = .035, 1-tailed). The means and standard deviations of these variables are presented in Table 5.
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TABLE 5
Significant differences in satisfaction variables before and after acquisition
Adequacy of budget
Job involvement

Before Acquisition
5.26(2.68)
7.85 (2.41)

After Acquisition
6.21 (2.60)
8.50 (1.91)

Impact of acquisition on independently owned stations
Although there was an unprecedented amount of ownership realignment following the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
not every station ended up being on the buying or selling end of
a property transaction. The final research question considered
the impact of market consolidation on stations that were not a
part of the acquisition trends. Results to Likert scale questions
answered by 26 promotion directors whose stations had not experience acquisition in the past 5 years are presented in Table 6.
TABLE 6
Perceptions of promotion directors without acquisition histofy
Variable
Job productivity
Workload
Revenue expectation
My promotions budget
Others'promotions budget

GI
19.2
19.2
36.0
0.0
12.0

I
50.0
50.0
32.0
36.0
44.0

S
3.8
0.0
4.0
16.0
16.0

D
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
8.0

GD
26.9
30.8
28.0
48.0
20.0

Notes: Column headings: GI—Greatly Increased, I—Increased, S—
Remained the Same, D—Decreased, GD—Greatly Decreased. Figures
represent percentages of 26 respondents that reported having that perception.

Correlations between key variables
Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated between
several variables. There was a positive correlation that was also
statistically significant between increases in responsibilities and
personal productivity in Promotion Directors who had been
through consolidation (r =.632, p. <.OO1). Also, happiness after
consolidation and happiness with salary were positively correlated (r =.592, p. < .001). As might be expected, satisfaction in

salary and increases in salary were positively correlated (r =.377,
p. = .015).
Job loyalty after acquisition and happiness after acquisition were positively correlated (r = .568, p. < .001), and there
was a positive correlation between the promotion budget after
acquisition meeting departmental needs and Promotion Director happiness that approached significance (r =.311, p. = .057).
There were two statistically significant negative correlations in those that were generated for this report. The greater the
level of responsibility Promotion Directors had following consolidation the less happy they were with their jobs (r = -.321, p.
= .040) and the less satisfied they were with their salaries (r = .323, p. = .039).
DISCUSSION
The Telecommunications Act of 1996 resulted in ft-enzied
radio consolidation both nationally and in local markets. Many
of those moves were predicated on the efficiencies and cost savings that were expected results, to be achieved in part through
subsequent reductions in staff size and job combination. Formerly competing stations moved under the same roof, both figuratively and literally, and the number of independent radio voices
in nearly every market shrunk dramatically. Nevertheless, we
found that management generally works to maintain a distinct
brand for each property following consolidation. The general
managers and promotion directors in the study seem to have
found effective ways to manage this environment, as they report
that they don't have a particularly difficult time keeping the stations separate.
Given broadcasters' competitive nature {see Fox, 1999),
the potential existed for rather severe conflicts within station
groups. However, in spite of maintaining separate station identities, our survey found most of the newly formed "families" coexisting relatively peaceably. This seemed most likely to be the
case where promotion resources were allocated equally (although
those instances represent a minority of our sample). When the
resources were not equally allocated, promotion directors were
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more likely to report conflicts (although still at a relatively low
mean of 4 on a ten-point scale). However, the general managers
at those stations reported both lower conflict levels than their
counterparts at equal-allocation groups and much lower levels
than promotion directors at stations where the promotion budget was not allocated equally. It seems likely that the GM's may
have come to the merged group from a successftil or even dominant station. Communication between upper management and
other employees may be failing in some of these instances (although mean scores on communication and trust variables not
reported here actually show significant overall improvement postconsolidation) or perhaps pre-merger allegiances of our survey
participants colored their responses. The unequal resource situation probably presents special challenges for managers to keep
"sibling rivalry" from becoming destructive to the group. Managing the relationship between staffs may be a specific area for
ftirther investigation and improvement. Overall, however, it appears that the managers may be doing so successftiUy, perhaps
by keeping most of the staff's competitive energies focused externally.
The importance of effectively promoting and marketing
individual radio stations has increased as the marketplace grows
more cluttered, and so has the number of stations for which an
individual promotion director is likely to be responsible. Corporate direction of promotion activity has increased for many—
but by no means all—^promotion directors. Roughly half of our
sample reported decreased independence following the merger
(with 48% of the PDs saying their independence "greatly decreased"). General managers reported corporate management had
a significantly greater infiuence on station promotion after acquisition. Despite the seeming majority's hands-on approach,
some group owners are taking a local-knows-best attitude, as a
significant minority (38% of both PDs and GMs) reported increased independence under the new owners. That local touch
may prove invaluable with the launch of Sirius and XM Satellite
Radio in 2001, and in future years as wireless Internet audio
sources arrive. As the number of regional, national and even international program sources available increases exponentially.
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local stations' primary competitive advantage may well be their
local connection.
One of the most significant changes we found following
consolidation is an increased expectation that the promotions
department would generate revenue through their events, with
two-thirds of GM's reporting increased expectations and well
over half of the promotions directors feeling that pressure (onequarter saying the expectation had "greatly increased"). The pressure to generate not only substantial earnings, but substantial
revenue and earnings growth, has been one result of the increase
in station ownership by publicly-traded companies. In addition
to the added revenue possible from the broader audience a wellpositioned local station group can deliver (relative to an individual station), companies are looking for new revenue generation areas. It's no longer enough for the promotions department
to help drive an audience to listen to the radio station where they
will be exposed to advertising messages; now they must also
design events that will also bring listeners to advertising clients'
locations or develop ways to generate revenue directly from listeners. The good news for promotion directors and their staffs is
that these heightened expectations and responsibilities come
along with access to more resources (bigger staffs and budgets
more likely to meet the PDs perceived needs).
Despite all these changes in their industry and their job,
one thing doesn't seem to have changed much at all: promotion
directors' attitudes toward their job. Our respondents reported
that the atmosphere at their station was coUegial and their job
satisfaction levels were positive both before and after their
station's acquisition.
Finally, although the challenges faced by non-consolidated
promotion directors and their general managers may be somewhat different from those who have recently gone through an
acquisition, their perceptions of the industry and their jobs was
remarkably consistent. Of the few differences, most are tied to
money. Non-consolidated PDs perceive their stations to be at a
budgetary disadvantage compared to the group or groups across
town, yet they seem to be facing the same pressures to generate
revenue along with audience (although perhaps for different rea-
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sons as groups eat up bigger chunks of the radio advertising dollars). Bigger may indeed be better in this case.
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
As with any study, there are limits to the conclusions that
can be drawn here. This survey reports current self-assessments
of past and present attitudes. The mercurial nature of the broadcast industry, for both ownership and employees, makes a true
longitudinal study very difficult. However, such data would certainly be one of the most useful studies possible, and a highly
desirable follow-up to the results presented here.
Moreover, the industry is facing new competitive pressures
on two fronts and promotion is certain to play a major role for
local stations as they battle to retain their audience. The first
battleground is Internet audio. Although listening levels are still
relatively low, they are climbing rapidly as the previous few years'
wave of new computer users becomes more experienced with
the available options and broadband access spreads. Radio already holds a promotional advantage here, as local radio is the
first choice for online listening of more than half of the population and three-quarters of regular Internet audio users could not
name a single Internet audio provider (Edison Media Research/
Arbitron, 2001). In particular, Internet listening at work seems
to present one new challenge (as well as a new opportunity) for
local stations today. The looming introduction of various wireless web access technologies that include audio capability offers
a second challenge, as local radio will no longer hold an inherent technological advantage over its previously immobile Internet
counterparts. A number of research possibilities are present in
this area, from online population studies focused on media use
to strategic studies intended to guide industry promotion and
programming practice.
Second, Sirius and XM Satellite Radio are now in service,
bringing dozens of new audio options to every market in the
country. Additionally, the decision by automobile makers to add
XM receivers as standard features on many models has greatly
accelerated the growth of satellite radio. Local stations will need
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to develop effective strategies to compete against the talent and
signal quality delivered by these services, and promotion will
play a central part.
We would have liked a higher response rate, although the
level we did achieve should be adequate for generalizing to the
population. Based on our results and other anecdotal evidence,
we suspect that increased workload may at least partially (or
even largely) explain the inability to contact roughly half our
sample. In addition, these results generally refiect the attitudes
and beliefs of only one segment of the population: those who
survived one or more consolidation moves in their market. It
seems reasonable to suppose that the attitudes of those whose
jobs were terminated might be substantially different regarding
the owners and managers involved. However, tracking those
(former) employees would be exceedingly difficult.
Finally, we had originally hoped to get more detailed,
follow-up responses to our initial data. Although several respondents indicated their willingness or even eagerness to complete
an additional set of open-ended questions, only a handftil actually returned responses. We suspect this is another indication of
the time demands that the additional responsibilities of multiple
stations have placed on everybody in the industry. There are several questions that remain unanswered or only partially answered,
particularly those dealing with how managers handle resources
among competing stations within the group on a daily basis, and
which particular aspects of their jobs that promotion directors
believe have significantly improved or become more difficult.
These are areas we suggest ftiture research address.
NOTES
' Market 13 (Puerto Rico) and was replaced, due to it not being in the
continental United States, by Market 51 (Jacksonville, Florida).
- Markets number 60 and 168 were excluded from the sampling frames
due to being outside the continental United States. Markets 224 and 247
crossed regional boundaries and were randomly assigned to a region.
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