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", . . and that
our successors
public interest
that fine sense
- our people that
in our Nation .

we may avoid any complaint from

that on one hand we sacrifice
or on the other we in any way dim
of initiative and enterprise in
is fuﬂdamental to all advancement

. . .

Herbert Hoover
Third National Radio Conference, 1924



CHAPTER I

AN INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY AND TO THE CONTROVERSIAL ISSUE

OF DEREGULATION OF THE RADIO BROADCAST INDUSTRY

Introduction to the Study

Deregulation, a 'movement designed to abolish or modify government
regulations which previously have been imposed on the radio broadcast
industry, can berconsidered a controversial issue., Federal agencies,
politicians, interest groups, and radio industry pepple from every side
of the political spectrum'have expressed their views concerning the pros
and cons of deregulation. Deregulation of the radio broadcast-industry
officially began in 1981 when the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC) approved a broadcast deregulation order which reduced or
eliminated nﬁﬁerous regulations applicable to the commercial radio
broadcast industry.1 The action to.deregulate radio was supported by the
FCC's belief that sufficient competitive forces exist in the marketplace
to stimulate diversity and to limit abuses.2 In réaction to the FCC's
proposal, a number §f special interest groups have expresséd opposition
to deregulation with concern that replacing requirements with
marketplace forces would diminish the rights of the listening public.3

This study is concerned with the issue of deregulation of the fadio
broadcast industry. Specifically, the results of this study are based
on a mail survey questionnaire about deregulation that was sent in 1983
to approximately 1,200 members of the National Radio Broadcasters
Association (NRBA).

Chapter One of this study includes a review of the FCC's position



on deregulation Eof the radio broadcast industry, a review of the
positions of numerous interest groups concerning defegulation of the
radio broadcast industry, a statement.of purpose in relation to this
study, a statement regarding the significance of this study, and a

preview of chapters one through five.

The FCC and Deregulation

The Federal Communications Commission ‘(FCC), a regulatory agency
created by the Cpmmunicétions Act of 1934 to regulate interstate and
foreign communications by wire and radio in the public interest,
actively has séught extensive deregulation of the radio broadcast
industfy since at least 197%'whenbthe FCC unanimously proposed numerous
actions aimed at reducing or eliminating regulations applicable’ to
commercial radio stations.# Since the proposal by tﬁe FCC in 1979, the
FCC has ordered and continued to propose additional deregulation of
rgdio. These acts to deregulate by the FCC have been prompted by the
belief that sufficient competitive forces exist in the marketplace to
5

stimulate diversity and to limit abuses of programming and ownership.

In addition, according to the Wall Street Journal, Mark Fowler,

Qhair of the FCC and known to some as the '"Mad Monk of Deregulation,"
.wants to further -the communications flow by persuading Congress to
change the law to give broadcasters the same First Amendment rights as
newspapers and magazines.6' Fowler, who argued that the industry now is
diverse enough to insurebbroadcasting of varied views, said, "Either we

believe in the First Amendment or we don't."’



Special Interest Groups and Deregulation

Although the FCC favors deregulation of radio, numerous special
interest gfoﬁps have questioned the FCC's plans concerning such
deregulation. Interest groups have expressed concern about the FCC's
philosophy that mafketplace forces céuld regulate the radi& industry.
Many special interest groups believe that replacing requirements with
marketplace forces would diminish their rights as members‘ of the
listening public.8 PRV R

Interest groups wﬁo have opposed deregulation of radio include the
Office of Communication of the United Church "~of Christ, the
Telecommunications Qqnsqmer»Coalition,g the League ofVWomeanoters, the
Media Access Prqject,lo Alaskans for Better Media,ll'Agggrggy in Media,l2
the American Legal‘Foundthions,13 the Ame:ican Business Media Council,14
the Conservative Caucus,15 the Leadership Foundation,16 the Telecommuni—
cations Research and Action Center-,17 the American Federation »of
Television and Radio Arpists,ls.consumer activist Ralph Nader, Action
for Children's Television, the American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees, Americans for Democratic Action, the Consumers’
Union, the National Education Assqciation, the National Organization for
Women, the Anti-Defamation League of B'Nai B'rith,19 the National
H;spanic Media Association,20 the American Ci&ii‘ Liberties Union, the
National Association for Better Broadcasting, the National Catholic
Association of vBroadcastefs, theé Allied Communicators, the WNCN
Listeners Guild, the United Auto Workers, the Pacifica Foundation, Faith
and Life Radio, the Citizens Communications Center, and the National

Association of Black Owned Broadcasters.21



Specifically, a sample of comments from the various interest groups

opposed to deregulation of radio include the following:

1,

Dr. Ralph Jennings of the Office of Communication of the United
Church of Christ and the Telecommunications Consumer Coalition
stated that "these radical proposals are a threat to alllloéal
groups who use radio to reach the public. They challenge hard-won
citizen rights in broadcasting. They destroy effective public
participation in the radio license renewél process."22

Thg Lgague o£‘qugn“Vq;ers, who challenged the.FCC's ruling that
allows broadcasters to sponsor political debates, contended through

spokeswoman Dqupyxh;gid;ngs, the league's president, that by

~allowing "profit-making corporations to make as well as cover the

news the [FCC decision] departs so radically from longstanding
FCC interpretations that it begs for scrutiny by the courts."?3
Andrew J. Schwartzman, a spokesperson for the Media Access Project,

condemned the FCC's order to deregulate rédio in 1981 saying -that

~it was. a "sad day for minorities, women, the poor, religious

groups, and other working people who have relied on the FCC to make
sure that radio stations meet the needs of the listeners they
serve, "% |

Peg Tileston, a co-founder of Alaskans for Better Media, who argued
that weaker FCC scrutiny of broadcasters could result in abuses,
said "It wduld be a sham to say stations have to serve the public
interest without settiﬁg up some sort of measuring stick . . . .

No matter what they say, radio and television just aren't 1like

. 25
other businesses."



The American Federation of Television and Radio Artists, who

approved a resolution opposing industry deregulation, said

- deregulation would "take ownership out of the hands of the people

P

and give it to broadcast licensees," ¢ @t

Consumer activist Ralph Nader declared that "Congress is about to

.~make a serious mistake . . . . It is-about to repeal the basic

law§ which protect the public interest in communications . . . .
[ The changes] are backdoor deregulation that will amount to an
actual expropriation of the public airways « « o by profit-seeking
monopolistic corporations. It is a seizure of power."26

Peggy Charren, head of the Boston-based Action for Children's
Television, said, "If the mechanisms to ensure broadcaster
accountability are eliminated, and'if the legal avenues for public
complaint are taken away, Americans will be left with censorship
tactics such as boycotting sponsors and blacklisting programs as

their only means of action."?’

Henry Rivera, Federal Communications Commissioner, speaking at the

National Hispanic Media conference on the topic: of the FCC's
prppqsal to repeal itg rule limiting the number of broadcast
stations that can be owned by a single entity, 'said "I dissented in
this because I believe it would result in concentrating stations in
the hands of a few wealthy corporations, inflate the price of

broadcast properties, and preclude the purchase of those stations
128

by minority entrepreneurs.
Charles Firestone, on behalf of the American Civil Liberties Union,

and the National Association for Better Broadcasting, stated that



-

““"regardleés of the legality of deregulatory action, deregulation
would jeopardize the fundamental principal that a broadcast license
creates a public trust."%9

10. The National Catholic Association of Broadcasters and Allied

Communicators stated in an argument against deregulation that it
considers the airwaves a gift of God.30

11. Kristen B§oth Glen of the WNCN Listeners' Guild, the United Auto'

Workers, the-Pacifica Foundation, Faith and Life Radio, and Nolan

A. Bowie of the Citizens Communications Center stated in an

argument against deregulation that the public interest standard

involves other values than the mere sum of consumer preferences. 31
12. Nate Byer of the National Association of Black Owned Broadcasters

in a argument against deregulation "evinced the belief that

scarcity continues to be a factor of concern in the radio

industry." 32

As can be seen from the above selected 1samplé of comments from
numerous special interest groups, the opposition to deregulation of the
radio broadcast industry is extensive. Such groups have expressed their
concerns to the media and directly to the FCC.

Table one below indicates the total count of comments given ts the

FCC in response to a request by the FCC for comments from the public

concerning their 1981 order to deregﬁlate radio.33 Such comments and

replies, ' which .are defined explicitly in the FCC's Rules and

Regulations,‘ refer to the procedures involved when the FCC affords

interested persons an opportunity to participate in the rule-making

proceedings through submission  of written data, views, or arguments,



with or without opportunity to present the same orally in any manner.

Tabl.e one includes formal comments, informal comments, formal reply
comments, and informal reply comments given by individuals; broadcast
groups, organizations, and individuals; religious groups, organizations,

and individuals; and all others.

TABLE 1

COMMENTS SUBMITTED TO THE FCC CONCERNING DEREGULATION

Individuals Broadcast groups Religious groups, All others Totals
Organizations, and Organizations, and
individuals individuals

/

Fo;mal Comments L%

For 257 1,125 . 10 23 1,615
Against 1,132 5 . 499 171 1,807
Mixed 6 g 3 4 25
TOTALS 1,395 1,139 ' 515 198 3,247

Informal Comments

For 163 407 ‘ 1 83 654
Against 14,945 2 718 279 16,006
Mixed 01 0 3 - .29 123
TOTALS 15,199 409 783 391 16,782

Formal Reply Comments

For 0 62 0 o} 62

Against 4 0 18 18 41

Mixed o 3 1 3 7

TOTALS 4 65 20 21 110
Informal Reply Comments

For 2 119 ' 0 1 122

Against 1,877 ' 1] 98 37 1,812

Mixed 0 0 0 0 0

TOTALS 1,679 119 as : 38 1,934

Source: FCC, FCC Reports, (1981) LXXXIV, p. 1021.



Briefly, the table illustrates that:

-- ninety-seven percent of the comments by individuals were against
deregulétion;

-- ninety-nine percent of the comments by broadcast groups,
organizations, and individuals were for deregulation;

- ninet&—nine' percent of the comments by religious groups,
organizations, and individuals were against deregulation;

|

-- seventy-eight percent of the comments by all others were against

deregulation.

It thus is evident that deregulation of the radio broadcast
industry Ean be considered a controversial issue. A majority of the FCC
favors extensive deregulation of ra&io; broadcast groups, broadcast
organizations, and individuals from the broadcast industry have
submitted their comments to the FCC in favor of the deregulation; and
some individuals, religious groﬁps, religious organizations, religious
individuals, and others have submitted their comments to the FCC against
deregulation. In order to shed more light on the controversial issue,
this research stﬁdy explores further the feelings of radio broadcasters
concerning deregulation., The purposes of this study are enumerated and

-

described in the next section.

Purpose Statement

This study is based on a mail survey questionnaire about
deregulation, which was completed by 346 members of the National Radio

Broadcasters Association (NRBA) in 1983, The NRBA is a national



organization which consists of both commercial and noncommercial radio

stations and firms in related broadcasting industries. The purpose of

the organization is to "promote time sales and listenership of radio; to
provide a viable legislative voice in g’yernment; to encourage technical
development; énd‘provide research, proé;am engineering, and management
and sales information,"3>

The purposes of this study include the following:

1. To learn the attitudes. and beliefs of some of the members of the
NRBA, who are owners and/or managers of radio stations in the
United States, regarding deregulation of the radio broadcast
industry .by the FCC. (The definitions used in this study of the
terms "attitude" and "belief'" are defined operationélly in the mail
survey queétionnaire see [Appendix Bj.) Specifically, to learn the
attitudes and beliefs of the respondents regarding deregulation of
the following rules which are defined in chapter two:

a. the equal-time (equél opportunities) provision
b. the fairness doctrine
c. the personal attack rule
d. the editorializing rule
e. the format doctrine
f. the seven-station rule
g. the one-to-a-market rule
h. 1icehse reqewal requirements
i. news and public affairs programming requirements
2. Further, to learn how deregulation has affected thié particular

population of the radio broadcast industry (NRBA) in terms of
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programming changes and the am&unt of information and service available
) .

to the public. In addition, to learn if theg§1981 FCC order to

deregulate will affect this particular population of the radio broadcast

- industry in terms of future changes concerning the amount of news and

public affairs programming available to the public. |

3. To discover any significant relationships between variables.

L. To reveal how well the FCC term, "public iﬁterest, convenience or

necessity" is understood by the respondents.
5. To make any generalizations, if possible, on how NRBA respondents

think deregulation will affect the radio broadcast industry.

v

Significance Statement

Despite opposition .and expressed concern from special interest
groups, the FCC vigorously has continued with its efforts for overall
deregulation of the radio broadcast industry. Most recently, the FCC
ordered deregulation of the rule concerning equal time for debates, and
the FCC has proposed abolishment of several media ownership rules
including the regional concentration rule and the seven-station rule.

The views of the current FCC clearly are pro-deregulation of radio
as evidenced by its actions, proposals, and orders within the last few

'
years. The anti-deregulation views of numerous special interest groups

including the Telecommunications Consumer Coalition, the League of Women

Voters, the Media Access Project, the American Federation of Television
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/

and Radio Artists, and others indicate a definite concern regarding the
rights of the listening public. Such views of special interest groups
are evident in lobbying efforts, extensive media coverage, and comments
submitted to the FCC and other governmental'agencies. Other groups,
composed of organizations and individuals affiliated with the broadcast
industry, also have voiced their pro-deregulation opinions regarding the
deregulation issue in their comments submitted to the FCC. Opinions of
such broadcast groups are evident from media coverage and comménts
submitted to the FCC. ‘

In the midst of the ensuing controversy concerning the issue of
deregulation, an understanding of the feelings and perceptions of the
owners and/or managers of the radio stations seems important.
Derggulation, after all, directly affecté the owners and/or managers of
radio stations. Learning the perspectives of a group so integrally
associated with the everyday operations of r;dio and with the possible
effects of deregulation could be beneficial and extremely uéeful not
ohly to the FCC, but to the owners and/or managers themselves, and most
of all, the concerned public.

This investigation addresses the views, feelings, and perceptions
of the owners and/or managers of radio stations, a poﬁulation which has
been the focus of little, if any, research concerning the issue of
deregulation of radio. This research study thus is dimportant in its
focus; and, in additién, this research study reveals information that
has not been addressed or uncovered up to this point which may be
helpful to all persons interested in the issue of deregulation of the

radio broadcast industry.
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Chapter Summary
In this chapter, the reéearch study was introduced, the FCC's
position on deregulation of the radio broadcast industry was reviewed,
. the positions of numerous ihterest groups concerning deregulation were
discussed, a statement éf purpose regarding this study was related, and

a statement referring to the significance of this study was indicated.

-~

Preview of Chapters

This research study consists of five chapters and an appendix.
Chapter two includes explanations of the‘ FCC rules and regulations, a
regulatory history of radio broadcasting and a history of radio
broadcast deregulation, and a discussion of the purposes and composition
of the Federal Communications Commission.,

Chapter three includes a description of the methods utilized to
conduct the study. Chapter three consists of a review of the pilot
study and a discussion of the instrument, the sample, the procedure, and
method of data analysis. Chapter four includes the results of the mail
survey questionnaire. Chapter five, the final chapter, discusses the
representativeness of the sample surveyed, discusses and interprets the
results, reviews some of the problems and limitations of the study, and
includes a conclusion.

The appendix, which follows chapter five, dincludes the cover
letter, the mail survey questionnaire, the letter from the NRBA, the

pilot study, and the pilot study telephone survey.
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CHAPTER II

FCC RULES AND REGULATIONS, A REGULATORY HISTORY OF RADIO BROADCASTING
AND RADIO BROADCAST DEREGULATION, AND THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
. COMMISSION
In the previous chapter, the research study was introdﬁced, the
FCC's position on deregulation of the radio broadcast industry was
reviewed, the positions of numerous interest groups concerning
deregulation was discussed, a statement of purpose regarding this study

was established, and a statement referring to the significance of this

study was related.

Preview

This chapter includes explanations of the FCC rules and regulations
pertinent to this study, a review of the regulatory history of radio
broadcasting, a history of radio broadcast deregulation, and a
discussion of the Federal Communications Commission. The information
related in this chapter is essential in order to understand more clearly
the rules and regulations that are being Jconsidered for potential
deregulation and the manner in which the rules and regulations
originated and evolved in, the history of radio. 'In addition, this
chapter is essential in order to provide the reader with specific and
recent information regarding the FCC's proposals and orders to
deregulate radio and- any _recént congressional and/or court action
concerning'such deregulation. And finally, this chapter also discusses
the purpose and composition of the FCC, the regulatory agency
responsible for the regulation and deregulation of radio and the

organization which is involved intensely with the controver-
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sial issue of deregulation.

A1l of the information covered in this chapter is designed to give
the reader a better understanding of the issue of deregulation of the
radio broadcast industry and thus, an understanding of the mail survey
questionnaire, the research tool, and its results in relation to the

controversial issue of deregulation.

Explanations of FCC Rules and Regulations

In order to explain more clearly the issue of deregulation of the
radio broadcast industry, the following section contains explanations of
the rules and regulations that have been deregulated, may be

deregulated, and are pertinent or relative to this study.

The Fairness Doctrine: the fairness doctrine, which can be found
under Section 315 of the Communications Act of 1934, basicallyvimposes a
two-fold duty on broadcast licensees. First, licensees must devote a
reasonable percentage of their broadcast time to the coverage of
controversial issues of public importance. Second, the coverage of the
issues must provide a reasonable opportunity for the presentation of
contrasting points of view.1 Tﬁrough the fairness doctrine, the FCC
hoped to assure the listening public a diversity of attitudes and
opinions on subjects that affect them.

In 1949 ,the FCC formally stated the concept of the fairness

doctrine:

It is axiomatic that one of the most vital questions of mass

communication is a democracy is the development of an informed

e,
L8
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public opinion through the public dissemination of news and ideas
concerning the vital public issues of the day.

And the commission has made it clear that in such presentation
of news and comment the public interest requires that the licensee
must operate on ' a basis of overall fairness, making his [her]
facilities available for the expression of the contrasting views of
ail responsible elements in the community on the various issues

which arise.

The fairness doctrine applies to issues rather than persons.
Further, the fairness doctrine does not require either "equal-time" or
"equal opportunities."3 The licensee of a station is allowed to
choose the controversial issues to be addressed, the program formats to
be used in discussing them, and the persons who will present the various
views on them.* The fairness doctrine does not apply to personal
appearances of political candidates unless they appear on the news-type

programs listed in Section 315 of the Communications Act.”

According to The Law of Political Broadcasting and Cablecasting by
the FCC, there is one situation to which the FCC applies the fairness

doctrine so that it becomes similar to "equal opportunities':

That is where Candidate A or his [her] supporters buy time in
which to urge the election of A or to criticize his[her] opponent
B, but A doeé not appear on the broadcast in person., If B or his
[her] supporters then ask to buy time, they must be allowed to buy a

comparable amount. Similarly, if A's supporters have received free
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time, B's supporters must be given a comparable' amount 1if
requested. The Commission has recognized that, although the
candidatés themselves do not appear in this situation, it is in
"the political arena" and equal opportunities should be made

available.6

The‘ Persénal Attack Rule: the. personal attack rule is a
subcategory of the fairness doctrine in which the FCC attempted to set
forth more specific standards for licensee compliancé. Under the
personal attack rule, an individual or group that is attacked during a
discussion of a controversial issue of public importance or a candidate
who is not favored in a broadcast licensee's political editorial is
provided an opportunity to respond on the air.7 The personal attack
rule is designed to keep the public’informed of contrasting views on
important‘public issues.

On July 5,'1967, the FCC issued the personal attack rule which

stated:

(a) When during the presentation of views on a controveréial
issue’ of public importance, an attack is made upon the honesty,
character, integrity or like personal qualities of an identified
person or group, the licensee shall, within a reasonable time and
in no event later than one week after the attack, transmit to the
persdﬁ or group attacked (1) notification of the date, time and
identification of the broadcast; (2) a script or tape (or an

_accurate summary  if a script or tape is not avéilable) of the
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attack; and (3) an offer of reasonable opportunity to respond over
the licensee's facilities.

(b) The provisions of paragraph (a) of this section shall be
inapplicable to attacks on foreign groups or foreign public figures
or where personal attacks are made by legally qualified candidates,
their authorized spokesmen [spokespersoné] , or those associated
with them in the campaign, or other such candidates, their
au?horized spokesman [spokesperson ], or persons associated with fhe
candidates on the campaign.

NOTE: 1In a specific‘factual situétion, the fairness doctrine
may be applicable in this general area of political broadcasts.
See, Section 315(a) of the Act (47 U.S.C. 315(a)); public notice:
Applicability of the Fairness Doctrine on the Handling of
Controversial Issues of Public Importance. 29 Fed. Reg. 10415.

(c) Where a licensee, in an editorial, (i) endorses or (ii)
opposes a legally.qualified candidate or candidates, the licensee
shall, within 24 hours. after the editorial, transmitt to
respectively (i) the other qualified candidate or candidates for
the same office or (ii) the candidate opposed in the editorial (1)
notification of the date and the time of the editorial; (2) a
script or tape of the editorial; and (3) an offer of reasonable
opportunity for a candidate or a spokesman [spokesperson ] of the
candidate to respond over the licensee's facilities: Provided
however, that where such editorials are broadcast within 72 hours
prior to the day of the election, the licensee shall comply with

the provisions of this subsection sufficiently far in advance of
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the broadcast to enable the candidate or candidates to have a reasonable
opportunity to prepare a response and to present it in a timely

fashion.8

As of July 12, 1979, the FCC ordered an amendment of the personal attack
rule.? The FCC, in the amendment, made a minor change in the language
of the rule to clarify that "uses" includes an exemption which extends
10

to personal attacks made by non-candidates.

The Equal-Time (Equal Opportunities) Provision: the equal-time

(equal opportunities) provision can be found in Section 315 of the
Communications Act of 1934, Equal-time (equal opportuﬁities) required a
licensee, who permits a '"legally qualified candidate" to appear on
radio, to make equal opportunities available to other candidates for the
same office (in a primary, only other candidates of the same party).
According to the provision, free time had to be matched with free time
and paid time matched by the opportunity to buy paid time at the same
rate. Further, the<time allotted had to allow for a'comparable audience
and only candidates, not spokespersons for candidates, were eligible for
equal-time. Bona fide newscasts; news interviews, news documentaries,
and breaking news events were exempt from the provision. In addition,
the provision stated that the licensee was prohibited any "power of
censorship over the material broadcast" and that restrictions existed
limiting Fhe rebroadcast of political debates.11

The equal-time (equal opportunities) provision was deregulated by

order of the FCC on November 8, 1983.12 The FCC, -at that time,

ordered that radio stations may invite political candidates of their
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choice to participate in broadcast debates ‘without violating the
provision. As parts of the decision, the FCC also removed restrictions
that limited the rebroadcast of political debates to within twenty-four
hours of the original event.

The Editorializing Rule: the editorializing rule can be found in

Section 315 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, which also
contains the fairness doctrine.14 The editorializing rule has under-
gone several changes since its inception. In 1941, the FCC noted that
station WAAB in Boston had broadcast editorials encouraging the election
of several candidates for political office or supporting one side of
various public issues. The FCC, in its decision, said that '"the public
interest can never be served by a dedication of any broadcast facility
to the support of [a broadcaster's] own éartisan ends . . . . In brief,

nl5

the broadcaster cannot be an advocate, In 1949, the FCC reversed

its position and said:

Licensee editorialization is but one aspect of freedom of
expression by means of radio. Only insofar as it is exercised in
conformity With the paramount right of the public to hear a
reasonably balanced presentation of all responsible viewpoints on
particular issues can such editorialization be considered to be
consistent with the licensee's duty to operate in the public

intergst.16

In 1950, the FCC noted that it was not enough for a station to

allow opposing views to its editorials, but that it had a duty to "seek
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out" opposing views.l” In 1959, the FCC ceased using the words "seek
out" and began to say that licensees have "an affirmative duty to aid
and encourage‘the broadcast of opposing views by responsible persons."18
In 1974 the obligation was further defined when the FCC stated that a
licensee '"should be prepared to demonstrate that he [she] has made a
deligent, good-faith effort to communicate to . . . potential spokesmen
Epokespersons | his [her] willingness to present their views on the issue
or issues presented."19

Section 399(a) of the Communications Act forbids editorializing by
20

noncommercial educational broadcasting stations.

The Format Doctrine: the format doctrine evolved from a series of

appellate decisions that began in 1970.21 The format doctrine

required the FCC to hold public hearings when an applicant for a new or

22 The

renewed radio license sought to change the stations' format.
hearings were designed to determine if the proposed format changes would
be in the public interest. In Mafch, 1981, the Supreme‘Court voided the
format doctrine in tﬁe case, FCC v. WNCN Listeners Guild, et al.23

The Scarcity' Doctrine: although the doctrine is not a rule, it is

an idea that broadcast "space'" is limited, and that the radio spectrum
is limited, and that the radio spectrum is simply not large enough to

. . . 24
accommodate everybody without encountering interference.

The Seven—Station, Rule: the seven-station rule, which was adopted
in 1953, Was.the first imposition by the FCC of a rule concerning the
numerical limitation on the number of stations an individual could
control.25 According to the rule, a licensee, including a network, is

permitted to own a maximum of seven AM and seven FM radio stations, and
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seven television stations (five VHF and two UHF).26

The One-to—a-Market Rule: the one-to-a-market rule "prohibits one

licensee from owning more than one TV, one AM, and one FM station in the
~ same market."2’ Markets under ten thousand in population and multiple
ownefships already existing before March 1970 are exempted. The phrase

sometimes is applied also to cross ownership.28

The License Renewal Procedure: although the license renewal
procedure recently was simplified by the FCC, the U.S. Court of Appeals
reported that the new procedures for license renewals had not been
decided yet by the court. The new license renewal procedure, however,
permits licensees to file for renewal simply with a postcard rather than
29 ‘

through the previous complicated procedure.

News and Public Affairs Programming Guidelines: news and public

affairs programming guidelines existed until 1981, when the FCC ordered
deregulation of its requirements concerning such programming. Stations
were required to devote a minimum.percentage of their broadcasting time
to news or public affairs programming (eight percent for AM and six
). 30

percent for FM stations

Commercial Guidelines: commercial time 1limit guidelines of

eighteen minutes maximum per hour existed before the FCC order for

deregulation in 1981. The FCC order repealed the maximum limits for

commercials.31

Progrém Logs: stations are required by the FCC to keep detailed

logs on progrémming and commercials. The purpose of the logs, according
to the courts, is to insure the public's right to help judge whether

stations are serving the public interest. The FCC recently attempted to
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abolish the requirement but the U.S. Court of Appeals ordered the FCC to

reconsider the log provisioh.32

Community Ascertainment: community ascertainment requirements

existed before the FCC order for deregulation in 1981. Under the old
policy, the FCC required an applicant for a license (new or renewal) to
ascertain community needs "by sampling a cross section of the general

population and by interviews with diverse community leaders.">>

The
ascertainment requirements were institﬁted to insure that licensees were
operating in the public interest.

Formal ascertainment procedures no longer are required by the FCC.
Broadcast licensees now may ascertain by any reasonable method. The
methodology concerning the reasonable method for ascertainment must be
listed in a public file; and in addition, a list of no more than ten

issues as ascertained also must be included in a public file.

Public Interest, Convenience or Necessity: although the words

public interest, convenience or necessity are not set rules or
regulations, théy are the controlling words in the congressional grant
of authority to the FCC.34 According to the Communications Act of 1934,
the "public interest" is to be: served, and' "public interest" is
interpreted as the interest of the listening public.'35

On August 12, 1928, the Federal Radio Commission announced its

interpretation of the phrase:

« + « The commission has been urged to give a precise
definition of the phrase "public interest, convenience, or

necessity," and in the course of the hearings has been frequently
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criticised for not having done so. It has also been urged that the
statute ditself is unconstitutionél because of the alleged
uncertaihty and indefiniteness of the phrase. To be able to arrive
at a precise definition of such~a phrase which will foresee all
eventualities is manifestly impossible.r The phrase will have to be
defined by the United States Supreme Court, and this will probably
be done by a gradual process of decisions on particular
combinations of fact.

« .« o It is, however, possible to state a few general
principles which have demonstrated themselves in the course of the
experience of the commission and which are applicable to the
broadcasting band.

In the first place, the comﬁission has no hesitation in
stating that it is din the public interest, convenience, and
necéssity that a substantial band of frequencies be set aside for
the exclusive use of broadéasting stations and the radio listening
public; and under the present circumstances believes that the band
of 550 to 1,500 kilocycles meets that test.

'In the second place, the commission is convinced that public
interest, convenience, or necessity will be served by such action
on the part of the commission as will bring about the best possible
broadcasting reception conditions throughout the United States. By
good conditions the commission means freedom from interference of
various types as well as good quality in the operation of.the
broadcasting station . . . .

« « « The commission is furthermore convinced that within the
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band of frequencies devoted to broadcasting, public interest,
convenience, or necessity will be best served by a fair
‘distribution of different types of service . , . .

« + « The cdmmission also believes that public intérest,
convenience, or necessity will be best served by avoiding too much
duplication of programs and types of programs . . . .

.« « « While it is true that broadcasting stations in this
country are for the most part supported Qr partially supported by
advertisers, broadcasting stations are not given these great
privileges by the United States Government for the primary benefit
of advertisers . . . .

« « . Another question thch must be ‘taken seriously is the
location of the transmitter statioﬁ. This is properly a question
of interference . . . [I]t is not in the public interest,
convenience, or necessity for a station of substantial power (500
watts or more) to be located in the midst of a thickly inhabited
community . . . . [Further], it is also'desirable that the signal
be not so strong as to blanket reception from other stations
operating on the other frequencies . . . .

The commission is furfhermore convinced that in applying the
test of public interest, convenience, or necessity, it may consider
the character of the licensee or applicant, his[her] financial
responsibility, and his [her] past record, in order to determine
whether he [she] is more or less likely to fulfill the trust imposed
by the license than others who are seeking the same frivilege from

the same community, state, or zone . . . .
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« « - A station which does not operate on a regular schedule
made known to the public through announcements in the press or
Otherwiée is not rendering a service which meets the test of the
law . . . .

. . « A broadcaster who is not sufficiently concerned with the
public's interest in good radio reception to provide his [her]
transmitter with an adequate control or check on its frequency 1is
not entitled to a license . . . .

« « « In conclusion, the commission desires to point out that
‘the test —- "public interest, convenience, or necessity" -- becomes
a matter of a comparative and not an absolute sfandard when applied
to broadcasting stations. Since the number of channels is limited
and the number of persons desiring to broadcast is far greater than
can be accommodated, the commission must determine from among the
applicants before it which of them will, if licensed, best serve
the public. In a measure,‘perhaps, ali of them give more or less
service. Those who give the least, however, must be sacrificed for
those who give the most. The emphasis must be first and foremost
on the interest, the convenience, and the necessity of the
listening public, and not on thé interest, convenience, or

necessity of the individual broadcaster or the advertiser.36

The terms "'public interest, convenience, or necessity,"
P ’ ’

community
ascertainment, program logs, commercial guidelines, mnews and public
affairs programming guidelines, the license renewal procedure, the one-

to—-a-market rule, the seven-station rule, the format doctrine, the
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editorializing rule, the equal-time (equal opportunities) and provision,
the personal attack rule, and the fairness doctrine are the rules and
regulations ‘which have shaped the radio broadcast industry. As stated
earlier, some of these regulations have been deregulated by order of the

FCC and others may be deregulated.

A Regulatory History of Radio Broadcasting

In order to understand the manner in which the FCC's rulés and
regulations originated and evolved, this section will review the
regulatory history of radio broadcasting. The history of radio
broadcasting will include information from pre-1866 to the present.

According to the '"commerce clause" of Article I, Section 8 of the
United States Constitution, Congress is assigned the responsibility for
regulating interstate and foreign commerce. Commerce, as determined by
the Supreme Court of the United States, includes communication. Because
radio waves physically are incapable of staying within the political
boundaries of states and nations, broadcasting is inherent}y a form of
interstate and foreign commerce. Thus, radio communication is subject
to jurisdiction-by the Congress.37

Although the regulatory history of radio is the United States
begins with the Constitution, the Post Roads Actlof 1866 was the first
actual legislation related to communication. The Post Roads Act gave
companies the right to construct and operate telegraph lines throughout
the United Spates upon written application to the postmaster general. 38
Six years later a laQ was passed which assessed penalties to any

39

telegraph company charging more than 'the maximum allowed. These
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two acts, which regulated common carriers, introduced the idea that the
electronic media were to be used for the benefit of the public.

In 1887 the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) was given
jurisdiction over telegraph.40 In 1910 the Mann-Flkins Act gave the ICC
jurisdiction over all wire and wireless teléphdne, telegraph, and cable
1ines.41 The first legislation dealing directly witﬂ the regulation of
radio communication was passed by Congress on June 24, 1910, Known as
the "Wireless Ship Act" or "An Act to Require Apparatus and Operators
for Radio Communication on Certain Ocean Streamers," the regulation
required all ocean-going steamers carrying fifty or more persons,
leaving or attempting to leave any port of the United States, to employ
a skilled radio operator and to be equipped with an efficient apparatus
for radio communication which could tragsmit and receive messages over a
distance of at least one hundred miles, : ‘day or night.42 In 1911, a
Radio Service was established in the Bureau of Navigation, Department of
Commerce and Labor, to insure prbper execution of the law.43

Not wuntil the "Titanic" disaster of 1912 which dramatically
demonstrated the advantage of radio in promoting safety of life at sea
did Congress attempt to deal further with radio communiéation in a
comprehensive manner.44 On August 13, 1912, Congress passed the Radio
Act which incorporated regulations from tﬂé international convention in
Berlin in 1906 on the use of radio at sea‘and the London International
Radio Telegraph Convention of 1912.45

Aimed primarily at regulating wireless telegraphy in Morse code,
the Radio Act of 1912 was passed to carry out treaty obligations, meet

the public sentiment aroused by the sinking of the "Titanic", and
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prevent the éétablishment of a monopoly over radio communication by the
Marconi Company.46 In addition, the Radio Act of 1912, which was signed
by President William Howard Taft, inaugurated the Federal 1licensing of
commercial broadcast stations and mandated that all radio transmission
be conducted or supervised by someone with an operator's license.
Successful completion of the exam was required in order to -obtain a
broadcasting 1icensé.
| According to the Radio Act, complete authority over radio
broadcasting was granted to the Secretary of Commerce and Labor.
Although the Secretary of Commerce and Labor could assign a broadcaster
a wavelength or frequency, the Secretary could not refuse to grant a
license, which turned out to be a fatal flaw in the measure because
almost anyone requesting a license coula obtain one.4 |
During the regulatory period between 1912 and 1926 the Secretary of
Commerce held radio conferences and attempted to keep abreast of the
rapid development which occurred‘the radio., On February 27, 1922, the
first National Radio Conference, which was attended by radio industry
representatives, public leaders, government officials, and radio experts
recommended that the federal government be given additional powers to

48 The Seéond National Radio

regulate the broadcasting industry.
Conference, which was called by Secretary of Commerce Herbert Hoover,
met on March 20, 1923.49 Secretary Hoover then began to administer
further 'regulatiéns on radio. Hoover vested in himself the power to
assign specific frequencies to stations and limit the power and time

during which an individual broadcasting station could operate.50

Although the Secretary of Commerce instituted some regulations
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during the period from 1912 to 1926, the era basically was characterized
by self-regulation and marked by a rapprochement between the government
and the radio industry. To a great extent, the Federal authorities
maintained a hands-off attitude and the principle of laissez faire
51

predominated.

The following quotation from the address delivered by the Secretary -
of Commerce Herbert Hoover at the Third National Radio Conference held

in Washington, D.C., in October, 1924, indicates the spirit of

cooperation which existed between 1924 and 1926:

In conclusion, I can only repeat.what I have said on these !
occasions before—that it is our duty as public officials, it is
our duty as meﬂ engaged in the industry, and it is our duty as a
great listening public to assure the future conduct of this
industry with the single view to public interest. The voluntary
imposition of its own rﬁleS'and a high sense ofiéervice will go far
to make further legislation or administrative intervehtion
unnecessary. Indeed, it will contribute enormously to the
developmént of the art if in this stage of its infancy we can
annually secure such adjustments by voluntary action as will
protect public interest. We shall then have evolved a unique
chapter in the development of public utilities.

Ce o It is my ideal and yours that this new great implement
which science haé placed at the disposal of our people shall be
developed and expapded in such fashion as to bring the maximum

good, and that we may avoid any complaint from our successors that
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one hand we sacrifice public interest or on the other we in any way '
dim that fine sense of initiative and enterprise in our people that

.is fundamental to all advancement in our Nation . . .52

A year later, at the Fourth National Radio Conference, Secretary ‘
Hoover reiterated much of what he had said before concerning radio, but:
- added to his theory that "the ether is a public medium, and its use must
be for public benefit."53 Hoover's philosophy was to become the basis
of future government regulation.

Radio continued to develop until a question was raised concerning *
whether the Radio Act of 1912 gave the Secretary of Commerce the power
to specify frequencies, hours of operations, or power limitations.
Eugene F. McDonald, owner of station WJAZ in Chicago and a small company
known as Zenith Radio, believed that Herbert Hoover was exceeding his
authority. McDonald challenged Hoover in court——and:won.54 The federal
court ruled that Hoover had exceeded his authority and that the United
States government did not permit the play and action of pﬁrely personal
and arbitrary power.55 The court also stated that as there was no
standard in thefact to guide administrative judgment, the act might be
unconstitutional if it were held that it did confer any suqh
discretion.56 Hoover sought to appeal the ruling, but the Attorney
General's office convinced the Secretary the court was correct. On July
8, 1926,'the Attorney General declared that under the 1912 1aw Hoover
did not have the legal power to refuse a license, specify £frequencies,
assign broadcasting hours, or limit station power.57

On July 9, 1926, the day following the receipt of the Attorney
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General's opinion, Hoover announced publicly that he was abandoning all'
attempts to control radio communication except for the registration
requirement.' In addition, he ﬁrged station licensees to impose ar-
voluntary self-fegulation on themselves to avoid electrical interference
and to respect an informal agreement with Canada under which six
channels had been reserved exclusively for Canadian useA.58
Hoover's advice, however, went unheeded as far as the broadcast
band of frequencies was concerned. A condition of general confusion
resulted, and there was a scramble for attractive and preferred
channels.59 Many of the 732 operating radio stations during this time
ignored their assigned frequencies and power assignments. Forty-one
-stations began using the six channels that had been reserved for the

exclusive use of Canadian stations despite appeals from cabinet members,

who pleaded that national good faith and international good will were at

stake.60

On December 7, 1926, in fhe'midst of chaos in the radio industry, .
President Calvin Coolidge recommended, in his Congréssional message, the
enactment of new radio legislation. The following excerpt from
Coolidge's Congressional message expressed the need for order in the

radio industry:

The Department of commerce has for some years urgently
presented the necessity for further legislation in order fo protect
radio listeners from interference between broadcasting stations and
to carry out other regulatory functions. Both branches of Congress

at the last session passed enactments intended to effect such
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regulation, but the two bills yet remain to be brought into
agreement and final passage.

Due to decisions of tne courts, the authority of the
department under the law of 1912 has broken down; many more
stations have been operating than can be accommodated within the
limited number of wave lengths availabie; further stations are 1in
course of construction; many stations have departed from the scheme
of allocation set down by the department, and the whole service of
this most important ﬁublic function has drifted into such chaos as
seems likely, if not remedied, to destroy its great value. I most
urgently recommend that this 1legislation ' should be speedily
enacted.

I do not believe it is desiranle to set up further independent
agencies 1in the Government. Rather I believe it advisable to
entrust the important functions of‘deciding who shall exercise the
privilege of radio transmissien and under what conditions, the
assigning of wave lengths and determination of nower, to a board
to be assembled whenever action on such questions becomes
necessary. There should be right of appeal to the courts from the
decisions of such board. The administration of the decisions of
the board and the other features of regulation and promotion of
radio in the public interest, together with scientific research,
should remain in the Department of Commerce. Such an arrangement
makes for more expert, more efficient, and more economical
administration than an independent agency or board, whose duties,

after initial stages, require but little attention, in which



administrative functions are confused with semijudicial functions
and from which of necessity there must be greatly increased

‘personnél and expenditure.61

Under the Coolidge administration, a fairly conservative Congress
existed that rejected the idea of a government takeover of broadcasting.
However, at the same time, the Congress was attuned to the didea of

conservation of natural resources such as the broadcast spectrum, the

airwaves, In considering further legislation, the Congress had to "

decide whether the‘government should take over and operate the radio
system or whether private enterprise should be allowéd to move in and
monopolize the airwaves. Although there were differences in opinion as
to the kind of regulatory authority that should be established, a
compromise was reached whicﬁ was enacted in the Radio Act of 1927.
Inherent in the Act was the idea that the pubiic would maintain
ownership of the airwaves, but private enterprise would provide the
broadcasting service.62

The Radio Act, which was signed into law on February 23, 1927,
created a bipartisan Federal Radio Commission (FRC) of five members to
serve staggered six-year terms. The first chairperson was appointed by
the President; succeeding ones were elected by the FRC. Power was

vested in the FRC to:

classify radio stations, prescribe the kind of service each class
should render, assign frequencies to classes and to individual

stations, determine each station's power and hours of operation,

-
)



36

regulate the kind of apparatus to be used, pfescribe regulations to
prevent interference, make special regulations with respect to
chain broadcasting, hold hearings, summon witnesses, make such
investigations as it deemed necessa?y for the performance of its
duties and " insure that broadcasters would service the public

. . . 6
interest, convenience, and necessity. 3

According to the Radio Act of 1912, certain administrative
functions were assigned specifically to the Secretary of Commerce
including the responsibility to receive all applications for licenses,
prescribe the qualifications of station operators, issue licenses to
-operators, inspect transmitting apparatus for éonformity to the
requirements of the act, report violations to the FRC, and designate

call 1etters.64

The division of authority between the Secretary of
Commerce and the FRC lasted only until December 18, 1929, when the
Congress declared that the powers vested in the FRC bygthe Radio Act of
1927 should be exercise& by the FRC "until otherwise provided by the
law." 05

“Although the Radio Act of 1927 was helpful in restoring radio to
orderly operation, the law wasn't comprehensive enough. It became
apparent, for example, that regulation of radio-ahd regulation of
telephone and telegraph traffic were tied closely, yet the FRC did not
have the’power to regulate both. In 1933, Secretary of Commerce Daniel
Roper was commissioned by Franklin Delano Roosevelt to undertake a study

of all the regulatory agencies.66 A committee, comprised of a number of

interested government departments and the chairpersons of the Senate and

v
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House committees on interstate commerce, was. established to review the
regulation of communications.®” On the basis of the reports, Roosevelt
recommended fhat Congress create a new agency to administer and regulate
~all aspects of communications. In a message to Congress, President

Roosevelt endorsed the following recommendations of the Roper Committee:

I have long felt that for the sake of clarity andﬁ
effectiveness the relationship of the federal government to certain
services known as wutilities should be divided into three fields:
transportation, power, and communications . SR In‘the field of
communicaﬁions « .« . there is today no single government agency
charged with broad authority . . . . I recommend that the Congress
‘create a new agency to be known as the Federal Communications

68

Commission . . . .

Congress moved quickly and less than four months later on June 19, °
1934, the Communicati&ns Act .of 1934 was enacted into law.69 The
Communications Act of 1934 provided for the replacement of the five—
person FRC with seven-person Federal Communications Commission (FCC).
The FCC was given authority to regulate all interstate and foreign
commerce in communication by wire and radio communications, issue
licenses, allocate frequencies, and specify operating conditions. Like
the Radio Act of 1927, the Communications Act of 1934 provides that the
FCC shall exercise all its powers so as to serve the "public interest,
convenience, and necessity."70 In addition, the FCC was ordered to

study new uses for radio, provide experimental uses of frequencies, and



38

generally encourage éhe larger and more effective use of radio in the
public interest.71 Also, the FCC was to make available, as much as
possible, td all the people of the United States a rapid, efficient,
nationwide, and worldwide wire and radio communication service.72
In addition, the commission was ordered to Jkeep itself informed as
to . . . technical developments and improvements in wire and radio
lcommunication « « « to the end that thé benefits of ﬁew inventions and
developments be made available."73

Although a number of amendments to the Communications Act of 1934
have been made, the act remains substantially unchanged. The closest
Congress ever came to rewriting the Communications Act occurred with the
addition of the Communications Act Amendments of 1952.74 The amendments
authorized the FCC to issue "cease and &esist" orders and directed the

commission to create a '

'review staff" to assist the commissioners in
adjudicatory hearings.75 This subsection was later repealed by Public
Law 87-192 which Congress passed;on August 31, 1961. Public law 87-192
allowed the FCC to devote more time to major policy planning and
establish a functioning reviéw board.76

Thus, from the enactment’ of the Post Roads Act of 1866 to the
Communications Act of 1934, exists the history of radio regulation in
the United States. All the rules and regulations imposed on the radio
broadcast industry stem from the FCC's interpretation of the
Communications Act of 1934. These regulations served to establish the
philosophies which have influenced, guidéd, and shaped the future of

radio in the United States. The implied philosophy and fundamental

purpose of the final comprehensive legislation, the Communications Act
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of 1934, is that the airwaves are limited, the airwaves belong to the
‘public, the electro-magnetic spectrum is a natural resource to be
conserved, aﬁd broadcasters are only trustees for the public.77 Thus,
'as implied in the Communications Act, the public has a "direct and
justifiable - interest in the ' manner in which broadcasting is
conducted."78 Broadcasting, then, is a business concerned with the

public interest.

History of Radio Broadcast Deregulation

- In order to provide the reader with specific and recent information
regarding the FCCfs proposals and orders to deregulate radio and any
recent congressional and/or court action concerning such derggulation,
this section will review the history'of radio broadcast deregulation.
The history of radio broadcast deregulation will include information
from 1978 to the present.

Although the Communications Act of 1934 has undergone some changes
and additions through the years, the underlying philosophy of the Act
has remained virtually unchanged. However, because of new technologies
that had no£ been envisioned with the Communications Act was written and
because of a movement to "deregulate'" radio, numerous attempts have been
made to rewrite the Communications Act. The most recent deregulation
effort began on June 7, 1978, when Representative Lionel Van Deerlin,
Chair of .the House Communications Subcommittee, and Representative Louis
Frey, Jr., ranking Repubiican member of the subcommittee, introduced the
Communications Act of 1978.79 The proposed legislation contained the
following ideas:

1. Deregulate radio except for technical matters, grant licenses for
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an indefinite period, and abolish the fairness doctrine and equal-

time provision for radio.
2, . Limit the number of stations that one group may own to ten (five

radio and five television).
3. Change the FCC to a five-member Communication Regulation Commission

and curtail its powers.80

Reaction to the proposed rewrite was widespread and varied, aﬁd the
measure failed. Some FCC commissioners expressed concern about the
absence of a regulatory standard in the rewritten: version through the
omission of the public "inferest, convenience, or necessity" clause,
leaving regulation instead to marketplace forces.81 The following year
several other bills were introduced into Congress but also failed
including the Communications Act Amendﬁents of 1979 proposed by Senator
Ernest Hollings, the Telecommunications Competition and Deregulation Act
of 1979 initiated by Barry Goldwater, and rewrite of the 1978 bill by
Representative Van Deerlin. |

On September 6, 1979, the FCC adopted a Notice of Inquiry and
Proposed Rulemaking for deregulation of radio.82 The commission
proposed to deregulate radio by eliminating such items as the
nonentertainment programming guidelines, commercial guidelines,
ascertainment, program logs, and substituting the marketplace for rules
to determine programming practices., The United Church of Christ filed
suit against the.FCC on December 26, 1979, in the Federal District Court
in Manhattan in an attempt to block radio deregulation. In addition,
the United Church of Christ later petitioned the FCC and‘the court of

appeals for a stay of the FCC order but the appeals were denied. On
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83

The FCC's deregulation report and order, which applies only to

commercial radio stations, eliminates and allows the following:

. 1 ¢

The FCC order eliminates the formal procedures that were required to
follow in ascertaining the broadcast needs of the station's
community. Radio broadcasters now may ascertain the needs of the
community by any reasonable method,

The FCC order eliminates the nonentertainment programming guidelines

of eight percent for AM stations and six percent for FM stations.

.The FCC order eliminates the commercial-time-limit guidelines of

eighteen minutes per hour (with exceptions allowing up to twenty-
four minutes per hoﬁr).

The FCC order eliminates the requirement that stations maintain
program logs and make them available to the public.

The FCC order allows "program length" commercials.

Commenting on the FCC order to deregulate radio, Charles D. Ferris,

Chair of the committee in 1981, said:

Today we have translated the rhetoric of "deregulation" into
reality. No 1longer will broadcasters be required to follow empty
governmentally required procedures and compile stacks of paperwork.
Instead, they will be able to follow their own path in determining
how' to serve their community's needs and interests in ways that
reflect the realities of today's radio market,

I expect that active dialogue between radio stations and their

communities will continue, without the rigidified "ascertainment"
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guidelines of the past. In today's dynamic radio market, a
station's failure to listen t6 and address local interests and
issues 'will result in economic penalties at least as severe as
those the Commission could impose.

The elimination of commercial time limits will free the
Commission from monitoring disc jockeys who add a few minutes of
their own creativity to an ad agency's 30-second copy. And the
elimination of program logging will Ilet radio stations decide
themselves how best to keep a record of their programs and
commercials for their advertisers aﬁd internal purposes.

Finally, our decision to keep a legal obligation on each radio
station to air issue-oriented prggramming to meet local communiﬁy
concerns guarantees against the unlikely absence of an economic
market for news and local issue-oriented programming in some
communities.

We cannot always be absolutely certain of each deregulatory
step we take. But we can attempt to compile as full a record as
possible before taking off past regulatory burdens.- In this case
we have given the public séveral opportunities for comment, held
panel discussions, and debated the issue fully within our
Commission. We have undertaken an exhaustive survey on how the
radio marketplace functions is the area of commercialization and
news and informational programming. I am pleased that we have
finally acted, and acted in a responsible manner.

I look forward, years from now, to the ultimate vindication of

this action, which can . only come from the test of time as the
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marketplace functions with less government intrusion and more
discretion given to radio stations to determine the way in which

' ; . . . . 85
"they will carry out their Communications Act obligations.

In opposition of the FCC order to deregulate radio several interest
groups expressed their concern. A spokesperson for the Media Access
Project condemned the order saying it was é sad day for minorities,
women, the  poor, religious groups, and other working people who have
relied on the FCC to make sure that radio stations meet the needs of the
listeners they serve.86

Although thé FCC's order took effect, the United Church of Christ
and the Media Access Project asked the U.S. Court of Appeals to review

87

the action on January 14, 1983, The groups were concerned about ' the

order in light of the public interest provision of the Communications
Act of 1934,

In May, 1983, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia upheld most of the steps téken by the FCC to deregulate the
radio industry.88 The three-judge panel, Chief Judge J. Skelly Wright,
Judge Williém Jameson, and Judge Robert Bork, ruled in a two to one
decision that the FCC acted legally in 1981 when it enacted a broadcast

.deregulation bill.89

The appellate panel said, "we cannot say that the
commission has overstepped its statutory authority or its administrative
discretiqn."90 Further, the three-judge panel concluded that the groups
challenging the FCC's déregulation decision were wrong in assuming that

the need for public interest programs had been dropped. Concerning

allegations that the FCC had dropped its requirement for a minimum
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sought, not to eliminate all considerations of quantity of non-
entertainment programming but simply to emphasize that quantity aloné
cannot be the measure of a licensee's responsiveness."9

Judge Bork dissented believing that a provision which elimi%ated a
requirement that stations could keep detailed loés on programming and
commercials, According to Bork, eliminating the requirement could
undermine the public's right to help judge whether stations were serving

92 Judge Skelly, joined‘by Jameson, ordered the

the public interest.
FCC, thué, to reconsider the log provision. Skelly questioned '"the
commission's apparent failure'to consider the problem of overseeing its
partial deregulation of radio without the information contained in the
1ogs."93

Further, in the decision, Judgé Wright warned that the current
"tidal wave" of‘deregulation should be initiated by Coﬁgress instead of
the commission. Judge Wright stated "it should thus be Congress, and
not the unrepresentative bureaudracy and judiciary that takes the lead
in grossly amending the system of government regulation of the
broadcasting industry."?4

The United Church of Christ and other citizen groups who challenged
the FCC's action in the appeals court, were encouraged by the order that
the FCC reconsider the possible need for programming logs, and by - the
warning that Congress should take a close look at deregulation
activities, A spokesperson for the Media Action Project, Andrew J.
Schwartzman, and other lawyers for citizen groups, said they didn't know
whether they would appeal either ‘-by asking the full appéals court to

review the three judge ruling or by taking it to the Supreme Court.95
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The three-judge panel also reported in the judgment concerning the
'challenge to the FCC order that the decision by the FCC to streamline
the ‘procedufes for license renewals had not been decided yet by the
court. The new license renewal procedure ordered by the ‘FCC permits
licensees to file for renewal with a postcar& and would make it tougher
for interest groups or competing applicants to block renewals.96

In a move to enact broadcast deregulation through congressional
action, in February 1983, the Senate Commercé Committee unanimously
approved the FCC's broadcast deregulation bill.97 The bill, numbered
S55, and titled, "The Broadcast. Deregulatibn Act of 1983," was
introduced to the Senate on January 26, 1983 by Senators Baker,
Goldwater, Packwood, Kasebaum, Stevens, Kasten, Hollings, Ford (XY),

98

Riegle, Exon, and Heflin. According to The Congressional Index for

the 1983-84 98th Congress, the purpose of 855 is: '"to amend the

Communications Act of 1934 in order to encourage and develop marketplace
competition in the provision of certain deregulation of such broadcast

199

services. S55 was referred, after introduction, to the Senate

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation who reported it back
to the Senate on February 15, 1983. After the Senate approved the bill
by a voice vote, it was referred to the House Committee on Energy and
Commerce on February 22, 1983.100 At the time of this writing,

according to the most recent Congressional Index, no action has been

taken by the House on S55. In order for the deregulation legislation to
become law, approval by the House is necessary. The House failed to
pass a similar broadcast deregulation bill in 1982 which had been

approved by the Senate.101
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In another move to deregulate radio, the Supreme Court ruled seven
to two on March 24, 1981, that the FCC did not have to consider program
formats in radio station license proceedings.102 The case, FCC v. WNCN
Listeners Guild, et al., évolved from a series of appellate decisions
beginning in 1970, that produced the "format doctrine" in federal
broadcast regulation. The doctrine required the FCC to hold - public
hearings when an applicant for a new or renewed radio license sought to
chanée the station's format. The hearings werelto determine whether or
not the proposed format changes would be in the public interest.

The FCC relinquished the "format doctrine" in 1976, reasoning that
such hearings were not required under the First Amendment or the
Communications Act of 1934, Controversy ensued when the FCC attempted
to cite its new policy on a New York éity radio station, WNCN-FM. The
owners of WNCN-FM decided to change from an all-classical format to one
featuring "progressive" rock music. The FCC refused to interfere in any
way with the change. The U.S. Court of Appeals in Washington, D.C.
howe&er, upheld the "format doctrine." (WNCN-FM later came under new
ownership and the classical format was restored.)

The controversy over format changes remained, however. The FCC,
the National Association of Broadcasters (NAB), and others appealed to
the Supreme Court. The WNCN Listeners Guild was supported by citizens
groups and the attorneys general of eight states.

The Supreme vCourt,reversed the appeals court and voided the format
doctrine. Mr., Justice Byron H. White, writing for the majority, said
that the FCC had '"provided a rational explanation for its conclusion

that reliance on the market is the best method of promoting diversity in
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entertainment formats."lo3

In the Supreme Court, the majority rejected the idea that the
"format doctrine" was valid under the First Amendment and the
Communications Act of 1934. Justice White concluded that neither the
Constitution nor the law gave "individual listeners the right to have
the FCC review the abandonment of their favorite entertainment
program."10

In dissent, . Mr. Justice Thurgood Marshall defended the "format
doctrine" as a permissible attempt to provide the commission with some
guidance regarding the types of situations in which. a reexamination of
general policy might be necessary."lo5 Mr. Marshall's opinion was
endorsed by Mr. Justice William J. Brennan, Jr.;oé

Since 1981, numerous other bills ha%e been introduced into the House
and Senate in an attempt to legalize the FCC's deregulation and further
} déregulate radio. Deregulation bills presented-since 1981 include the
following:
1, Senate bill 270, which would make radio licenses indefinite, allow

the FCC to use a method of random selection in mutually exclusive

cases, and require the FCC to annually review and eliminate

107 The

unnecessary rules, was introduced on February 26, 1981.
bill was introduced by Senators Schmitt, Packwood, Goldwater,
Pressler, Stevens, Cannon, and Hollings.108 According to the

Congressional Index 1981-82, the purpose of the bill was to "amend

the Communications Act of 1934 in order to encourage and develop
marketplace competition in the provision of certain radio services
and to provide certain deregulation of such radio services."109

S270 was referred to the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and
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Transportation and, by the end of 1982, no further action had been
110

.House bill 1298, which would extend radio license terms to ten

years and prohibit the FCC from considering an applicant's
ownership of other media and competing applications at renewal, was
introduced by Representative Collins. The bill was referred to the
House Committee on Energy and Commerce and, by the end of 1982, no
further action had been taken concerning the bill.111
Senate bill twenty-two, which would repeal the fairness doctrine

and political broadcasting laws, was introduced by Senate William

Proxmire.112 According to the Congressional Index 1981-82, the

purpose of the bill was "to amend the Communications Act of 1934 in

order to recognize and confirm .the applicability of and to

-strengthen and further the objective of the first amendment to

radio."113 The bill was referred to the Senate Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation and, by the end of 1982, no
further action had been taken concerning the bill.ll'4

House bill 746, which would allow congressional veto power over
regulatory agencies' rules and would provide for easier access to
the courts by '"interested parties" in agency rulemaking, was

115

introduced by Representative George Danielson. Bill 746, élso

known as the "Regulatory Reform Act," was heard in the House on

* June 23, 1981. %10 By the end of 1982, however, no further

action had been taken concerning the‘bill.117

Although numerous unsuccessful bills concerning the deregulation

of radio had beén introduced to Congress since 1981, the FCC still has
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proposed, considered, and sometimes approved deregulation of radio in

the following areas:

1,

Multiple Ownership and Noncommercial Radio: The FCC proposed on

June 7, 1978, a possible amendment of its multiple ownership rules

to include noncommercial educational FM stations. Under the

existing rule, no fixed limit exists on the total number of such

stations a given educational entity may hold or even the number it

might own din a particular 1océlity.118 The FCC requested

interested parties to file comment on or befo;e November 15, 1978,

and reply comments on or before December 15, 1978.119 At the time

of this writing, no published document was located of an order by
the FCC concerning the proposed amendment.

Multiple Ownership: On July 27, 1978, the FCC issued a Notice of

Inquiry and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking concerning the amendment
of Sections 73.35, 73.240, 73.636, and 76.501 of the Commission's
Rules regarding multiple ownership of AM, FM, and television

stations and CATV systems.120 The FCC proposed to explore the

relationship between voting interests and meaningful or cognizable

ownership.

Comments from interested parties were requested before October
12, 1978, and reply comments on or before November 13, 1975:121 At
the time of this writing, no published document was located of an

order by the FCC concerning the proposed rulemaking.

Media Ownership: The FCC proposed, on January 27, 1983, to relax

. . , , . 122 .
its rules governing ownership of media properties. According to

the proposal, an individual or company would be able to hold a
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significant stake in as much as twenty percent of an unlimited
number of TV, radio, cable systems or newspaper which is more than

123

currently is allowed. The current FCC rule states that '"no

media company officer or media company could own more than a five
percent stake in a separate media company."124 (The FCC considered
all media company officers as stockholders, even if they did not
own stock in their companies.)

The FCC defended the proposal on the grounds that, "while it
might result in more concentrations of media ownership, it would
help minority groups to raise the venture-capital needed to enter
media markets."2?

At the time of this writing, no published document was located

of an order by the FCC concerning the proposal.

Seven-Station Rule: The FCC voted three to one on September 22,

1983, to adopt a notice of proposed rulemaking that would relax or
abolish the seven-station rulé and to seek public comment on how it
should alter the regulation.126 The regulation, which was adopted
in 1953 and is known as the seven-seven-seven rule, prohibits any
company or individual £from owning more than seven TV stations,
127

seven AM stations, an seven FM outlets.

According to the Wall Street Journal, "elimination of the

ceiling would especially benefit the networks and other large

broadcasters with the incentive and the economic power to expand

1128

their holding. According to an FCC staff analysis, allowing

greater concentration in the broadcasting marketplace could

increase the diversity of programming available to the‘public.129
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Such reasoning, which suggésts that owners with a gréater revenue
base will spend more on entertainment and news programming, is
COntrary‘ to the FCC's current philosophy that diversity in
broadcasting increases along with diverse ownérship.130

Concerning the FCC's proposal, a spokespérson from the
National Broadcasting Company (NBC) said, "We believe that the
FCC's.restriCtions on station ownership are‘ outdated. They. were
adopted many years ago when there were maﬂy fewer stations than

w131

there are today, and fewer other media. -A spokesperson from

the American Broadcasting.Company (ABC) said, "We're pleased with
the FCC's decision to reconsider these limitations."132

An FCC lawyer, Steve Bookshester, said the FCC commissioners
may plan their own rules to prevent anti-competitive acquisitions
or direct such cases to the Justice Department and the Federal

133

Trade Commission to prevent antitrust violations. FCC

commissioner Rivera voted against the proposal, because it did not
specify whether the rule would be lifted or modified.134
At the time of this writing no published document was located

of an order by the FCC concerning the adopted notice.

Regional Concentration Rule: The FCC voted four to one, on January

12, 1984, in favor of a proposal to repeal a rule that limited the
number of broadcasting properties that one party could own in a
100-mile area.135 The rule, which was adopted in 1977, stated that
"no single company or individual could own more than two AM radio

stations, two FM radio stations and two television stations
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within a radius of 100 miles."136
The FCC decided to repeal the rule based on a report which
concluded that "the growth of radio and TV stations since 1977 had
made the 'regional concentration rule' obsolete. The study found
that radio stations in the United States héd,increased by 18.9% and

that TV stations had increased by 36.7%."137

The FCC thus
concluded that the expected growth of radio stations, coupled with
competition from other new technologies, wouid make regibnal
monopolies unlikely.

At the time of this writing, however, no published document

was located of an order by the FCC concerning the proposal.

Retention of Recordings: The FCC ordered on May 29, 1979, to amend .
and delete Sectioné 73.127, 73.591; and 73.622 of Part 73 of the
Commission's Rules and Regulations.138 The sections in question
concerned the requirement of the licensee of each station which,
after August 6, 1973, received assistance pursuant to Part IV of
the.Communications Act of 1934, as amended, to keep for sixty days
an audio recording of each of its broadcasts of any public affairs

program in which any issue of public importance is discussed. 133

The FCC ordered, effective June 15, 1979, that retention of such

public affairs programs no longer is required.140

The Personal Attack Rule: On July 12, 1979, the PFCC issued a

Report and Order concerning the amendment of Part 73 of the "Rules

Regarding Personal Attacks," and "Applicability of the Fairness

"141 The

Doctrine" to Section 315 "Uses. FCC order was issued in

response to a request by NBC for a declaratory ruling that the
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personall attack rule is not applicable to the broadcast "uses"
covered by . Section 315 of the Communications Act of 1934, as
142

After reviewing the personal attack rule, the FCC decided to-
bring the personal attack rule into conformity with FCC policy by
amending the rule. The FCC thus made a minor change in the
language of the rule to clarify that "uses" includes an exemption
143

which extends to personal attacks made by non-candidates.

Radio Broadcasting Rules: On May 29, 1980, the FCC issued an order

to update, clarify, and correct its rule book concerning radio
broadcasting regulations.144 This order, which was one in a series
of "rereguiatiogs" since August 1, 1978, was the most recent order
located at the time of this writing. The order issued further
reregulations pursuant to Sections 4(i) and 303(4) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, to produce "a simpler more
readily understandable set of rules, organized in a manner to
identify more clearly those regulations which apply to the various
nla5

types and classes of broadcast stations.

Transmitter Logs: The FCC proposed by a vote of seven to zero in

August, 1982, to abolish a rule requiring radio stations to

maintain detailed operating and maintenance logs for their

transmitters.146~ The

proposal, however, would not relieve
broaacasters of - their responsibility to ensure that their
transmitters are functioning correctly at all times. The FCC also
proposed to allow FM radio stations to use a portion of their

frequency for unrelated businesses such as data transmission. 147
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At the time of this writing, no published document was located
of an order by the FCC concerning the proposal about transmitter
‘logs.

'10. FM Radio: The FCC approved on May 26, 1983, the exﬁansion of FM
radio station by one thousand or thirty percent over the current
3,600 stations. Most of the new stations, after obtaining

operating licenses, will not be on the air before 1986.148

11. Equal Time for Debate: The -FCC ordered on . Tuesday, November 8,
1983, that radio stations may invite political candidates of their
choice to participate in broadcast debates without violating the

equal-time (equal .opportunities) provision.149 As

part of the
decision, the FCC 'also removed, restrictions that limited the
rebroadcast of political debates to within twenty-four hours of the
original event.

Fowler, chair of the FCC, said the decision "Will encoﬁrage
increased political debate, especially at smaller and local
levels."150 Officials from the League of Women Voters said they
will file a lawsuit challenging the decision.151

It is thus apparent that the FCC officially has considered
deregulation of numerous areas within the radio broadcast industry
including Vmultiple ownership and noncommercial radio, multiple
ownership, media. ownership, the seven-station rule, the regional
concentration rule, retention of recordings, the personal attack rule,
radio broadcasting rules, transmiéter logs, FM radio, and equal-time for

debate.

At the time -of this writing, the official FCC Reports for 1982-83
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were not compiled, so verification of any further moves by the FCC to
deregulate radio was impossible.v Aithough no official reports were
obtained, evidence exists from numerous newspaper items . that indicates
the FCC and others are in favor of eliminating the fairness doctrine'and
the equal-time (equal opportunities) prov:i.sion.1'52

In an editorial titled "Unshackling Radio and TV," evidence of the
FCC's.deSire to deregulate the fairness doctfine and equal-time (equal
opportunities) provision is indicated: "We are acéordingly delighted to
see that the Federal Communications Commission has recommended to
Congress the repeal of the fairness doctrine and of the equal-time rules

that restrict programming flexibility."153

The editorial refers to S22,
which was introduced by Senator William Proxmire.

In addition, wunofficial evidence 'exists from numerous newspaper
items that indicates the FCC and others are in favor of repealing the
personal attack‘and editorializing rules.154 In a news item titled "FCC

Backs Repeal of Broadcast Rules," evidence of the FCC's desire to

deregulate the personal attack and editorializing rules is indicated:

The FCC moved yesterday to repeal its rules that limit
broadcast of personal attacks and editorializing, concluding that
the reguiations stifle public debate . . . . The FCC voted seven
to 2zero to propose repealing the rules. A final decision will be

made after a period of public comment.lSS

The FCC most likely will continue its deregulation effort to other
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areas of the radio broadcast industry. The philosophy behind the FCC's
efforts to deregulate radio is exemplified in a statement made fifty-
four years agb during a Congressional debate on what was to become of
the Radio Act of 1927, precursor to the Communications Act of 1934,

Congressperson Free of California stated:

I think there is one monopoly -in this thing and I think it is
the individual listener. The minute he [she] turns off his [her] set
and refuses to listen, just thaf minute the radio is gone so far as
the sellers of sets are concerned. Because of that fact they must
put on good programs; they must maintain ﬁhe public interest
because the public is there asset. When they sell time to an
advertiser they have gét to show. that you and other people are
listening, and if they cannot show that they cannot get money for

broadcasting.156

The Federal Communications Commission

In order to understand the organization, the FCC, which is
responsible for the regulation and derégulation of radio and is involved
so intensely with the controversial issue of deregulation, this section
discusses the purposes and composition of the FCC. ‘As noted earlier,
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) was created by the
Communications Act of71934, which consolidated into one agency the
regulatory authority previously exercised by the Federal Radio
Commission, the Secretary of Commerce ahd the Interstate Commerce
Commission (ICC).157

Under 1legislation enacted in 1982, the number of authorized FCC
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commissioners was reduced from seven to five as of June 30, 1983.158
The commissioners -are nominated by the president and confirmed by the
senate. The pfesident also designates one of the members to éerve as
chair. The commissioners' terms are for seven years.159

The FCC has quasi-judicial and legislative powers and operates
through rules and regulations formally‘iséuéd following hearings.
The FCC administrative law judges, who are independent of the
commission, rule on disputes concerning regulations and can issue
interlocutory orders (temporary ‘or&erS' on certain points pending
decision on an entire issue). Appeals from FCC decisions are heard by
the U.S. Court of Appeals.161 ;

The FCC is responsible for regulating interstate and foreign
communications by wire and radio in the public interest. The scope of
the FCC's regulation includes radio and television broadcasting;
telephone, telegraph, and cable television operation; two-way radio and
162

radio operators; and satellite communication.

Specifically, the FCC:

Allocates bands of frequencies to non—gbvernment communications
services and assigns frequencies to individual stations, licenses
and regulates stations and operators, regulates common carries in
interstate and foreign communications by telegraph, telephone, and
satellite, and promotes safety through the use of radio on 1land,
water, and in the air. In addition, the commission is responsible
for the allocation of the radio spectrum for all uses, including
industrial uses such as remoﬁe. control devices and microwave

ovens. 163 .
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Current FCC commissioners include Mark Fowler, chair, a Republican

appointed by President Reagan; Dennis R. Patrick, a Republican appointed

Dot fe gt

by President Reagan; Henry Rivera, a Republican appointed by President

Reagan; Mimi Dawson, a Republican appointed by - President Reagan; and

James Quello, a Democrat, appointed by President Nixon. 164

Chapter Summary

In this chapter, the FCC rules and regulations pertinent to this
study were explained, the regulatory history of radio broadcasting was
reviewed, the history of radio deregulation was reported, and the

purpose and composition of the FCC was related.

Preview
In the following chapter, chapter three, the methods utilized to
conduct the study are described. Chapter three consists of a review, of
the pilot study and a discussion of the instrument, the sample, the

procedure, and the method of'data‘analysis.
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CHAPTER III

Methods
In this chapter, the research methodology will be discussed. The
chapter consists of an introduction, a review of the pilot study, and a
discussion of the research instrument, the sample, ‘the procedure, and

the method of data analysis.

Introduction

‘" In June, 1983, after completion of a pilot study and correspondence
to the National Radio Broadcasters Association (NRBA) and the' National
Association of Broadcasters (NAB) requesting financial assistance for
further research, a letter arrived from Ms. Sally Johnson of the NRBA in
Washington, D.C.; Ms. Johnson's letter, which can be found in Appendix

C, states:

(The) NRBA has not conducted any research projects on
broadcasters' views on deregulations « « » « I am also not aware
that anyone else has surveyed broadcasters on deregulation., It
looks 1like you have picked a good topic for resegrch e e I

[

would 1like to offer our assistance . . . . I'm sure we can work

together on this extremely topical research. {;mﬁ

Thus, communication was established and developed between the NRBA
and the Sims' thesis committee of Humboldt State University (HSU). Soon
a multual decision was reached betweén the two parties that a mail
survey questionnaire would be designed which would meet the  approval of

both the NRBA and the Sims' thesis committee at HSU.
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The mail survey questionnaire for the main investigation was,baseds
on a ‘telephohe _survey questionnaire that was used in a pilot study
conducted in May, 1983. (See Appendix E). Since the pilot study
questionnaire  served | as the  basis for the final mail survey
guestionnaire, a brief description of the purpose and methods dinvolved
in the pilot stu&y is necessary. The pilot study, which was concerned
with how the owners and/or managers of radio stations ip Humboldt
County, California, perceived deregulation of the rad?o broadcast
industry, focused on the following issues: the fairness doctrine, the
equal-time (equal opportunities) provision, news and public affairs
programming, commercial time-limits, log maintenance, community
ascertainment, the format doctrine, the Aultiple ownership rule, the
one-to—a-market rule, and 1license renewal. In addition, the pilot
survey included questions of general information such as the power
output ’of the station, theA station format, and the station
owner/manager's experiences with the broadcasting industry. €See
Appendix D).

The pilot study questioned the owners and/or managers of the
following radio stations in Humboldt County: KEKA, KXGO, KINS, KXRED-
KPDJ, KERG, XKNCR, KHSU, and KATA-KFMI. The telephone survey was
administered between the hours of 9am and 5pm during the week of May 9-
14, 1983. |

Information and data obtained from the telephone sufvey was hand
recorded. The frequency results also were calculated by‘hand. (See

Appendix D). Briefly, the results of the pilot study indicated that the
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station owners and/or managers were in favor five to three of
deregulation of the fairness doctrine and equal-time (equal
opportunities) provision. Concerning overall deregulation of other
issues, the résults revealed that the respondents were more in favor of
modification of the rules than total abolishment.

The pilot study served as a helpful guide toward the development and
direction of the main investigation in at least two ways. First, the
mail survey questionnéire was designed from the telephone survey of the
pilot study. To a certain extent, the telephone survey was a pre-test
for the mail survey questionnaire which helped to modify or eliminate
questions that were not interpreted as intended. The telephone survey
also helped to determine which questions-best provided the sought after
information. Second, through discussion‘of deregulation with the owners
and/or managers of radio stations, a greater understanding of
deregulation was produced for this researcher. Thus, a  better
uhderstanding of the issue of derégulation helped in choosing topics and

questions for the mail survey questionnaire.

Instrument
Between June and Octobef of 1983, after several rough drafts and
some minor changes, the thifty question mail survey questionnaire of the
main investigation was designed and approved by both the NRBA and the
Sims' thesis committee at HSU. The purpose of the mail survey
questionnaire, which can be found in Appendix B, was to learn the
attitudes and beliefs of the owners and/or managers of as many NRBA

radio stations as possible in the United States regarding deregulation
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of the radio broadcast industry. The survey, which was composed of
approximately thirty questions, included at least eight opportunities
for an open—ehded response, twenty-eight closed-ended questions, six of
which were designed similar to the Likert-type scale, and one
opportunity for an open-ended comment not associated with a question.
Most of the questions directly addressed issues concerning deregulation
of the radio broadcast industry including the format doctrine, news and
public affairs programming, the fairness doctrine, the equal-time (equal
opportunities) provision, the personal attack rule, the editorializing
rule, the seven-station rule, the one-to-a-market rule, the scarcity of
airwaves argument, program logs, community ascertainment, license
renewal, and the FCC phrase, '"public interest, conveniénce, or
necessity."

The remaining questions were designed' to obtain background or
demographic information about .the owners and/or managers and their radio
stationé. Background questions fequested information from the owners
and/or managers such as the number of years and months associated ‘with
the broadcasting business. Other background questions requested
information about the radio station(s) including an indication of the
station's format, location of the station and market size, among other
items.

After completion of the final draft of the mail survey, the NRBA
arranged for duplication of the survey questionnaire and the survey
cover letter. (See Appendix A). The purpoée of the cover letter was to
increase the response rate and provide some basic information about the

research study for the respondents.
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Sample and Procedure

Because of a management change within the NRBA, mailing of the
survey questionnaire was delayed until December 5, 1983. Due to the
delay, the planned pre-test, which would have helped to insure that the
questions were being interpreted and understood as intended, was
cancelled. On December 5, however, the survey, with the cover letter,
was mailed from Washington, D.C. to approximately 1,200 members of the
NRBA nationwide, who were owners and/or managers of radio stations.
Although Ms. Sally Johnson of the NRBA stated in her letter that 1,700
stations possibly could be reached, apparently some members of the NRBA
were not owners and/or managers of radio stations, and/or certain NRBA
members specifically requested not to be included on any survey
questionnaire mailing list. Taking thie into consideration, the NRBA.
announced that approximately 1,200 survey questionnaires were mailed.

The return envelope, addressed and postage paid via a business
reply nﬁmber, was enclosed with each survey in order to further increase
the response rate., A letter from the NRBA requesting prompt cooperation
also was included along with a form for respondents to complete if a
cop& was desired of the results. The form, which was part of the cover
letter, can be found in Appendix A.

In mid-December 1983, the surveys began to arrive. Although a
return date of December 26, 1983, was requested in the cover letter,
many surveys did net arrive until January and some even arrived as late
as February. Of the approximately 1,200 surveys that were sent, 346
surveys were returned. The surveys were returned in van envelope
addressed to Judy René Sims, Speech Communieation Department, Humboldt

State University, Arcata, California 95521.
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Analysis

After the returned surveys were separated from the forms which
requested the results, the 'coding procedure" began. The "coding
procedure" involved a transfer of the results from the‘surveys to the
céding form.

After all of the surveys were eoded, "trivalidation" meetings
were arranged in order to reduce any bias or error of interpretation.
The trivalidation procedure involved three people who reviewed all of
the open-ended responses, discussed the meaning of the responses, and
then agreed on a number code for each of the responses.

Following the trivalidation procedure, all of the coding forms were
reviewed to insure that all of the codes were legible and complete. The
coding forms then were keypunched. The éoftware used for the study was
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).

In order to obtain a tabulation of the results, frequencies and
cross—tébulations were computedA on the nominal ordinal 1level data.
Nominal level data included any data related to some type of name.
Ordinél level data included any data related to some type of rank—ordér.
A condescriptive procedure was performéd on the interval level data, or
data involving real numbers, in order to obtain a standard deviation.

After reviewing the results, cross—tabulations were selected in
order to learn if any significant associations between variables
existed. 'Chi—squafes, designed- to reveal the significance of the

associations between the variables, were done for all cross-tabulatiomns.

Chapter Summary
In this chapter, the methods wutilized to conduct the study were

discussed. Chapter three consisted of a review of the pilot study and a
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discussion of the research instrument, the sample, the procedure, and

the method of data analysis,

Preview
In the next chapter, chapter four, are included the results of the
‘mail survey questionnaire. The frequency results from the survey, the
cross-tabulation results from the associations, and the significance

test results are included.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS
In this chapter the results of the mail survey questionnaire are
disclosed. Chapter four includes the frequency results from the survey,
the cross-tabulation results‘from the associations, and the significance

test results, -

Frequencies

~Of the approximately 1,200 surveys‘ that were mailed to selected
members of the National‘ Radio Broadcasters Association (NRBA), 346
surveys or approximately twenty-nine percent were returned. The survey,
which consisted of thirty questions, offered the following results.

The results to queétion number one; which asked how many years and
months the respondent had been associated with the radio broadcasting
business, revealed a mean of approximately twenty-one years and one
month. No missing cases existed for question number one.

The results to question number two, which asked whether the
respondent was an owner of the radio station, a manager of the radio

station, or both revealed the following results:

TABLE 2

RESPONDENT'S EMPLOYMENT POSITION AT RADIO STATION

Number of Percentage of
Type Respondents Respondents
Owner 35 107
Manager 166 . 487%

Owner and Manager 145 427%
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As indicated, a plurality of respondents were managers, although the
number of respondents who were an owner and manager‘also was large. No
missing caseé existed for question number two.

The results to question number three, which asked whether the
respondent was male or female, revealed 333 males (ninety-six percent)
and thirteen females (four percent). No missing cases existed for

question number three,

The results to question number four, which asked whether the radio

station was an AM, FM, or an AM/FM combination, revealed the following

results:
TABLE 3
TYPE OF RADIO STATION
Number of Percentage of
Type . Respondents Respondents
AM 64 ' 187
FM 78 237
AM/FM i 204 59%

As indiéated, a majority of stations were AM/FM combinations. No
missing cases existed for question number four,

Question number fiﬁe, which applied only to AM stations, asked for
the.broadcast power of the AM station in watts. The following table

indicates the results:
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TABLE 4

BROADCAST POWER IN WATTS OF AM STATIONS

Number of Percentage of

Watts Stations Stations
100 - 999 27 ‘ 107
1,000 - 4,999 128 487
5,000 86 . 327%
10,000 8 3%
50,000 16 67
other 2 17

As indicated, a plurality of the AM stations had a broadcast power of
1,000 - 4,999 watts, although the nymber of AM stétions with a broadcast
power of 5,000 watts also was large. Seventy-nine missing cases existed
for question number five, 267 cases were valid.

Question number six, which appliéd only to FM stations, asked for
the broadcast power of the FM station in watts. The following table
indicates the results:

TABLE 5

BROADCAST POWER IN WATTS OF FM STATIONS

Number of Percentage of
Watts Stations Stations

100 - 999 3 17
1,000 - 4,999 87 317
5,000 - 9,999 7 27
10,000 - 29,999 26 9%
30,000 - 49,999 12 47
50,000 - 99,999 45 167%
100,000 plus ‘ : 102 367

As indicated, a plurality of the FM stations had a broadcast power of
lOd,OOO plus watts, although the number of FM stations with a broadcast
power of 1,000 - 4,999 also was large. Sixty-four missing cases existed

for question six, 282 cases were valid,
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Question number seven asked for the format of the AM station. The

following table indicates the results:

TABLE 6

FORMAT OF AM STATIONS

Number of , Number of
Format Stations Format Stations
Country 78 Beautiful Music 3
Adult Contemporary 69 News, Information,
MOR 20 Music 3
News, Information, Spanish 3
Talk, Sports 18 Religious Gospel 3
Top 40 Current Hit 17 Fasy Listening 1
Big Band 12 Oldies Gold Diverse 1
Diverse Block Varied 11 » Progressive Rock 1
Black 8 News, Information
Oldies Gold 8 Talk, Easy Listening 1
AOR 4 Polka 1
Urban Contemporary 3 ' Nostalgia 1
3 Music of Your Life 1

Soft Rock .

As indicated, the most popular AM formats were country music and adult
contemporary.
Question number seven asked for the format of the FM station. The

following table indicates the results:
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TABLE 7

FORMAT OF FM STATIONS

Number of Number of

Format Stations Format Stations
Adult Contemporary 82 Urban Contemporary 3
Country 62 Classical 3
Top 40 Current Hit 46 Black 2
Beautiful Music 19 Soft Rock 1
AOR 12 News, Information,
Easy Listening 12 Music 1
Diverse Block Varied 8 Oldies Gold Diverse 1
MOR 6 Spanish 1
Oldies Gold 4 Religious Gospel 1
News, Information, Polka 1

Talk, Sports , 4 Lite Rock 1
Big Band 4. '

As indicated, the most popular FM formats were adult contemporary and
country. |

The answers to question number eight, which asked if the radio
station was commercial or noncommercial, revealed that 343 stations were
commercial and two. stations were noncommercial, No missing cases
existed for question number eight.

Quéstion nuhber nine, which asked in what state the radio station

was located, revealed the following results:
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TABLE 8

STATE LOCATION OF RESPONDENTS/STATIONS

Number of Number of
. State Stations State Stations
Texas 26 Utah 5
California 24 Arizona 5
Wisconsin 18 New Hampshire 5
Minnesota 15 Kentucky 4
Ohio 15 Nebraska 4
New York 13 Tennessee 4
Illinois 13 Arkansas 3
Pennsylvania 13 South Dakota 3
Florida 12 Vermont 3
Georgia 10 Montana . © 3
Missouri 10 Oregon 3
Louisiana 10 Maryland 3
Alabama 9 Maine 3
Michigan 9 Oklahoma 3
Indiana 9 Puerto Rico 2
Virginia 8 Kansas 2
Iowa 8 New Mexico 2
Wyoming 7 Massachusetts 2
Washington 7 West Virginia 2
New Jersey 7 Nevada 1
North Carolina 7 Delaware 1
South Carolina 7 Alaska 1
Colorado 7 Idaho 1
Mississippi 6 Conneticut 1
North Dakota 5 Hawaii 1

As indicated, more surveys were received from Texas and California than

«

from the other states. Four missing cases existed for question number

nine; 342 cases were valid.
Question number ten, which asked the market size of the radio

station, received the following results:
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TABLE 9

STATION MARKET SIZE

Number of Percentage

Market Size Stations of Statiomns
Top 10 20 67%
Top 25 17 5%
~Top 50 27 : 8%
Top 100 45 137
Top 200 9% 287%
Top 300+ 135 ) 407

As indicated, a plurality of the radio stations were in the top three-
hundred pius market. Eight missing cases existe& for question number
ten; 338 cases were valid.

Question number eleven, which asked ﬁhe type of market in which the

radio station was located, revealed the following results:

TABLE 10

STATION MARKET TYPE

Number of Percentage

Market Type Stations of Stations
Urban 115 . 347
Rural 101 297%
Suburban - 92 277%
. Urban, Rural 15 47
Urban, Suburan 9 3%
Resort 6 ' 27

Urban, Suburan, Rural 4 17
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As indiéated, a plurality of the radio stations were located in an urban
market, although the number of stations iocated in rural and suburban
markets, respectively, was also large. Three missing cases existed for
quesfion number eleven; 343 cases were valid.

Question number twelve, wﬁich asked whether the station had
increased, decreased, or not changed its percentage of news and/or

public affairs programming‘since 1981, revealeq the following results:

TABLE 11

PERCENTAGE OF NEWS AND/OR PUBLIC AFFAIRS PROGRAMMING SINCE 1981

. Number of '~ Percentage
Category Stations of Stations
No Change : 189 56%
Increased 113 ~ 33%
Decreased 37 ‘ 117

As indicated, a majority of the stations did not change the percentage
of news and/or public affairs programming since 1981. Seven respondents
did not answer question number twelve; 339 cases were valid.

The results to question number thirteen, which asked approximately
how much time currently was devoted to news and public affairs compared
to before 1981, revealed a mean of 105 or a five percent increase (one
hundred percent equalled no change). Twenty-three missing cases existed
for question number thirteen; 323 cases were valid.

Question number fourteen, which asked whether the stations had
increased, decreased, or not changed the number of people on their news

and/or public affairs staff since 1981, revealed the following data:
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TABLE 12

'NEWS AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS STAFF CHANGES SINCE 1981

Number of Percentage
Category Stations of Stations
No Change 195 : 587%
Increased 119 35%

Decreased 25 7%

As indicated, a majority of the stations did not chénge the number of
people on their news and/or public affairs staff since 1981. Seven
respondents did not answer question number fourteen; 339 cases were
valid,

The results to question number ’'fifteen, part A, which asked if
stations had upgraded their news operations since 1981, revealed that
240 stations (seventy-one percent) of the stations had upgraded their
news operations and ninety six stations (twenty-nine percent) of the
stations had not wupgraded their news operations. Ten missing cases
existed for question number fifteen; 336 cases were valid.

Question number fifteen, part B, which applied only to the radio
stations that upgraded their news operations since 1981, asked how the
stations had upgraded their news operations. Respondents were asked to

check all that applied. The data revealed the following results:
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TABLE 13

HOW STATIONS UPGRADED NEWS OPERATIONS SINCE 1981

Number of - Number of

Category Stations Category Stations
Satellite delivery 176 Public affairs investi-
Network news 74 gative series 3
Talk show 67 Features 3
Personnel 49 Different network 2
Increased local news ° 20 Increased budget 2
More equipment 16 Added news service,
Increased number or e.g. AP wvire 2
length of newscasts 10 Sports 2
Added a network 4 TV anchor updates 1
More live reports 3 Added news control room 1
Dropped a network 1

As indicated, a large number of stations upgraded their news operations
since 1981 either through satellite delivery, network news, and/or talk
shows.

Question number sixteen, which asked approximately how often the
'respondent receives requests or demands for airtimé from clubs, groups,
organizations, or individuals who desire to'present a particular point

of view or opinion, revealed the following results:

TABLE 14

REQUESTS OR DEMANDS FOR AIRTIME

, Number of Percentage of
" Category Respondents Respondents
Hardly ever 119 . 35%
Often 101 30%
Sometimes 80 237

Never 42 127
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As indicated, approximately thirty-five percent of the stations hardly
ever receive request or demands for airtime from clubs, groups,
organizations, or individuals who desire to present a particular point
of view or opinion. On the other hand, approximately thirty percent of
the stations often receive requests or demands for airtime. Four
respondents did not answer question number sixteen; 342 cases were
valid.

The results to question number seventeen, which asked if the
respondent was familiar with the 1981 actions of the Federal
Communications Commission to deregulate the radio industry, disclosed
that 344 respondents were familiar with the FCC'S actions and 2
respondents were not familiar with the FCC's actions; No missing cases
existed for question number seventeen.

Question number eighteen, which asked if the respondent planned to
increase, decrease, or not change the amount of news and public.affairs
programming in the future as a result qf the actions by the FCC,

revealed the following results:

TABLE 15
RESPONDENT'S PLANS TO CHANGE AMOUNT OF NEWS AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS
IN FUTURE AS A RESULT OF DEREGULATION

: Number of Percentage of
" Category ’ Respondents Respondents
No Change 289 847
Increase 32 9%
Uncertain 21 - 6%
Decrease | 3 97
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As indicated, a majority of respondents (eighty-four percent) plgn not
to change the amount of newé and public affairs programming in the
future as a fesult of the actions by the FCC. One missing case existed
 for question number eighteen; 345 cases were valid.

Question number nineteen addressed foﬁr regulations, the equathime
(equal-opportunities) provision, the fairness doctrine, the personal
attack rule, and the editorializing rule. Addressing each regulation,
the question asked the respondent if he/she was in favor of deregulation
of the particular rule and why. The coding of the question allowed for
up to three possible reasons for the explanation. Table sixteen below

illustrates the results for the equal-time provision:

TABLE 16 A
RESPONDENTS FOR DEREGULATION OF EQUAL-TIME PROVISION AND REASONS

FOR SUCH DEREGULATION

Number Percentage Number Percentage
Rule of of Reasons ) of of
Respondents Respondents ’ Respondents Respondents
Equal-Time 300 88% Free enterprise . . 28 a4
Violates First Amendment 24 8%
Limits programming and
viewpoints 21 7%
Burden of paperwork and
expended time 21 7%
Same rights as other media 20 6%

Other 62%
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TABLE 16 B
RESPONDENTS AGAINST DEREGULATION OF EQUAL-TIME PROVISION AND REASONS
| FOR SUCH OPPOSITION

: Number Percentage Number Percentage
Rule of of Reasons of of
Respondents Respondents ’ Respondents Respondents
Equal-Time 40 12% Broadcaster obligation/
) some guides necessary 6 15%
Insures balance/protects
against bias 6 15%

Regulations necessary to

operate efficiently/

protects industry/concern.

abuse will lead to more

harsh regulations in.

future 4 10%
Other ' 60%

As indicated of the respondents who answered the'question, the results
revealed that a majority favored deregulation of fhe equal-time  (equal
opportunities) provision. Six missing cases existed for question number
nineteen; 340 cases were valid.

Among the respondents who févored deregulation of the provision and
stated an explanation, the most popular reasons included a belief in the
idea of free enterprise, which received twenty-eight votes (nine
percent); a belief that the provision violates the First Amendment,
which received twenty-four votes (eight percent); a belief that the
provision actually 1limits programming and viewpoints, which received
twenty-one votes (seven percent); a belief that the provision was a
burden of'paperwork and expended time, which also received a vote of
twenty-one (seven percent); and a beliéf that the rédiq broadcasting
industry should have the same rights as other media, which received

twenty votes (six percent).
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The remaining sixty-two percent of the reasons for deregulatioﬁ
were divided into the following other explanations which are 1listed in
descending order of occurring freqﬁency: a belief that broadcasters would
‘allow access or opposing viewpoints without the provision; a belief that
the provision is impractical and ereates more problems than it was
intended to solve; -a belief that the provision is not fair in the manner
in which it is administered; a feeling that too many "flakes" and
nonviable candidates request airtime; a feeling that respondents would
like to be able to make decisions without legal repercussion from the
FCC; a belief that the public should decide; a belief that broadcasters
know what is best; a belief that plenty of media exist; a feeling that
radio should not have people like Fowler, who really know nothing about
radio, decide how radio should be reguiated; a belief that abolishment
of the rule would allow radio stations to take a political stand through
editorials, perferred access, and exposure; a belief that abolishment of
the provision actually will stihulate interest, debate, and discussion
in the electoral process; a feeling that respondeﬁts would prefer to
just look at major candidates and not all; a belief that broadcasters
know local needs; a feeling that broadcasters should police themselves;
a belief that the provision is misused; a belief that the provision may
do nothing more to actually inform the public; and several other
miscellaneous reasons. (Responses were entered in the '"miscellaneous"
category if they didn't make sense to the trivalidation committee.)

Among the respondents who opposed deregulation of the provision,
the most popular reasons stated for why the respondents were opposed
included a belief that some fairness guides still should apply and that

. broadcasters have an obligation concerning equal-time (equal
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opportunities), which received six votes (fifteeﬁ percent); a belief
;hat the provision insures balance and that without the provision the
airwaves wouid be open to the bias of the management, also which
received six votes (fifteen percent); and a belief that stations need
regulations to operate efficiently-—the provision protects  the in-
 dustry--and abuse will lead to even more harsh regulations in the
future, which received four votes (ten percent).

The remaining .sixty percent of the reasons were divided into the
following other explanations which are listed in descending order of
occurring frequency: a belief that listeners are better involved in the
electoral process if they have an opportunity to hear all the
candidates, and a concern with a decrease in overall coverage of an
election; a belief that regulations are necessary, but the provision
should be restructured, changed, or clarified to offer more specific
guidelines; and a belief that the provision encourages candidates to
run.

Table seventeen below illustrates the results concerning the

fairness doctrine:
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TABLE 17 A
RESPONDENTS FOR DEREGULATION OF THE FAIRNESS DOCTRINE AND REASONS
FOR SUCH DEREGULATION

Number Percentage Number Percentage
Rule af of Reasons of of
Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents
Fairness
Doctrine 276 85% Limits programming of
controversial issues and
open discussion 25 . a%

Not necessary/plenty of
media exist--access no
problem--marketplace can

handle fairness issue 24 . 9%
Violates First Amendment 24 a%
TABLE 17 B

RESPONDENTS AGAINST DEREGULATION OF THE FAIRNESS DOCTRINE AND REASONS
FOR SUCH OPPOSITION

Number Percentage . . Number Percentage
Rule of of Reasons ' of of
Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents
Fairness ‘
Doctrine 48 158 Insures balance/protects
against bias 5 13%
Proper now--not a burden 4 8%

As indicated, of those respondents who answered the question, a majority
favored deregulation»of the fairness doctrine. Twenty-two missing cases
existéd for the qﬁestion; 321 cases were valid.

Among the respondents who favored deregulation of the doctrine and
stated an explanation, the most popular reasons stated inciuded a belief

that the fairness doctrine limits creative, aggressive programming of
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controversial issues and open discussion, which received twenty-five
votes (nine-percent); a feeling that there is no need for the doétrine
as plenty oflmedia exist-—access is no problem, and the marketplace can
handle the fairness issue, which received twenty-four votes
(approximately nine-percent); and a feeling that the doctrine violates
, the First  Amendment, which received. twenty-four votes, also
(approximately nine-percent).

" The remaining seventy-three fercent of the reasons were divided
into the following other explanations which are listed in descending
order of ocawrring frequency: a belief that stations already are fair and
give all sides of an issue and that broadcasters are responsible and
obligated; a feeling that radio should have the same status as other
media; a feeling that the doctrine is not fair; a feeling that the
doctrine is a burden of paperwork and expended time; a general belief in
overall deregulation or less regulation; an opinion that the licensee
knows what's best; a bélief thaf gther laws such as libel and slander
exist to regulate fairness; a feeling that too many '"flakes",
unreliables, fringe groups, and special interest "manipulators" request
airtime; a belief that broadcasters should police themselves; a feeling
that broadcasters would like to be able to make decisions without legal
repercussions from the FCC, a belief that the doctrine forces some
stations to avoid issues in order to stay out of troﬁble and to reduce
worries and fears; a feeling that the doctrine sometimes puts
broadcésters in an embarrassing position; a feeling that difficulty
exists in determining what is controversial; a concern that the doctrine
may do nothing more to actually inform the public; and. miscellaneous

other reasons.
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Among the respondents who opposed deregulation of the doctrine and
stated an explanation, the most popular reasons stated included a
feeling that‘the fairness doctrine insures balance--without the doctrine
_the airwaves would be open to the bias of the management, which received
six votes (thirteen-percent); and a feeling that the fairness doctrine
is proper as it now exists--not a burden and not a problem, which
received four votes (eight-percent).

The remaining seventy-nine percent of the reasons were divided into
the following other explanations which are listed in descending order of
occurring  frequency: a concern that abuse will lead to even more harsh
regulations in the future; a belief.that many stations need regulations
in order to run efficiently; a belief that broadcasters are obligated in
the area of fairness; and a concern that deregulation makes the good
stations better and the bad stations worse.

Table eighteen below illustrates the results concerning the

personal attack rule:

TABLE 18 A
RESPONDENTS FOR DEREGULATION OF THE PERSONAL ATTACK RULE AND REASONS
FOR SUCH DEREGULATION

Number Percentage Number Percentage
Rule of of Reasons of of
Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents
Personal .
Attack 214 , 68% Violates First Amendment 20 9%
Other laws sufficient e.g.
libel and slander 16 7%

Plenty of media exist--

adequate voice--market-

place will regulate 10 5%
Same rights as other media 10 5%




92

TABLE 18 B
RESPONDENTS AGAINST DEREGULATION OF THE PERSONAL ATTACK RULE AND REASONS
FOR SUCH OPPOSITION

: Number Percentage o * Number Percentage
Rule of of Reasons of of
Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents
, Personal
Attack 103 32% Necessary to protect
right of response of the
people and the station 12 12%

Concern about abuse of
power by stations that
might play favorites g g%

As indicated, of those respondents who answered the question, a majority
favored deregulation of the personal attack rule. Twenty-nine missing
cases existed; 317 cases were valid.

Among the respondents who favored deregulation of the rule and
s;ated an explanation, the most popular reasons stated included a
feeling that the rule violates the First Amendment, which received
twenty votes (nine-percent); a belief that other laws such as libel and
slander are suffigient, which received sixteen votes (seven-percent); a
feeling that an adequate voice ahd plenty of media exist and that the
marketplace will regdlate, which received ten votes (five-percent) and a
belief that radio should be equal with other media which received ten
votes (five-percent).

The remaining'sevénty—four percent of the reasons were divided into
the following other explaﬁations which are listed in descending order of
occurring frequency: a feeling that broadcasters are responsible and will
give one who is attacked a chance to reply without the rule; a belief
that personal attacks aré‘not a problem and, therefore, feel the rule is

not necessary; a feeling that the rule restricts programming and editor-—
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ializing; a feeling that broadcasters can determine elements of such
concern knowledgeably and locally and a feeling that broadcasters should
police themsélves; a belief that the rule is a burden of worries,
hassles, expended time, and is difficult to enforce on talk shows; a
general belief in overall deregulation or less regulation of the radio
industry, which should be operated as a business; a feeling of
uncertainty concerning what constitutes a personal attack; an opinion
that the rule is not fair in the manner in which it is administered; a
concern that politicians use the rule to attack the stations; a belief
that insurance companies are tougher; and a belief that the rule should
be modified. |

Among the respondents who opposed deregulation of the rule and
stated an explanation, the most popularVreasons included a feeling of
obligation that fairness is necessary in order to protect the right of
respdnse of the people and the station, which received twelve votes
(twelve;percent); and a concern that abolishment of the rule might
encourage an abuse of power by stations that might play favorites, which
received nine votes (nine-percent).

The remaining seventy-nine percent of the feasons were divided into
the following other explanations which are listed in descending order of
occurring frequency: a belief that the rule should be modified; a feeling
that the rule is proper and has not been a problem; a concern of legal
problems ihvolvingylibel and slander; a feeling that in a small market
everything comes down to personalities and, thus, some protection is
necessary; a feeling that the rule will discourage stations‘ from going
deeper into certain stories and subjects; a‘feeling that the rule is

necessary because broadcasters can't censor; a concern that abolishment
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of the rule could affect a station's sales effort; a belief that the
rule is necessary in order for stations to run efficiently; and
miscellaneoué other responses.

Table nineteen below illustrates the resulté concerning the

editorializing rule:

TABLE 19 A
RESPONDENTS FOR DEREGULATION OF THE EDITORIALIZING RULE AND REASONS
FOR SUCH DEREGULATION

Number Percentage . Number Percentage
Rule of of - Reasons of of
Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents
Editorial- ,
izing 257 83% Violates First Amendment 27 11%

Abolishment would encourage
broadcasters to

editorialize 22 9%
Same rights as other media 19 %
Broadeasters would be fair

without rule ' 11 4%
TABLE 19 B

RESPONDENTS AGAINST DEREGULATION OF THE EDITORIALIZING RULE AND REASONS

FOR SUCH OPPOSITION

-

Number Percentage Number Percentage
Rule of of Reasons of of
. Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents
Editorial-
izing 52 17% Insures fairness/protects
from stations playing
favorites ‘ 3 6%
It is only good business
to present all sides 3 6%

"Rule is not a burden--
proper as it exists now 3 6%
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As indicated, of those respondents who answered the question, a majority
favored deregulation of the editorializing rule. Thirty-seven missing
cases existed; 309 cases were valid.

Among the respondents who favored deregulation of the rule.and
stated an explanation, the most popular reasons included a belief ﬁhat
the rule violates the First Amendment, which received twenty-seven votes
(eleven—-percent); a feeling that broadcasters would 1like to
editorialize-—and that  abolishment of the rule would encourage
broadcasters to do so, whiéh received twénty—two votes (nine-percent);
an opinion that radio should have the same rights as other media, which
received nineteen votes (seven-percent); a belief that broadcasters
would be fair concerning editorializing without the rule, which received
eleven votes (four-percent) and a bélief that without. the rule more
editorializing would occur which received eleven votes (four-percent).

The remaining sixty-five percent of the reasons were divided into
the following other explanatioﬁs which are listed in descending order of
occurring frequency: a feeling that the rule is a burden of expended
time, troubles, worries, and complicapions; an opinion that . the
marketplace should regulate radio; a feeiing that the rule causes
ineffective presentations and shorts the public because the station
fears not covéring itself; a general belief in overall deregulation or
less regulation of the radio industry--which should be operated as a
business; a bélief that broadcasters can determine elements of such
concern knowledgeably and locally; a belief that the rule is not needed;
a belief that other laws such as libel and slander are ‘sufficient; an
opinion that the licensee knows what's best; a feeling that the rule is

not fair; a belief that plenty‘of media and an adequate voice exist; an
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opinion that the rule is silly; and other miscellaneous reasons.

Among the resﬁondents who opposed deregulation of the rule and
stated an eiplanation, the most popular reasons included the feeling
that the rule insures fairness and keeps stations from playing
favorites,'which received three votes (six-percent); a feeling that to
‘present all sides is only goodubusiness, which received three votes
(si#-percent); and an opinion that the rule is not a burden and is
proper as it exists, which received three votes (six—percent).

The remaining eighty-three percent of thé‘reasons were divided into
the following other explanations which all received an equal count of
one vote each: a feeling of obligation concerning the area of
editorialization; a belief that deregulation would give rise to new
problems; a feeling that some stations do not editorialize because they
must give access to radical elements whose appearance is misconstrued as
a station spokesperson; an opinion that deregulation makes the good
stationé better and the bad statidns worse; a belief that regulétion is
necessary in order for stations to run efficiently; and a feeling of not
wanting to rock any boats.

Question number twenty, which consisted of two parts, first asked
if the respondent agreed, disagreed, or was uncertain about the decision
of the Supreme Court in 1981, that the market, rather than the
Government, should determine what format station owners should use. The
data revealed that 343 respondents agreed with the decision, one
respondent disagreed with the decision, .and one respondent was
uncertain. One missing case existed for question number fwenty; 345
cases were valid, |

The second part of question twenty asked the respondent to give
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reasons for his/her answer concerning the Supreme Court décision. The
coding procedure allowed for up to three responses per question. Not
all of the respondents who answeredxthe initial part of the questioﬁ
‘followed through with an explanation. |

Among the respondents who agreed with the Supreme Court's decision,
the most popular reasons stated for agreement included the opinion that
the format doctrine was not necessary as the marketplace and economics
ultimately decide, which received eighty votes (twenty-three percent); a
feeling that the owners and locals know bettef than the Government what
will work or fill a need in a particular market, which received thirty-
five votes (ten-percent); a belief that the Government, such as the FCC,
is too remote to understand the licensee's market, which received
twenty-seven votes (eight-percent); ;nd a belief that, in principle, the
Government, such as the coﬁrts, should not determine or dictate what
people hear or don't hear, which received twenty-two votes (six-
percent).

The remaining fifty-two percent of the reasons were divided into
the following other explanations which are listed in descending order of
occurring frequency: a belief in free enterprise, capitalism, and
competition; a belief that because of freedom of speech and expression——
no format doctrine should exist; a feeling that adequate competition
exists in the form of other media such as cable and low power television
(LPTV), and thus,imany sources and signals exist from which the
listeners can choose; an opinion that ﬁhe government should treat radio
like other businesses and not interfere; a feeling that not having a
format doctrine is sensible, wise, and.common sense; an opiﬂion that the

unflexible format definition is unrealistic and may force an owner to
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lose money; a feeling that to bring a format decision to the FCC is too
costly and too slow; a desire for fairness; an opinion that the format
choice is the licensee's gamblé, not the Government's; an opinion that
the Government only should regulate the téchnical aspects of radio; and
other miscellaneous reasons.

No reasons were given by the one respondent ‘who opposed the
decision and the one respondentAwﬁowwas uncertain,

Question number twenty-one, .which consisted of two parts, first
asked if the respondent felt the seven-station rule should be abolished,
maintained, or if the respondent was uncertain about the rule. The
second part of the question asked the respondent to givebreasons for
his/her answer concerning the seven-station rule, The coding procedufe
allowed for up. to three responses, per question., Not all of the
respondents who answered the initial part of the question followed
through with an explanation. Table twenty below illustrates v the

results:

TABLE 20 A
RESPONDENTS FOR ABOLISHMENT OF THE SEVEN-STATION RULE AND' REASONS
FOR ABOLISHMENT

Number Percentage Number Percentage
Rule of of Reasons of of
Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents
Seven- o
Station - 163 48% Rule no longer relevant
' and not needed 16 10%
Free enterprise 14 9%

" Government shouldn't punish
successful operators who
should be allowed to
. develop opportunities 13 8%
Rule obsolete--adequate
competition exists in
marketplace to control 10 6%
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TABLE 20 B
RESPONDENTS FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE SEVEN-STATION RULE AND REASONS

FOR MAINTENANCE

Number Percentage . Number Percentage

Rule of of Reasons of of
Respondents Respondents - Respondents Respondents

Seven-

Station 106 31% Limits necessary to avoid

monopelies and to insure

that stations aren't

bought up by conglom- v

erates 24 23%
Concern for small awners 15 1%
Rule necessary to preserve :

competition and promote

opportunity 13 S 12%

TABLE 20 C
RESPONDENTS UNCERTAIN ABOUT DEREGULATION OF THE SEVEN-STATION RULE

AND REASONS FOR SUCH UNCERTAINITY

Number Percentage ' Number  Percentage
Rule of of Reasons of of
' Respondents Respondents ‘ Respondents Respondents
Seven-
Station 73 21% Difficult to forsee
ramifications of
abolishing the rule 11 - 10%
Concern about monopolies
and stifled competition 6 8%
Concern about future of
programming quality . 5 7%

As indicated, a plurality of respondents felt that the seven-station
rule should be abolished,'although the number of respondents who felt
that the rule should be maintained also was large. Four missing cases

existed for question number twenty-one; 342 cases were valid,
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Of the respondents who favored abolishment of the seven-station
rule, the most popular reasons stated included a feelipg that the rule
no longer is relevant and, thus, not needed, which received sixteen votes
(ten—-percent); a belief that free enterprise should be applicable to the
radio industry, which received fourteen votes (nine—percent); an opinion
that the Government shouldn't punish successful operators——thg best and
most successful oberators should be allowed to take their talent to the
public, buy more stations, and develop their growth opportunitiés, which
recéived thirteen votes (eight-percent); and the feeling that'.the
increased number of stations has made the rule obsolefe and - that
adequate competition exists din the mérket place to controly,. which
received ten votes (six—percent)..'

The remainiﬁg sixtY—seven 'percent of the reasons for abolishment
were divided into the following other explanations which are listed in
descending order of occurring frequency: an opinion that the number seven
is arbitrary; a feeling that  the Government shouldn't impose more
confrols on broadcasters than are imposed on other businesses such as
the print media; a feeling that the rule should be rewritten; a feeling
that the rule should be modified to hold a new higher limit; a belief
that other laws, such as anti -trust, exist and are sufficient; a feeling
that an increased level of competition will improve the radio industry;
a feeling that smaller markets will be better served by stations
operaﬁed by large owners who have more resources available; a general
belief in overall deregulation or less regulation; an opinion thét
deregulation would increase the current value of radio ‘property; and

other miscellaneous reasons.

Of the respondents who favored maintenance of the seven-station .
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rule, the most popular reasons stated concerning why the respondents .
favored maintenance included a feeling that limits are needed to avoid

monopolies 'and to insure ' that stations aren't bought up by
.conglomerates, which received twenty-four votes (twenty-three percent);

a concern that small owners need protection and the rule helps insure

their existence .in the market, which received fifteen votes (eleven-

percent); and a feeling that the rule is necessary in order‘ to preserve

competition -and promote opportunity, which received thirteen votes

(twelve-percent).

The remaining fifty-four percent of .the réasons were di#ided into
the following other explanations which are listed in descending order of
occurring  frequency: a concern that Qecreased diversity of ownershiﬁ
could' cause biaseé news, cause the limited supplyb of airwaves to be
monopolized and diminish a local feeling; a belief that a few wealthy
people could control a lot of people; an opinion that the rule provides

enough property for one entity; a feeling that a rule should exist But

based on a higher number; a feeling, in principle, that a limit should
exist; a feeling that abolishment of the rule would be unfair; a feeling
that a rule should exist that considers marke£ size and safeguards “for
regional concentration; an opinion that newspapers also should have an
ownership rule; a concern with the price of radio property; a feeling
that people who want to own more stations always can change markets; and
other mistellaneoﬁs reasons,

Of thé respondents who were uncertain about the seven-station rule;
the most popular reasons stated concerning why the resﬁondents felt
uncertain involved a feeling that it is difficult to foresee the

ramifications of abolishing the rule, which received eleven votes {ten—
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percent); a feeling of uncertainty but a concefn about monopolies and
stifled competition, which received six votes (eight-percent); and a
feeling of uncertainty and concern that abolishment of the rule could
lead to better programming or it could lead to cheaper programming,
which received five votes (seQenepercent). »

The remaining seventy-five percent of the reasons of those
respondents who were upcértain?Were divided into the following other
explanations which are listed in descending order of occurring frequency:
a concern . about one ‘and two station companies and individual
proprietorships being eliminated; a concern about harm to community
based and local service radio stations; a concern iabout diveréity of
ownership; an uncertainty concerning whether or noé mqlﬁiple ownership
is covered under anti-trust laws; an uhcertain feeling bdt would like to
be allowed to own more stations; and a desire to change - the rule to one
based on the total population of the combined broadcast areas.

Question number twenty—twb, which concerned the one-to-a-market

"rule, asked if the respondent preferred to abolish or maintain the rule
——or if the respondent felt uncertain. Table twenty-one below
illustrates the results: i

TABLE 21

RESULTS OF THE.ONE-TO-A-MARKET RULE

Number Percentage
of of

Category g Respondents Respondents
Maintain 205 607%
Abolish 91 ! 267

Uncertain 47 147
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As indiéated, a majority of respondents favored maintenance of the one—
to—a-market rule. Three missing cases existed for quesfion number
twenty-two; 343 cases were valid.

Question number twenty—fhree, which concerned the current'license
renewal procedure, asked if the respondent preferred to reestablish the
old method of license renewal, keep the renewal procedure the way it is
now, abolish the procedure altogether, or other. Table twenty-two below

illustrates the results:
TABLE 22

» RESULTS OF THE CURRENT LICENSE RENEWAL PROCEDURE

Number ‘ Percentage
of . of

Category Respondents Respondents
Maintain ) 231 67%
Abolish 98 : 297
Other 14 47
Reestablish 0 07

As indicated, the majority of reépqndents were in favor of maintaining
the current 1icense‘renewal procedure. Three missing cases existed for
question twenty-three; 343 cases were valid.

Responses recorded in the "other" cateéory included: a }eeling
that the procedure should be abolished altogether except for certain
engineering requirements; a belief that the Equal Employment
Opportunity (EEO) requirement should enforce it; an opinion that
the NRBA lease cohceptjwould be preferable; a belief that licensees
should own their license 1like any other business with sensible rules

to abide by; a feeling that the procedure should be kept the way it is

now but abolish the community ascertainment requirements; a belief
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that the process needs further simplification as it still is
complicated; a desire that performances affidavits be required for the
protection of the licenses; a feeling that the threaf of pfessure groupé
should be removed by making a'complainer responsible for all hearing and
court costs if he/she doesn't win; a belief that criteria for grounds of
renewal should be established; and a belief that the public interest
standard should be eliminated;

Question number twenty-four asked, if the respondent agreéd or
disagreed with the statement: "airwaves are a limited or ‘scarce
resources which makés their use subject td,regulation." Tablé twenty-

three illustrates the results:

TABLE 23

RESULTS OF THE SCARCITY DOCTRiNE .

Number Percentage
of ‘ T of '
Category Respondents - Respondents
Strongly disagree 118 - 347
Agree 103 . 30%
Disagree 89 267
Strongly agree 19 - 6%
No opinion 14 47

——r

As indicated, a plurality of the respondents strongly disagreed with the
statement, although the number of respondents who agreed also was large.
Three missing éases existed for question twenty-four; 343 cases were
valid.

Question twenty-five asked if the respondent agreed or disagreed

with the following statement: "The broadcast medium is more powerful
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than any other media and therefore subject to more regulation." Table

twenty-four illustrates the results:

TABLE 24
OPINION OF POWER OF BROADCAST MEDIUM RELATED TO DEREGULATION

Number Percentage
of of

Category Respondents Respondents
Strongly disagree 176 ‘ 52%
Disagree 120 ‘ 35%
Agree 19 : 5%
Strongly agree 13 , 47
No opinion 13 47

As indicated, a majority of the respondents strongly disagreed with the
statement,' and a plurality disagreed. 'Fivq‘missing,cases existed for
question number twenty-five; 341 cases were valid. |

Question twenty-six asked the respondent's opinion of how listeners
most frequently demonstrate that a particular'sﬁation is. not offering
adequate programming to the community. The responden;s were requested
to check one of the following answers: listeners call in, listeners
write letters, listeners visit the station, listeners tune out, or

other. Table twenty-five illustrates the results:

TABLE 25

HOW LISTENERS DEMONSTRATE FEELINGS ON PROGRAMMING

Number Percentage
of : of
Category. Respondents Respondents
Listeners tune out 270 787
Listeners call in S 25 7%
Listeners write letters 14 47

Other 35 107
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As indicated, a majority.of the respondents stated that listeners tune
out, Two missing cases existed for question number twenty-six; 344
cases were valid.,

Responses recorded in the "other" category included the following:
listeners demonstrate thrpugh the Arbitron ratings; advertisers
discontinue support; listeners either call in and write in or call in
and tuneout; 1iste£ers notify legislators to act; and all or most of the
above.

Question number twenty-seven asked the respondent to define the FCC
phrase, 'public interest, convenience, or necessity." The coding
procedure allowed up to three responses per question., Table twenty-six

below indicates the results: .
TABLE 26

DEFINITIONS OF "PUBLIC INTEREST, CONVENIENCE, OR NECESSITY"

Number Percentage
Definitions . of B of
Respondents Respondents
What the public wants, needs, and
demands--what has importance,
interest, and meaning to them—
and what is for the benefit—- -
common good of all. 59 287
Action done by the broadcaster such
as addressing problems and meeting -
the needs of the public. 49 23%
Subjective and a difficult to define, 32 . 157
Miscellaheous definitibps. 22 117
A necessity--a must situation for
survival in order to maintain and
develop an audience. 19 9%
The responsibilities and obligations
of a good broadcaster. ' 18 9%

Other 10 5%
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As indicated, a plurality of respondents ﬁefined the term "public
interest, convenience, or necessity" as what the public wants, needs,
and- demandé-—what Has importance, interest, and meaning to them--and
what is for thé benefit—-common. good of all. A large number of
respondents, however, defined the term as éction done by the broadcaster:
such as» addreséing problems and meeting the needs of the public. ‘For
question number twenty-seven, 137 missing cases existed; 209 caéeé were
valid.

The remaining five percent of the responses were divided into the
following other definitions which are listed in descending order - of
occurring frequehcy: action - within formats by broadcasters for the
listeners; thé respondent doesn't see any similarity in the three terms;
what works from a ratings and éaIes ‘image; positive community
development and concern for the public; Qhat the regulators; such as the
FCC, want it to mean at the time; what specific demograﬁhics aﬁd publics
within a public want, need, and find of interest--what has meaning and
importance to them—-many variables play important roles; Qhat, in the
respondent's opinion, people should knoy, want to know, and need to
know--the moral values 6f the management; that which is a viable
reséurce and is not available elsewhere; a bad rule‘yhich should not
exist and is not applicable for the business world—there is no reason
for convenience and necessity being in the law; convenience——the’ easy
way of’ doing it; vital bulletins and information concerning emergency
conditions; and other miscellaneous reasohs. |

Question number twenty-eight asked if the respondent agreed or
- disagreed with the following statement: "Deregulation will diminish or

reduce the amount and type of information available to the public."
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Table twenty-seven below indicates the results:

TABLE 27
~ ATTITUDE CONCERNING DEREGULATION AND AMOUNT OF INFORMATION
AVAILABLE TO PUBLIC

Number Percentage
- of of

Category Respondents Respondents
Strongly disagree 212 , 617
Disagree 111 327
Agree 12 3%
No opinion 6 : 2%
Strongly agree 5 - 17

As indicated, a majority of the respondents strongly disagreed with the
statement. No missing cases existed fo} duestion number twenty-eight.
Question twenty-nine asked if the respondent agreed of disagreed
with the following statement: '"Deregulation 'willAenaBie those with
greater financial resources tb dominate and present one-sided views to

the American public." Table twenty-eight below indicates the results:

TABLE 28
OPINION ON DEREGULATION RELATED TO FINANCIAL RESOURCES
AND DOMINATION OF VIEWS AND INFORMATION

Number "Percentage
of - of
Category Respondents Respondents
Strongly disagree 153 457
Disagree 134 : 407%
Agree 32 9%
No opinion © 13 » 47

Strongly agree 6 2%
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As indicated, a'plqrahxy of respondents strongly disagreed with the
phrase. Eight missing cases existed for question number twenty-nine;
338 cases were valid.

Question number thirty asked if the respondent agreed or disagreed
with the folioWing statement: "Radio stations are private property and
government regulations violate the rights of the individual owners."

Table twenty-nine below indicates the results:

TABLE 29

ATTITUDE ON PRIVATE PROPERTY VS. GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS

Number Percentage

of of
Category Respondents Respondents
Disagree 128 38%
Agree ‘ 101 307
- Strongly agree 65 19% -
Strongly disagree 21 , 6%
No opinion - 20 67

As indicated,‘a plurality of respondents disagréed with the phrase,
although a large number agreed. Eleven missing cases existed for
question number thirty; 335 cases were valid.

. At the end of the survey questionnaire, & section was offered for
the respondents to relay any additional comments concerning deregulation
and/or the questionnéire. The mgst popular comments included: a belief
that government should'regulate the technical aspects of radio but all
the rest should be at the discretion of the station, which received a
coﬁnt of twenty-three votes (thirty—seven percent); a belief that the

public and the marketplace should and do decide issues that effect the
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business of radio,lwhich received a count of fifteen votes (twenty-four
percent); a statement that respondent experienced problems with some
questions such as numbers twenty-nine, thirty, and twenty-six, which
received a count of nine votes (fourteen-percent); a belief that
broadcasting is a business~-the respondent bought the 1land, which
received seven votes (eleven percent);. and other miscellaneous comments,
which received a count of seven votes, also (eleven-percent).

The remaining three-percent of the responses were divided into the
following' 6ther commenfs:A a belief that deregulation is just more
regulation; a feeling that restrictions of freedom of speech have a
chilling effect on the amount of information and discussion--greater
freedom would stimulate more discussion; a belief in principle, that
government should get out of radio; a be}ief that radio should have the
same rights as other lmedia; a comment that despite defegulation,
respondent continues to follow most of the procedures that contribute to
good business; a belief that the public trust is too much responsibility
for the broadcaster—-help 1is needed throﬁgh regulation; a comment
stating great work--good, thought provoking questions--keep it up; a
belief that deregulation is fine and will ﬁot result in a loss of
services; a comment that respondent is not in favor of total
deregulation and that some regulations are fecessary, such as the seven
station rule, to protect the public; a belief that stations who reduce
what they normaily do with regulation becaﬁse of deregulation are asking
for re-instatement of regulations; a belief that the broadcast industry
is stronger than other media but always has been hampere& in serving the
public interest due to regulation, and that the respondent has made

virtually no &hanges due to deregulation,
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Cross-Tabulations

In addition to the frequency results, which already have been
presented, cfoss—tabulations were done on the data in order to determine
_possible associations between variables, Chi squares, contingency
coefficients, and phi coefficients were calculated as appropriate.

Twelve combinations of questions were cross-tabulated. The twelve
questions were chosen on the basis of whether or not they might offer
statistically significant results related to the purposes of this study
as related in chapter omne. Of the twelve associations, only four
combinations revealed statistically significant.results at the .05.
level. Associations that were sfatiétically significant dincluded the
following: | )

1. An association between question - twenty-two, which., concerned the
‘one-to-a-market rule, and question twenty-four, which éoncerned the
scarcity doctrine.

2. An association between queétion thirty, which concerned the idea
that regulations violate the privéte property rights of individual
owners, and question number twenty-two, which concerned the one-to-
a-market rule.

3. An association between question twenty-nine, which concerned the
idea that deregulation might enable those with greater financial
resources to dominate and present one-sided views to the public,
and'question’twentyfone, which céncerned the seven-station rule.

4,  An association between duestion twehty—nine, which concerned the
idea that deregulation might enable those with greater financial

resources to dominate and present one-sided views to the public,

and question twenty-two, which concerned the one-to-a-market rule.



112

Associations between questions that did not reveal significant results

included the following:

1'

"An assoéiation.between question seven, which concerned the type of
station format, and quéstion sixteen, which concerned requests from
the public for airtime.

An association between question nineteen, specifically concerning
only ﬁhe personal attack and editorializing rules, and question
eight, which concerned the state where the station was located.

An association between question eleven, which concerned the market
type, and question sixteen, which concerned requests from the
public for airtime.

An association between question twenty-one, which concerned the
seven-station rule, and question one which concerned the number of
years the respondent had - been‘ associated with | the radio
broadcasting business.

An association between queétion twenty—-ong,~ which concerned the
éeven—station rule, and question twenty-fdur, which concerned the
scarcity doctrine,

An association between question thirty, which concerned the idea
that regulations violate the private property rights of individual
owners, and question twenty-one, which Eoncerned the seven-station
rule,

An association between question éixteen, which concerned requests
from the public for airtime, and quesﬁion five, which concernéd the
power, in watts, of the AM stationms.

An association between question sixteen, which concerned requests
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from the public for airtime, and question six, which concerned tﬁe
power in watts of thevFM stations.

‘ Associétions were tested in two ways——with a full set of categories
: énd with truncated categories. The second type of analysis eliminated
neutral responses and collasped "strongly agree" and "agree" into a
single . "agreéf category and "strongly disagree" and "disagree" into a
single "disagréé" category. In this way, the associations attributed to
valence versus those attributed to category extremeness could 4be
ascertained more clearly.

Table 30 below illustrates the results of the cross-tabulation
between question twenty-two,” which concerned the one-to-a-market rule
and question twenty-four, which concerned the scarcity doctrine. Table
30 A jillustrates the resuits of the first analysis (p<.018). Table 30
B illustrates the results of the’data' after the categories were
collapsed (p<.036). The contingency coefficient on the first-run data

is .23 and the phi coefficient is .14 on the second-run data.
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TABLE 30 A
ASSOCIATION: FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES OF OPINION

ON SCARCITY OF AIRWAVES AND OPINION OF ONE-TO-A-MARKET RULE

Scarcity of Airwaves

One to
a Strongly Strongly No Row
- Market Agree  Agree Disagree Disagree Opinion Total

Count

Total 7

5 19 19 45 2 90
Row % Abolish 5.6 21.1 21.1 50.0 2.2
Column % 26.3 18.6 21.3 38.8 14.3
1.5 5.6 5.6 13.2 .6 26.5
13 69 55 - 59 8 204 -
Maintain 6.4 33.8 27.0 28.9 3.9 ’
‘ 68.4 67.6 61.8 50.9 57.1
3.8 20.3 16.2 17.4 2.4 60.0
1 14 15 12 4 46
2.2 '30.4 32,6 . 26,1 8.7
Uncertain 5.3 13.7 16.9 10.3 28.6
.3 4.1 4.4 3.5 1.2 13.5
Column 19 102 89 116 14 340
Total 5.6 30.0 26.2 34,1 4.1 100

Chi Square = 18,49257 P < ,0178 C = .22712
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TABLE 30 B
ASSOCIATION: FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES OF OPINION
‘OF SCARCITY OF ATRWAVES AND OPINION OF ONE-TO-A-MARKET RULE~—
CATEGORIES COLLAPSED

Scarcity of Airwaves

One to Row
a Agree Disagree Total
Market
Count 22 57 79 -
Row 7 ' Abolish 27.8 72.2
Column 7 23.9 37.7 ,
Total 7 9.1 23.5 32.5
70 94 - - 164
Maintain 42.7 57.3
76.1 62.3
28.8 38.7 67.5
Column
Total 92 151 243
37.9 62.1 100.,0
Chi Square = 4.37680 P .036 C = .14182

Phi = .14

Table 31 Albelow illustrates the results of the association between
question thirty, thch concerned the idea tﬁatrregulations violate the
private property rights of individual owners, and question twenty-two,
which concerned the one-to-a-market rule. Table 31 B illustrates the
results of the data after the categories were collapsed. Both analyses
are significant. ’The contingency coefficient on the association is .24,

and the phi coefficient on the second set of data is A4,
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TABLE 31 A

ASSOCIATION: FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES OF OPINION

OF ONE-TO-A-MARKET RULE AND OPINION OF PRIVATE PROPERTY

One~to-a-Market Rule

Private
Property Abolish Maintain Uncertain Row Total
Count Strongly 28 32 4 64
Row 7 Agree 43.8 50,0 6.3
Column 7 31.8 16.1 8.9
Total 7 8.4 9.6 1.2 19.3
25 56 18 99
Agree 25.3 56.6 18.2
28.4 28.1 40.0
7.5 16.9 5.4 29.8
25 84 19 128
Disagree 19.5 65.6 14.8 ‘
28.4 42,2 42,2
7.5 25.3 5.7 38.6
8 12 1 21
Strongly 38.1 57.1 4.8
Disagree 9.1 6.0 2.2
2.4 3.6 3 6.3
2 15 3 20
No 10.0 75.0 15.0
Opinion 2.3 7.5 6.7
.6 4.5 . .9 6.0
Column 88 19.9 45 332
Total 26.5 59.9 13.6 100.0
Chi Square = 20.89 ° P &£ .0074 C= .24
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TABLE 31 B
ASSOCIATION: FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES OF OPINION
OF ONE-TO-A-MARKET RULE AND OPINION OF PRIVATE PROPERTY--
CATEGORIES COLLAPSED

One-to-a-Market Rule
Private Row
Property Abolish Maintain Total.

Count / 47 69 116
Row 7% : Agree 40.5 59.5
Column 7% 61.0 46.0
Total % 20.7 30.4 51.1
| 30 81 111
Disagree 27.0 73.0
©39.0 54,0
13.2 35.7 48.9
Column 77 150 227
Total  33.9 66.1 100.0
Chi Square = 4.02316 P < 0449 C = .14101
Phi = .14 ‘

Table 32 A below illustrates the results of the association between
questién twenty-nine, which concerned the idea that deregulation might
enable those with greater financial resources to dominate and present
one-sided views to the public, and question twenty-one, which concerned
the seven-station rule. Table 32 B illu§trates the results of the data
after the cafegories were collapsed. Both associations are
statistically significant. The‘contingency coefficient on the first-run

data is .28 and the phi coefficient on the second-run data is .26,
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TABLE 32 A~
ASSOCIATION: FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES OF OPINION
OF MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP RULE AND OPINION OF FINANCIAL DOMINATION

Multiple Ownership Rule

Financial
Resources Abolish Maintain Uncertain Row Total
Dominate
Count - Strongly 2 4 0 6
Row Z Agree 33.3 66.7 0
Column 7 1.2 3.9 0
Total % .0 1.2 0 1.8
: .5 15 10 31
Agree 16.1 51.6 32.3
3.1 15.7 14.3
1.5 4,8 3.0 9.3
63 42 29 134
Disagree 47.0 31.3 21.6
38.9 41,2 41.4
18.9 12.6 8.7 40.1
89 34 27 150
Strongly 59.3 22,7 18.0
Disagree 54.9° 33.3 38.6
26.6 10.2 8.1 44.9
3 .6 4 13
No 23,1 46,2 30.8
Opinion 1.9 5.9 5.7
.9 1.8 1.2 3.9
Column ' 162 102 70 334
Total 48,5 30.5 21.0 100.0

Chi Square = 27.98692 P <« .0005 C = .27806
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TABLE 32'B
ASSOCIATION: FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES OF OPINION
OF MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP RULE AND OPINION OF FINANCIAL DOMINATION--
CATEGORIES COLLAPSED

Multiple Ownership Rule

Financial Row
Resources Abolish Maintain Total
Dominate
Count , , 7 19 26
Rov 7% Agree 26.9 73.1
Column % 4.9 22,1
Total 7 3.0 8.3  11.3
© 137 67 204
Disagree 67.2 32.8
95,1 77.9 -
' 59,6 29,1 88.7
Column 144 . 86 230
Total 62.6 37.4 100 '
Chi Square = 14.27368 P < .0002 C = ,25463

Table 33 A below illustrateé the results of the association between
question twenty-nine, which concerngd the idea that deregulation might
enable those with greater financial resOurcesito dominate and present
one-sided views to the public, and ﬁuestion twenty-two, which concerned
the one-to-a-market rule. Table 33 B illustrates the resultg of the

.
data after the categories were collapsed. The collapsed category data,
however, revealed results that statistically were not significant. As
indicated; the probability level on the first-run data is .0250, whereas
the probability level on the second-run data is .9153. The contiﬁgency

coefficient on the first-run data is .22 and the contingency correlation

on the second-run data is .02.
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TABLE 33 A
ASSOCIATION: FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES OF OPINION
OF ONEfTO—A—MARKET RULE AND OPINION OF FINANCIAL DOMINATION

One-to-a-Market Rule

Financial
Resources Abolish Maintain Uncertain Row Total
Dominate
Count Strongly 2 4 0 6
Row 7% Agree 33.3 66,7 0
Column 7% 2.2 2.0 0
Total Z .6 1,2 0 1.8
7 18 6 31
Agree " 22.6 58,1 19.4
7.8 9.0 13.0
2.1 5.4 1.8 9.3
23 92 19 134
Disagree 17.2 68.7 14,2
25.6 46,2 41,3
6.9 27.5 5.7 - 40.0
56 76 19 151
Strongly 37.1 50.3 12.6
Disagree 62.2 - 38.2 41.3
16.7 22,7 5.7 45,1
2 9 2 13
No , 15.4 69.2 15.4
Opinion 2,2 4.5 4,3
6 2.7 .6 3.9
Column 90 199 46 335
Total 26.9 59.4 13.7 100.0

£

Chi Square = 17.53464 P < .0250 C= .22
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TABLE 33 B

ASSOCIATION: FREQUENCiES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES OF OPINION
- OF ONE;TO—A—MARKET RULE AND OPINION OF FINANCIAL DOMINATION--
CATEGORIES COLLAPSED

One-to-a-Market Rule

Financial Row
Resources Abolish Maintain Total
Dominate
Count 8 18 26
Row 7% Agree 30.8 69.2
Column 7 10.3 11.7
Total % 3.4 7.8 11.2
70 136 - 206
Disagree 34.0 66.0
89.7 88.3
30.2 58.6 88.8
Column 78 154 232
Total 33.6 66.4 100.0
Chi Square = .01131 P < .9153 C= .02
Phi = .02 '

Chapter Summary

‘ .
Chapter four disclosed the results of the mail survey
questionnaire. Chapter four dincluded the frequency results from the
survey, the cross-tabulation results from the associations, and the

significance test results.

Preview
The final'éhapter, chapter five, which follows, discusses the
representativeness of the sample surveyed, analyzes and ihte;prets the
results, reviews some of the problems and limitations of the étudy, and

includes a conclusion.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:

‘ In’dhaﬁter one and two, the issue of deregulation was defined not
only as a movement designed to abolish or modify government regulations
which previously have been imposed on the broadcast industry, but also
as a éontroversial issue. The FCC rules and regulations were explained,
a regulatory history of radio broadcasting and a history of radio
broadcast deregulation‘were reviewed, and the purposes and composition
of the Federal Communication Commission were discussed.

In chapters three and four the methods and results concerning this
research study were disclosed. In chapter five, the final chapter, the
study will be discussed and analyzed in terms of the representativeness
of the population surveyed, the possibie meaning of the results, and a

review of some of the problems and limitations of the research.

Representativeness

The principal criterion of the quality of a sample is the degree to
which it is representativé,or4"the extent to which the characteristics
of  the sample ére the saﬁe as thosé of the population from which it was
selected."; It is necessary to note, however, that a sample, which is a
special subset of a population that is observed for purposes of making
inferences about the nature of the total population, almost never will
provide a peffect representation of the population from which it was
selected as 'some degfee of sampling error always will exist.2 Thus,
when one states the possible representativeness of a sample population,
one should consider the fact that some degree of error aiways will

exist,
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As related in chapter three, which reviewed the research methods
and the instrument utilized for this study, the population for this
. study waé éurveyed not by means of random selection, but was self-
~selected. (Please refer to chapter three for the sampling procedure.)

¢ In order to determine the representativeness of the sample, it is
necessary to present evidence which suggests that the sample surveyed
reflects characteristics of the NRBA's total membership. The following
information suggests that characteristics of the sample match those of
the population:

1. In 1983, the NRBA Radio Programming Survey was mailed to every

commercial radio station in the United Statés4(approximately 7,600)
and returned by 3,497 broadcasters (forty-three percent). Although
the NRBA Survey was self-selected, the response rate, over forty-
three percent, was quite good. According to fhe NRBA Survey the
most popular radio formats for both AM and FM commercial stations
were adult confemporary ahd country. Twenty-nine percent of the
NRBA 1983 Survey responses came from adult contemporary formatted
radio sﬁations and twénty-eight percent came from country formatted
stations.3 According to the results of the present deregulation
study, the most popular AM formats among those sampled were country
(twenty-eight percent) and ‘adult contemporary  (twenty-four
percent). The most popular IM formats among those sampled were
adult contempofary (twenty-nine percent) and country (twenty—-two
percent, ' which matches the NRBA study. Thus, the current

investigation appears representative,

2.  According to the same 1983 NRBA study satellite services to radio
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stations increaséd dramatically in 1983. Over one-third of all the

stations surveyed indicated current satellite use and another one-

" quarter of the stations indicated plans to do so in the near

future.4 According to the results of this deregulation study, a

significant = majority (176 stations) had wupgraded their news
operations since 1981 through the addition of satellite delivefy.
This wuse of- satellite déliverf compares favorably to the NRBA
Survey.

According to a 1983 survey released by the Radio Television News
Directors Association by Dr. Vernon Stone, director of the School
of Jourmalism at Northern Illinois Univefsity, "an overwhelming
majority of stations - 87 percent of them - reported no changes in
their news or public affairs operations as a result. of
deregulatioﬁ."sw Dr. Stone's survey was based on responses from 335
commercial radio stations located in different-size markets across
the country. According té this deregulation study, é majority of
the stations, 189, did not change the percentage of news and/or
public affairs ‘programming .since 1981, when the FCC ordered
deregulation, which matches results from Dr. Stone's RTNDA study.
It is conceivable, however, that alternate explanationé, other than
deregulation as a cause, codid exist regarding why respondents
reported no change since 1981.

According to the FCC Reports regarding the FCC's order in 1981 to
dereguiate radio, "perhaps the mos£ ﬁersistent theme of broadcaster
comments is that the news and public affairs programming

guidelines impose daily regulatory burdens: on the broad-
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casters . . ." 6 According to this deregulation study, one of the
most popular reasons repeatedly stated concerning deregulation was
~a belief that the provision produced a burden of paperwork,
expended time, worries, hassles, and complications. This complaint

matches the comments from the FCC Reports.

5. According to the NRBA's  membership list as of May 22, 1984, the
states of California and Texas had more members of the NRBA than
any of the Sther states.7 In this deregulation study, more surveys
were returned from the states of California and Texas than from any
of the other states, which may be related to the fact that more
members of the NRBA are residents of those states.

6. According’to thé‘most recent NRBA membership records, the most
prevalent ‘market size of a NﬁBA member radio station is small
market.8 According to this deregulation stu&y, the most prevelant
market size was top 300 plus or small market, which matches the
NRBA study.

Thus, evideﬁce indicative of the possible representativeness of the
deregulation Jsurveyzexists from a nationwide survey conducted by the
NRBA of all commercial radio stétions, a nati&nwide survey conducted by
the RTINDA of commercial radio stations, the comments registered by
broadcasters to the FCC on p;blic record, the NRBA's most recent
membership iist, and the NRBA's most recent membership records. It is,
therefore, poséibie to qonclude that the present investigation exhibits

evidence of representativeness and validity.

Discussion and Analysis

Postulating, therefore, that this research is based on an

approximate representative sample, the results of this study now will be
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discussed in relation to the original purposes of this study. The
primary purpose of this study was to learn the attitudes and beliefs of
some of the members of the NRBA, who are owners and/or managers of radio
~stations in the United States, regarding deregulation of the following
rules by the FCC: the equal time (equal opportunities) provision, the
fairness doctrine, the personal attack rule, the editorializing rule,
the format doctrine, thé seven—-station rule, the one-to-a-market rule,
license renewdl requirements, and news and public affairs programming
requirements.
Table 34 summarizes the results:
TABLE 34-

RESULTS OF RESPONDENTS OPINION--FOR OR AGAINST--DEREGULATION
OF VARIOUS RULES

Respondents Respondents . Respondents
Rule , for Against Uncertain
Deregulation Deregulation :
Equal-Time : 887% 4 127
Fairness Doctrine 85% 157
Personal Attack 687% » 327
Editorializing . 83% 177
Format Doctrine 99,47 .27 2%
Rule Abolish . Maintain Uncertain
Seven-Station 487 317 217
One-to-a-Market 267 607 147
License Renewal 29% 677

-

As indicafed, a majority of the respondents favored deregulation of
the equal-time provision, the fairness doctrine, the personal attack
rule, thé editorializing rule, and the format doctrine. Concerning the
seven—séation rule, however, only a plurality of respondents favored
abolishment or deregulation. Obviously some owners and/or managers are
concerned about deregulation of the rule. ‘One can speculate from the

explanations offered by the respondents who favored maintenance or
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expressed uncertainty that, indeed, a concern exists regarding the
possibility of monopolies in the radio industry, protection of the small
owner, and 'the> difficulty of foreseeing possible ramifications vof
deregulation of the rule.

It is interesting to mnote that a majority of respondents favored
maintenance rather than abolishment or deregulation of the one-to-a-
market rule.. In this case, cleérly a concern exists in the minds of a
majority of tﬁé owners and/or hanagers regarding deregulation of this
ownership rule. Although the question did not allow for explanations,
one can speculate that the reasons for .concern are similar to those
regarding the seven—station rule. From the standpoint of many éf the
owners and/or ménagers of radio stations, deregulation of this rule
could affect their economic survival in the radio market.

In addition, it 1is interesting to note that a majority of
respondents fafored‘maiﬁtenance rather than abolishmént of the current
license renewal procedure. One can speculate that a majority of the
respondents do feel that some license renewal procedure is necessary and
that a majority\clearly(prefer the new simplified procedure over the old
renewal method. In additioh, one might speculate that the respondents
indicated a degree of concern for the interest of the public by not
wanting to abolish the renewal-procedure altogether. By keeping the
current renewal procedure, owners and/or managers will have to ascertain
and publiCIY'file'novmore than ten issues of public interest.

As a purpose of thié study was to learn the attitudes and beliefs of
the owners and/or managers of the radio stations regarding deregulation,
Table 35 below summarizes and highlights the most predominant attitudes,

beliefs, and opinions of the population concerning deregulation:
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TABLE 35

RESPONDENT'S REASONS FOR/AGAINST DEREGULATION OF VARIOUS RULES

Reason for

Reason Against

Rule Deregulation Deregulation
Equal-Time Free Enterprise/ Violates Guides necessary--
First Amendment broadcaster obligation/
Provision insures
balance and protects
from bias.
Fairness ' A
Doctrine Limits programming of Doctrine insures balance
controversial issues and protects from bias/
and open discussion/ Doctrine proper now and
No need for doctrine—— not a burden.
plenty of media exists—
marketplace can handle
fairness issue/ Violates
First Amendment.
Personal .

Attack Violates First Amendment/ Fairness necessary to
Other laws such as protect the right of
libel and slander are response of the public
sufficient. and the station/

Abolishment encourage
abuse of power by
stations that might
play favorites.
Editorializing Violates First Amendment/ Rule insures fairness and
Abolishment would protects from stations
encourage broadcasters playing favorites/
to editorialize. Good business to
' present all sides/
Rule is not a burden
and is proper now.
Format -
Doctrine Doctrine not necessary None
as the marketplace and
" economics ultimately
decide/ Owners and
locals know better than
the Government what will
work in a market.
Seven- Abolish Maintain
Station Rule no longer is Limits needed to avoid

relevant and thus not
needed/ Free enterprise
should be applicable to
the radio industry.

monopolies/ Small
owners need protection
and might decrease
their participation
without the rule,
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As statedxin chapter one, a purpose of this research studyfwas to
learn how deregulation has affected the particular NRBA population of
the radio \broadcast industry in terms of programming changes and the
~amount of information and service available to the public. Concerning
the duest%on which asked whether the station had increased, decreased,
or not changed its percentage of news and/or public affairs programming
since 1981, the results revealed that a majority of respondents, fifty-
six percent, had not changed the percentage of news and/or public
affairs programming.,

These results are similar to. the results of a study conducted in
1983 by Dr. Vernon Stone, director of the School of Journalism at
Southern Illinois Universigy, for the Radio Television News Directors
Association., The results of the 'RiNDA‘ study revealed. that "an
overwhelming maj;fity of stations —- 87 percent of them -- reported no
changes in their news or public affairs operations as a result of
deregulation."9 One must considér, however, £hat the RTNDA study asked
stations about changes in their news br’public affairs operations as a
result of deregulation, whereas this study asked the stations about
changes in their news and/or ﬁublic affairs prégramming since 1981 -—-—
which is thg year the FCC reléased the order to deregulate radio. As
stated earlier, however, it is conceivable that alternate expianations,
other than deregulation as a cause, could exist regarding why the
respoﬁdeﬁts reported no changes since 1981,

Question number twelve asked whethér the stations had increased,
decreased, or not changed the number of people on their news and/or

public affairs staff since 198l. The results revealed that a majority
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of respondents,'fifty—eight percent had ndt changed the number of people
on their news and/or public affairs staff.

Concerﬁing the question which asked if stations had upgraded their
- news opérat@ons since 1981, the results revealed that a majority of
stations‘had upgraded their news operations. The question additioﬂally
asked the stations that had upgraded their news operations since 1981
how the stations‘had'upgraded-theiJ:operations. The resulfs revealed
that the stations had upgraded their news operations through satellite
delivery (176), network news (seventy-four), and talk shows (sixty-
seven),

In summary, if this study is based on a survey that approximates a
- representative sample, and if the respondents provided accurate answers,
one can state that a majority of statioﬁs that are members of the NRBA
have ﬁot changed their perceﬂtage of news and/or public affairs
programming since 1981, a majority of the stations did not change the
number of peoplé on their news and/or public affairs staff since 1981,
and a majority of stations upgraded their news operations since 1981
through the addition of satellite delivery network‘news, and talk shows.
One might infer from such datavthat‘the dereguiation order by the FCC in
1981, which abolished news and pﬁblic affairs programming guidelines,
did not result in any drastic changes of programming by a majority of
the stafions. Although the respondents overwhelmingly (ninety-nine
percent) were familiar with the 1981 order according to the results of
this study, a majority still did not changé the percentage of news and
public affairs programming offered to the public since 1981, when the

FCC order took effect. Interestingly enough, however, thirty-three
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percent of the stations indicated they had increased the amouht of news
and/or public affairs programming since 1981l. One further mighﬁ predict
that‘perhgpslit is good business to offer such programming to the public
~or perhaps the stations are concerned about meetiné the public's
interest, or possibly a mixture of both.,

Also, related to news and public affairs programming, a purpose of
‘this study‘waé\to learn if the 1981 FCC order to deregulate will affect
the particular radio population in terms of future changes of such
programming, The results indicated that a majority of the respondents
plan not to change the amount of news and public affairs programming as
a result of the actions by the FCC. One might speculate that, indeed, a
majority of stations plan not to change the amount of news and public
affairs programming<as a result of the aeregulatory order by the FCC,
yet perhaps they may change——increase;—the amount as a result of what is
good for business or what the public'needs. As indicated earlier,
thirty-three percent of the respbndents stated an increase since 1981 in
the amount .of news and public affai;s programming. Perhaps the
marketplace can regulate in this area.

Cross~tabulations were proceésed in orderrto determine associations
between variables. A total of tweivé associations were examined. (See
chapter . four). Of the Pwelve comparisons, four produced statistically
significant results.‘ Tables of the statistically significant comparison
also are located in chapter four. !

As stated in chapter one, a purposé of this study was to discover
any statistically significant relationships between variables. Results
from the cross-tabulations and Chi-Square tests revegled that, indeed,

the following four associations of variables were significants
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—_ , ‘ TABLE 36

CROSS-TABULATION RESULTS

First Run First Run G- Second Run Second Run . C
Chi Square Probability Chi Square Probability
Level Level
- Comparison
One-to-a-market with
Scarcity of airwaves 18.48257 P<.02 «23 4,37880 P<.04 Ja
One-to-a-market with  20.,89377 p<,08 20 4,02318 P<,04 A4

Idea that regulations
violate private
property rights.

Multiple ownership

with Idea that

deregulation will

enable those with

greater financial - 27.98692 pP<.00 .28 14.27368 p<L.0o .25
resources to dominate .

and present onesided

views to public.

One-to-a-market with

Idea that deregulation

will enable those 17.53464 PL.03 22 01131 =2 A:- 2 .02
with greater financial , ‘ (nS)

resources to dominate ‘

and present one-sided

views to public.

Although the'cqmparisons revealed stétistically significant results and
one can be reasonably confident that, indeed, a real relationship exists
between the two variables, additional statistical tests, the contingency °
coefficient and the phi, suggest that the strengths of the relationships
are mild. Howe;er, as the comparisons did reveal statistically
significant relationéhips, it is worthwhile to discuss the .possible
meaning of what the resultant data of the comparisons suggests.

Concerning the comparison between the one-to-a-market rule and the

g$carcity doctrine, the results suggest the following:
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S
Of those respondents who want to abolish the one-to-a-market rule,

fifty-percent of those respondents also strongly disagree that

- there is. a scarcity of airwaves. Similar results are evident in

the decond-run data, which shows that of those respondents who want
to abolish the one-to-a-market rule, 72.2% of those respondents
also 'disagree that there is a scarcity of airwaves. Using one's
common sense, this combination of opinions is logical. To explain,
for example, if one believes that an unlimited number of airwaves
exists, then there should be no worry or concern of someone buying
up and/or controlling all of the airwaves.

Interestingly enough, however, the results also revealed that err
half of the respondents who want to maintain the one-to-a-market
rule also disagree or strongly dis;gree that there is a scarcity of
airwaves., Such respondents seem to want to maintain the one-to-a-
market rule for reasons other than a concern about someone buying
ﬁp and controlling the airwaves. More likely, such respondents
possibly are concerned with some economic and/or business
advantages connected with maintéﬁance of the one-to-a-market rule
like eliminating as many competitors as poésible from the market.
Some respondents, tﬂough, ‘did indicate a concern for the airwaves
as evidenced by the data which suggests that of those respondents
who strongly ;grée that a scarcity of airwaves exists, 76.1%Z also
agree that the one-to-a-market rule should be maintained.

Concerning the comparison between the one-to-a-market rule and the

idea that regulations violates private property rights, the results .

suggest the following:

1.

On the first run data, of those respondents who expressed no
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opinion concerning the idea that regulations violate private
property rights, seventy-five percent wanted to maintain the one-
.to-a-market rule. Thus, it seems that although some respondents
are not certain of their opinion regarding whether or not radio
stations are private property, a majority of ‘such respondents do
. feel it nécessary to maintain the one-to-a-market rule. Similar
results are evident on the second-run data of those respondents who
disagree with the private property idea. Seventy-three percent of
_those respondents also want to maintain the one-to-a-market rule.
2. Common sense might reason that these respondents who strongly agree
that fegulations ?iolate private property rights also would want to
abolish the one-to-a-market rule. In other words, such logic
suggests that radio stations ére ~private property, business
investments, and people should be allowed -to buy as many stations
as .they want without réstrictions. The results of the first-run
data, hqwever, show thafAfifty percent of the: respondents who
strongly agree with the private property idea and 56.6% of the
respondents who agree with the'pfivate property idea also want to
aaintain the one-to-a-market rule. 7
The common sense or logical argument surfaces, however, in the
results of the second-run data in which the no-opinion and uncertain
categories were suppressed. According to the second-run data sixty-one
percent of -thosé respondents who agree that the one-to-a-market rule
should be abolished also agree with the private property idea. One must
remember that although the relationship is statistically significant,_
the relationship is mild as evidenced by the contingency correlation of

.14101.
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Concerning the comparison between the multiple ownership rule and

the idea that deregulation will enable those with greater financial

resources to dominate and present one-sided views to the American

1.

publié,‘the‘results suggest the following:

Seventy-three percent of those respondents who agree with the idea *

about financial domination also want to maintain the multiple
owpership rule. This combination of opinions is logical. To
éxplain, for example, if .one believes that deregulation will
enable those withgreater financial resources to dominate and
present one-sided views to the American public, then one might be
copcerned with maintenance of the multiple ownership rule to insure
that monopolies are avoided and that stations aren't bought wup by
conglomerates.

Also in line with common sense are the results which show that of
those respondents who want to abolish the ﬁultiple ownership rule,
95.1% also disagree with the idea about financial domination.
Of'interest, however, is the second-run data which suggest that of
those respondents who want to mainfain the multiple ownership rule,
77.9%2 also disagree with the idea aboﬁt financial domination.
Perhaps spch respondents .who want to maintain the multiple
ownership rule “were not concerned about financial domination or
perhaps the results can be accounted for by some other unknown
reasons. |

Concerning the comparison between the one-to-a-market rule and the

A

idea that deregulation will enable those with greater financial

resources to dominate and present one-sided views to the American

public, the results suggest the following:
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Sixtyesix’percent of those respondents who strongly agree with the

idea of financial domination and 58.1% of those respondents who

‘agree' with the idea of financial domination also want to maintain

the one-to-a-market rule. These results seem logical and also are
similar to the results of the comparison between the multiple
owneréhip rule and the financial domination idea.

Thg fiist—run results of those respondents who strongly disagree
with idea of financial domination are similar to the results of the
comparison between the multiple ownershiﬁ fule and the financisal
domination idea. Sixty-two percent-of the respondents who stroqgly
disagree with the idea of financial domination also want to abolish
the one-to-a-market rule. The results of the second-run data of
the same association but with collapsed categories are not
significant,

Another purpose of this study, as stated in chapter one was to

reveal how well the FCC term, '"public interest, convenience, or

necessity" is understood by the respondents. As recorded in the results

chapter, the data revealed the following:l‘
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‘TABLE 37
DEFINITIONS OF THE TERM "PUBLIC INTEREST, CONVENIENCE, OR NECESSITY"

Definition Respondents

What the.public wants, needs, and demands--what has
importance, interest, and meaning to them—-and what
is for the benefit common good of all. 287%

Action done by the broadcaster such as addressing

problems and meeting the needs of the public. 237
Subjective and a problem to define. : ' 157
Miscellaneous definitions. ‘ . 117

A necessity--a must situation for survival in order
to maintain and develop an audience. 9%

The responsibilities.and obligations of a good
broadcaster. : 9%

Other 5%

© For a phrase which contains the controlling words in the
congreséioﬁal'grant of authority to the FCC, according to the results of
this study, the respondentskseem to be‘interpreting'the phrase in many
different ways; Fifteen percent of théArespondents stated that the
phrase was subjective and a problem to define. Twenty-eight percent of
the respondents _interpreted the phrase as what the public wants and
needs, yet mentioned nothing about actually meeting such wants and
needs. Twénty—three percent.of the respondents, however, did state that
the phraée involved action by the broadcaster designed to address or
meet the needs of the public. Nine percent of the respondents seemed to
interpret the phrase from a business perspective with the suggestion
that it was a necessity fof survival of the station. Another nine

percent defined it vaguely as the responsibilities and obligations of a
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good broadcaster, whatever that means, and fifteen percent of the
respondents rated a miscellaneous category while the remaining five
percent were so different that they rated an "other" category.

.Totaling the responses that were miscelléneous, other, vague, or
stated as difficult to define, one can see that forty-percent of the
respondehts seemed rather uncertain of the meaning of the phrase. As
stated by the Féderal Radio Commission in 1928 when it attempted to
interpret the phrase: "To Be able to arrive at a precise definition of
such a’  phrase which will foresee all eventualities is manifestly
impossible. The phrase will have to be defined by the United OStates
Supreme Court . . . 10

Perhaps a definition from- the courts would ser?e as a better
guideline. Perhaps, instead, a new phrase should be created for the
contfolling words in the congressional grant of authority to the FCC,

The final purpose of this study, as noted in chapter one, is to
make any generalizations, if pdssible, regarding how NRBA respondents
think deregulation will éffect the radio broadcast industry. Assuming
that this study is based on a survey that is representative, and
evidence  does exist that suggests it may be representative, then the
results reported in this study are reflective of a majority of owners
and/or managers of radio stations who are members of the NRBA.
According to this study, although a majority of the respondents favor
deregulation of 'the equal time (equal opportunities) provision, the
féirness doctrine, the personal attack rﬁle, the editorializing rule,
the format doctrine, news and public affairs programming guidelines, and

_the seven-station rule, the results also disclosed that a majofity of



139

respondehts are opposed to deregulation of the one-to-a-market rule and
a majority of the respondents want to keep the license renewal procedure
the way if is now rather than entirely abolish it.

Oﬂe can not know for certain how the NRBA radio broadcast industry
will fa¥e without the rules which have existed since the birth of radio.
According to many of the NRBA respoqdents in this study, the marketplace
will regulate  itse1f as the marketplace regulates other businesses in
the United( States. Hopefully, the people, and thé listening public,
vwill be able to affect the survival of radio stations in the marketplace
through their financial support or non-support. If media ownership
becomes so concentrated that the public's rights becomes imperiied,
however, one might consider if the real danger is like Orwell's 1984
wheréin government controls the channels of communication. Instead,
perhapé the real danger is the possibility that a few giant
conglomérates might have the capacity, if not the desire, to influence,
shape, and ultimately control whét the vast majority of people will héar

via the mass media.11

Problems and Limitations
Althbugh all efforts were made to avoid researcher bias and insure
correct results, problems and liﬁitations concerning this study should
be addressed. The following section addresses the problems and
limitations of researching attitudes and beliefs via a quantitative
method, the problems and limitations inherently associated with mail
survey questionnaires, and the pfoblems and limitations concerning the

validity of the self-reports of the respondents.
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In the.chépter, "Attitudes and Behavior" by Rosenberg ahd Turner,
the point is made that socio-scientific debate concerning the issue of
attitudes is accompanied by methodological disagreement. Although
~ sophisticated measurement models exist, there remains little or no
consensus on which technique is most appropriate to measure attitudes,12
According to Petty and Cacioppo, two basic procedures, direct and
indirect, are utilized to measure attitudes. The direct procedure a
typical reséaréh methodology utilized by socio-scientists, is described
as when "a person is asked to give a self-report of‘his/her attitude. 13
The mail survey questionnaire used to measure the attitudes/beliefs of
the respondents - in this study is an example of a direct procedure or
typical sbcio—scientific research, Such research typically seeks the
facts or éauseé of social phenomeﬂa with 1little regard - for the
subjective ' states of individuals through methods such as survey
questionnaires, inventories, and demographic analyses which produce
quantitative data.14

On the other hand, the indirect procedure, is described as when an
attempt is made to measure a person's attitude without the person

s : .
knowing it.15 Such research typically seeks understanding through such
qualitative methods including‘ pafticipant observation, open-ended
interviewing, and personal documents.16

The method used to research attitudes and beliefs in this study
were "soéio-scieﬁtific," quantifying respondents' self—repdrts. Because
of the inherent problems of self—repdrt data and the methodological

disagreement which exists concerning the most effective way to measure

attitudes and beliefs, it is necessary to note this as a problem or
limitation to this study.

Another problem or limitation related to-this study concerns the
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inherent problems and limitations of the mail survey questionnaire.
Although ﬁail survey questionnaires are a popular research tool, some
researghers‘ consider such questionnaires a weak research methodology.
_ Noted:problems and limitations of the questionnaire include the limited
optimal length of the questionnaire, the possible built-in bias that
.ocecurs ‘in the wording of the questions, the problems associated with
open—ended questions in that many resondents do not take the time to
answer them, the absence of control which exists over who responds and
what percentage respond, and the problem that questions are being
interpreted as intended. Another problem of the mail survey
questionnéire is the timing of ‘when the survey arrives to ' the
respondent. In this. study, the survey arrived to the respondents during
the Christmas season, which may ha;e affected the response rate.
Further weaknesses include:
the  inability to probe or seek elaboration of responses, the lack
of opportunity to check on accuracy, the absence of verification
that the respondent is indeed the one intended, the loss of
opportunity to encourage cooperation, and the inevitable imbalance
of the group responding toward those éble and willing to read,
write, and reply to printed queries.
Thus, although the mail sufvey questionnaire is a popular methodology in
communication research and the social sciences, one should be aware that
problems ' and lihitatiqns are associated with the research wusing this
approach,
Another problem and ,(limitation related to this study concerns the
validity of the self-reports of the respondents. It should be noted

that the responses offered by the respondents were self-reports or
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claims. For example, without checking through log verification, it is
difficult to know if, in fact, the respondents answered truthfully about
their:. actibns concerning programming changes as a result of
Adereéulétion. Thus, it 1is necessary to mention the validity of the
self-reports as a possible problem and 1imi;ation of this stﬁdy.

Alfhough the problems and limitations mentioned in this chapter
concerning this study may exist, problems and limitations inevitably
occur with any research study. ’The important point to understand ié
that the researcher realizes and is aware of such problems and
limitationé and feels it necessary to relate such concerns to the
reader.

Within its field of socio-scientific research, this study was
conducted with every effort to avoid researcher bias and insure correct
results. In conclusion, this researcher hopes that this investigation
of deregulation has determined some truths and produced some information
which will be helpful to an& persons ' interested in the issue of

deregulation of the radio broadcast industry.

Ly

Chapter Sﬁmmary

In this chapter, the study was discussed and analyzed in terms of
the representativeness of the pdpulation surveyed, the possible meaning
of the results were interpreted, and the problems and limitations of the
research were reviewed. Problems and limitations of the reseach
inéiuded the problems ‘and limitations of researching attitudes and
beliefs via a quantitative method, the problems and limitations
inherently associated with ;aii survey questionnaires, and the problems

and limitations concerning the validity of the self-reports of the

respondents.
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Conclusion

Thié study investigated the controversial issue of deregulation of
the radio Broadcast industry. All the purposes of this study as related
in cﬁapter one, were addressed, researched, and discussed, This
research provides quantitative information regarding the aftitudes and
beliefs of some owﬁers and/or managers of radio stations who are members
of the NRBA concerning deregulation. This study, which focuses on a
group so integrally associated with the everyday operations of radio and
with the possible affects of deregulation, has not been conducted
before, \to this researcher’'s knowledge. This researcher offers this
Master's Thesis to the field of Speech Communication, the radio
broadcasting industry, and the listening public as an additional source
regarding the topic of deregulation of"radié by the Federal

Communications Commission.
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APPENDIX A

The Cover Letter

Dear NRBA Member:

The enclosed survey-questionnaire is designed to obtain information for
a research study concerning deregulation of the radio broadcast
industry. The survey should be completed by the station owner or
manager. ' The information you provide about your station will remain
confidential. Station owners/managers will not be identified or
connected in any way with their responses., I will receive all data
directly from you.

This study is being conducted through auspices of the Graduate program
- of the Speech Communication Department of Humboldt State University
(Arcata, California) in conjunction with the National Radio Broadcasters
Association.

Results of the study should provide significant information wuseful to
broadcasters. The NRBA will publish a summary of the results; however,
if you would like to receive a copy of the final study, please check the
box be%gw and put your name and address in the space provided,

In order to insure a positive response rate, please answer all of the
questions and return the survey in the enclosed envelope before December
27, 1983.

Thank you for your cooperatiom.

Sincerely,

Ms. J. Sims o
Department of Speech Communication
Humboldt State University

Arcata, CA 95521

YES, I would like to receive a copy of the final study.

Name |,

Address




APPENDIX B

The Mail Survey Questionnaire

RADIO DEREGULATION SURVEY

1. How 1long have you been associated with the radio broadcasting
business?
Years Months

2. Currently,-.are you an owner and/or manager of the radio station?
1 Owner 2 Manager 3 Both

3. Are you: B
1 Male 2 Female

4, Is the station AM, FM or an AM/FM combination?
1 AM 2 M 3 .. AM/FM Combination

5. If you have an AM station, what is the licensed power output of the
station in watts?

1 100-999 4L 10,000

2 1000-4,999 5 50,000
3 *5,000 - 6 Other (Specify)

6.  If you have an FM station, what is the licensed power output of the
station in watts?

1 10-99 5 10,000-29,999
2 100-999 6 30,000-49,999
3 1000-4,999 7 50,000-99,999
4 5,000 8 100,000 plus

7. What is the format of the radio station? (Please check only one..)

01 Top 40/Current Hit .Radio (CHR)
02 AOR .

03 Urban Contemporary

04 Block | -

05 Oldies/Gold

06 Soft Rock

07 . Adult Contemporary

08 - Country

09 Diverse Block (Varied)

10 News, Information, Talk, Sports
11 Easy Listening

12 MOR

13 Classical

14 Beautiful Music

15 Big Band

16 Other (please specify)
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8. Is the radio station:
1~ - Commercial 2 Non-Commercial

9. In what state is the radio station located

10, What is the market size of your radio station?

1 Top 10 4 Top 100
2 Top 25 5 Top 200
3 _ Top 50 6 Top 300 plus

11. Do you consider your station's market mainly:

1 Urban 2 Rural
1 Suburban 2 Other (Please Specify)
12, Has your station increased, decreased, or mnot changed its

percentage of news and/or public affairs programming since 19817

1 Increased 2 Decreased 3 Not Changed
(If "Not Changed" please skip to Q#14) | '

13. Approximately how much time do you now devote. to news and public

affairs compared to before 19817 (Monthly percentage -~ for
example) s - 100% = "No Change"
: 70% = 30% Decrease

257% Increase

1257

14, Have you increased, decreased, or not changed the number of people
"on your news and/or public affairs staff since 19817

1 ™, Increased 2 Decreased 3 Not Changed
15. Have you upgraded your news operations since 19817
1 ' Yes 2 No (If "No" please skip to Q#16)

If "yes," how have you upgraded your news operations since 19817
(Please check all that apply):

1 Satellite delivery 3 Talk Shows
2 Network news 4 Other (Please Specify)

16. Approximately how often do you get requests or demands for airtime
from clubs, groups, organizations, or individuals who desire to
present a particular point of view or opinion?

1 Often 3 Hardly Ever
2 Sometimes 4 Never
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18.

19.

20,

21.
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Are you familiar with the 1981 actions of the Federal Communicatons

Commission to deregulate the radio industry? (The actions repealed
guidelines on minimum limits for news and public affairs
programming and maximum limits for commercials).

1 ~ Yes 2 No
Do you plan to increase, decrease, or not change the amount of news
and public affairs programming at your station in the future as a
‘result of the actions of the FCC?

1 Increase - 3 Not Change

2 Decrease 4 Uncertain
Deregulation’is a movement designed to 1lift or modify government
regulations which previously have been imposed on the radio
broadcast industry. Are you in favor of deregulation of any of the
following?

1 Yes 2 No (Equal Time Provision)

Why?

1 Yes 2 No (Fairness Doctrine)

Why? -

1 ) Yes 2 No (Personal Attack Rule)

Why?

1 - Yes 2 ‘ No (Editorializing Rule)

Why? s ‘
The Supreme Court ruled in March 1981 that the market, rather than
the Government, should determine what format station owners should
use, Do you agree or disagree with the Court's decision?

1 Agree 2 » Disagree = 3 Uncertain
Why? '
The multiple ownership rule states that one person can own no more

than 7 AM, 7 FM, 7 TV, 5 VHF maximum. Would you, as station
owner/manager, prefer to abolish or maintain the multiple ownership
rule? :

1 « Abolish 2 Maintain 3 Uncertain
Why? - '
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22, The one-to-a-market rule . prohibts one licensee from owning more
than 1 TV, 1 AM and 1 FM station in the same market. Markets under
10,000 population and multiple ownerships already existing before
March 1970 are exempted. Would you, as station owner/manager,

. prefer to abolish or maintain the one~to-a-market rule?

1 ‘Abolish 2 | Maintain 3 Uncertain

23, The current license renewal procedure now involves a postcard.
Would you, as station owner/manager, prefer to:

Re—establish the old method of license renewal.

~ Keep the license renewal procedure the way it is now.
Abolish the license renewal procedure altogether.
Other (please explain)

P00 DO, -

24, Do you agree or disagree with the following statement: "Airwaves
are a limited, or scarce resource which makes their use subject to

. regulation.,"

1 Strongly agree 4 Strongly disagreé
2 Agree 5 No opinion

3 Disagree

25. Do you agree or disagree with the following . statement: "The
broadcast medium is more powerful than any other media and
therefore subject to more regulation."

1 Strongly agree 4 Strongly disagree
2 - Agree . 5 No opinion
3 Disagree

26. In your opinion, how do listeners most frequently demonstrate that
a particular station isn't offering adequate programming to the
community? (Please check only one answer.)

Listeners call in.
Listeners write letters.
listeners visit the station.
listeners tune out.
Other (please explain)

Ut P~ 0 N

27. How do you define the term "public interest, convenience, or
necessity?"
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28. Do .you agree or disagree with the following statement:
"Detregulation will diminish or reduce the amount and type of
information available to the public.".

1 | ‘ Strongly agree 4 Strongly disagree
-2 ‘ Agree 5 No opinion
3 ___Disagree ‘

29, Do you agree or disagree . with the following statement:
"Deregulation will enahle those with greater financial resources to
dominate and present one-sided views to the American public."

1 Strongly agree 4 Strongly disagree
2 Agree 5 No opinion
3 Disagree

30. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? "Radio
stations are private property and government regulations violate
the rights of the individual owners(s)."

1 - Strongly agree 4 Strongly disagree
2 . Agree 5 No opinion
3 Disagree

-y

This concludes-the questionnaire. Thank you very much for taking the
time to answer the quéstions. DPlease return the questionnaire before
December 27th, 1983 in the enclosed envelope. Please feel free to offer
any additional comments concerning the questionnaire in the following
section, ~




APPENDIX C

- A Letter from the NRBA.

April 27, 1983

Ms. Judy R. Sims

Graduate Student

Humboldt State University

Speech Communications Department
Arcata, California 95521

_Dear Ms. Sims:

Thank you for writing to the NRBA for information on deregu]ation..
NRBA has not conducted any research projects on broadcasters'

views on deregulation. I have enclosed a copy of two maJor
reports NRBA has done in the past two years.

I am also not aware that anyone else has surveyed broadcasters
on deregulation. It looks like you have picked a good topic
for your research!

~ While NRBA doesn't offer research grants, I would like to
offer our assistance. We could very easily mail a research
survey to our members - approximately 1700 radio stations
nationwide. It is also possible that we could arrange for
the survey to be sent to all radio stations nationwide. If
we were to provide such assistance, we would want to help
formulate the survey questions,; although credit would certainly
be given to you for the research. And, of course, we would
like access to the research findings

I'm sure we can work together on ‘this extremely topical research.
Please call me, collect, and Tet's discuss it.

Sincerely,
Sally K/r’ohnson

Director of Operations

SAJ/mcad

_ .. .. __ Pational B-dio Eroadcaster‘s B sociation

I



APPENDIX D

The Pilot Study Results

| The ;eléphone survey, which can be found in Appendix F, was
administered to the following stations: KEKA, KXGO, KINS, KRED-KPDJ,
KERG, KNCR, KHSU, and KATA-KFMI. All the respondents were station
managers except one. All but one of the respondents were male. All but
one of the stations were commercial.

. The respondents range of experience in the broadcasting business
extended from approximately two years to twenty-five years, with the
most' freqﬁently occurring time being twenty years. The power .of the
stations -ranged from 100 watts to 100,000 watts. The formats of the‘
stations included: ‘Baby boom-MOR; adult contemporary; news, information
and sports, MOR;- country; varied; diverse block; and album-oriented
rock.

All of the réspondents were familiar Qith the fairness doctrine and
eqﬁal—time (equal opportunities) provision, and all of the respondents
were familiar with the Senate Commerce Committee's approval of the
broadcast deregulation  bill of  February 16, 1983. Concerning
deregulation of tﬁe ' fairnéssr doctrine and equal-time (equal
opportunities) provision, five respondents were in favor of deregulation
and three respondents were against deregulation. Comments in favor of
deregulation ‘ of the fairness doctrine and equal-time (equal
opportunities) provision included:

1. "Definitely remove them. I have big problems with people who don't

understand the meaning of them."

2. "Deregulation would allow more debating of candidates. Too many
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candidates inhibit debating."”

3. M"Can't have a free society with government control of
‘broadcasting."
4, "I have my doubts about the FCC, we would continue both because we

.

believe in it."

5. MI'm in favor of any kind of deregulation, but personally I would
maintain the equal-time provision. These things should not be
regulated by the government."

Comments against deregulation of the fairneés doctrine and equal-time

(equal opportqﬁities) provision included:

1. "I'm still in favor of both."

2. "It's necessary for the government to regulate these. It's the
public's airvaves."

3. "I have strong feelings about this. We are here to serve the
public."

Question number.seven concerned the Supreme Court's ruling in March
198L that the market rather than the government should determine what
formats station owners use. One respondent vaguely was familiar with
the ruling, whereas all of the other respondents were quite familiar
with it., All of the respoﬂden;s agreed with the ruling.

Concerning question number nine, none of the respondents changed
the percentage of news and public affairs programming as a result of the
ruling;' rathér, "some had changed because of the market. Three
respondents stated they recently had increased both their news and
public affairs programming, two respondents said their news and public
affairs had remained the same since the deregulation, two respondents

stated they had increased just their public affairs programming, and one
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respondent sai& he had increased just news programming. The results can

be comparéd to\a recent survey released by the Radio and Television News

Directbrs:Association (RTNDA). |

’Dr;‘Vefnon Stone, director of the School of Journalism at Southern
Illinois University at Carbondale, conducted a survey in 1982 in
conjunction with the Radio and Television News Directors Association.
The survey was administered to 335 commercial radio stations located in
different-sized markets across the country. ,6According to the survey, an
overwhelming majority of stations--eighty-seven percent of ‘them——
reported no changes in their news or public affairs operations as a
result of_derégulation.l' A1l of the respondents in the Humboldt County
survey stated they had not reduced their regular newscasts or staffs
since the deregulatidn. In addition, five respondents‘stated they had
upgraded their news operations since deregulation. Two stated they had
not upgraded their news.

.Concerning the multiple ownership rule and the one-to-a-market
rule, all but one of £he respondents were familiar with the regulations.
Five respondents were in favor of maintaining the rules and three of the
respondents were in favor of abolishing them; Comments in favor of
maintaining the ownership rules included:

1. "There are advantages and disadvantages to it., The free enterprise
idea is good. More diversification is good. It's a more
scrupuious approach to the media."

2. "T don't have a pr&blem with it. In a smaller market, no rule
might not be good. We need diversity of ownership. I'm concerned
with "control."

3. "Specifically, without competition, there would be no reason to
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" upgrade your station's programming."

"It would be putting control in too few hands without the rules."

- "It's fair."

Comments in favor of abolishment included:

10

"'y in a group owner outfit, I don't understand the value of the
rule. I'd abolish it."

"Unless you apply the same .rules to the print media, you can't
apply them to radio."

"If a person can get it together enough to buy or own more than one
station,.ﬁore power to them."

Question seventeen concerned the current license renewal procedure.

A1l of the respondents were familiar with the procedure. Four

respondents said to keep it the way it is now; three respondents desired

another way, and one respondent was for abolishment of the procedure

altogether. Comments concerning license renewal included:

1-

"I have no problems with ‘the postcard, but we still go through
ninety—five percent of the same old stuff. There's no big change.
Altogether though, I don't think they ever should do away entirely
with a license renewal."

"Don't reestablish the 0ld method. Use the postcard idea but
extend the renewal period to 7 years.,"

"We're just getting acquaintéd with the new way. I'm not sure
about it. We'li probably have to do the same stuff in case someone
comes by to check.ﬁ

"Get rid of all programming regulations but strengthen the traffic
cop for technical regulations."

"Abolish it altogethef, but that's a slim chance."
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6. "The old way is absurd. I don't want to do any more work than is
neceésary. I don't like the idea of permanent licensing though."

7. ‘“Defihitely, not the old way. There has to be some accountability,
thougti. The old way was ridiculous."

Question nineteen concerned the fairness doctrine., All respondents
said they definitely still would feel it important to present both sides
of an issue if the fairneséAdoctrine were abolished.

Question twenty concerned frequency of requests from clﬁbs, groups,
or organizatipns, or people asking or demanding airtime in order to
present a particular point of view or opinion. Three respondents stated

. :
"hardiy ever,”'two respondents stated A"often," one respondent said
"sometimes,h; one respondent said "never," and one respondent. said
"fairly often." _{

Question twenty-one addressed the following statement: "Deregula-
tion will enable those with greater financial resources to dominate and
present one-sided viéws to the American public. Five respondents
disagreed with the statement, two respondents strongly disagreed, and
one respondent agreed with the statement. Comments concerning the
question included:

1. "A large multiplicity of stations don't present a view. Most
entertain to make money."

2. "There is that chance."

3. "Look at the newspaper industry for a parallel."

The'final question- asked the respondents to define the term public
interest, convenience, or necessity. Definitions of the phrase
included:

1. "I don't define it. I 1let the world define it for me. I let the
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pﬁblic show their interests. It's a consﬁant ethical battle."

2. "Mi;foying local society is interest, while still providing
‘mingrity opinion. Convenience is information that helps make a
better lifestyle for people, Necessity is meeting the public
interest."

3. "Necessity—-you have to do. Convenience--you want to do. Any
responsible owner wants ‘to present both sides. 1It's good
programming. Most owners want to serve the community."

4, "I wouldn't define it. I don't think it should be in the FCC
terms. We dsn't own their air. It's  presumptuous of the
governméﬂi to think they own the airwaves."

5. "We're interested in what the people want. Some of the terﬁs are
vague to mé."

6. "Interest is obvious to a radio station. Stations hear from the
community a. lot. Necessity is born out of interest and
convenience. I haven't ever .been able to figure out what the
government means by convenience."

7. "Serve the public--it's their airwaves. It's the responsibility of
all broadcasters."

8. "The airwaves belong to the people. We are here to serve the

interests of the community—but in a way that also is profitable."

biscussion
The hypothesis rbeing tested purported that station owners and/or
managers would be iﬁ favor of overall deregulation including the
fairness doctrine and equal opportunities requirement, otherwise known
as the equal-time provision., The research confirmed the hypothesis and

also revealed some interesting- data. In order to understand how the
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researéh confirmed the hypothesis, a mo?e detailed egplénation and
discussion of the results follow. |
_‘Thelsurvey results showed that five of the respondents were in
favbfilbf' deregulating the fairness doctrine and equal-time (equal
opportunities) provision. Three of the respondents were against such
deregulation. The major claims of the respondents for deregulation
included problems with people who didn't understand the regulations and
stated strong concerns with regard to government control and regulation.
Majdr claims of those against deregulation of the fairness doctrine and
equal-time (eqﬁél opportunities) provision asserted that thé airwaves
belong to thewﬁublic gnd stations exist to serve the public.
The survey addressed 'two other issues of potential concern related
‘to deregulation, the multiple ownership rule and the oﬁe;to—a—market
rule. The multiﬁle ownership rule states that one person can own no
more than seven AM, seven FM, and seven TV (five VHF maximum). The one-
to-a-market rule states that, in the same market, one person can own no
more than one VHF TV and one AM or one FM station. The results of the
survey showed that five of the respondents were in favor of maintaining
the regulations, and three of the respondents were in favor of
abolishing the regulations. For those in favor of maintenance of the
rules, their major claim was a voiced desire for diversification. One
respondent expressed a concern about monopolies. Major claims of those
for-abolishment of the rules included the popular argument of equality
with the print media’ and a general approval of the free enterprise
system,
Another area addressed by the survey concerns recent deregulation

regarding minimum limits for news and public affairs programming.
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Althoughaqone of the respondents had changed the percentage of news and
public 'aﬁfairs programming as a resﬁlt of recent deregulation, six
respondehts‘claimed to have increased one, the éther, or both becausevof
the‘ market. The results of the Humboldt County survey are significant
' to a certain extent when ¢ompared to a recent survey released by the
Radio, Television and News Directors Association, which stated that the
overwhelming majority ‘of stations—--eighty-seven percent of them—
reported no 'changes in their news and public affairs operations as a
result Qf deregulgtion.2 No mention was made by the RTNDA of any change
due to the markefi

Although the maiﬁ focus of this study concerns dereéulation of the
fairness doc?rine vapd equal-time (equal opportunities) provisioq)
numerous other dereéulation issues also were addressed in fhe survey.
Therefore, issues such as license-renewal and the phrase '"public
interest, convenience, or necessity" merit some discussion. The results
of the survey seem to indicate a general agreement among broadcasters
that too much "red tape'" has existed in the past regarding the license-
renewal procedure. Only one respondent was in favor of total
deregulation or abolishment of the license-renewal procedure, which
involves an ascertainment of the community's needs and ' interests. In
the past, a set ascertainment procedure existed. The needs and
interests of the pﬁblié were ascertained through research and filed.
The new'license renewal procedure, which does not require a specific
method of ascertainment, does require the completion of a FCC postcard
saying that one has ascertained the needs and interests of the
community., Further, once a year, stations must include in the public

file a list of no more than ten community problems, needs, and
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interesté. And although no set procedure for ascertaining such
information is mandatory, the ascertainment method must be described.
One éﬁquid consider whether or not stations will continue to seek out
the‘ heéds and interests of the éommunity without the rule, whether or
" not stétions should be concerned with the needs and interests of “the
entire commgnity or juét their listening audience, and whether or not
the sfations' methbds of ascertainment will be effective and complete.
The key phrase pertaining to licensing and reglation, according to
the Radiaq AE; of 1927 and the Communications Act of 1934, is 'public

' Nowhere is  the term explicitly

convenience, interest, or necessity.'
defined, and the responses from ‘the survey clearly show the
broadcasters'.foggy views of the phrase and the ambiguity which exists
in the definitioné of the respondents. One should question if the
phrase should be kept, if it shbuld be defined more clearly, or if it
should be dropped entirely. In addition, one should consider if
regulation would be left to marketplace forces without the rule.
Question'twenty of the survey concerned requests from clubs,
groups, organizations, or people asking or demaﬁding airtime in order to
present a particular point of view or opinion. For discussion purposes,
it is interesting to note the wide range of résponses. Although beyond
the scope of this papér, it may be noted that a pattern exists when the

responses are correlated within the station formats:
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"Fairly‘often" 1. MOR
"Often" o 1. adult contemp

| 2. baby boom MOR-adult contemp
"Sometimes" 1. news, info, sorts, MOR, adult contemp
"Hardly Ever" 1. adult contemp/country

2. diverse block

3. adult contemp/album oriented rock
"Ne;er" 1. varied-classical, country, talk, jazz
The sgétions that "often" or "sometimes" hear from the community tend to
be AM, news and information, and adult contemporary in format. The
stations tend to .identify themselves as localized, community radio.
‘This &ata may suggest that the public is concerned about the content of
the airways and ekpresses this concern through such community¥oriented
stations.,

Finally, the results of question omne Qf the survey indicate that a
strong majority of the respondents do not believe that deregulation will
enable those with greater financial resources to dominate and present
one—sided views to the American public. Only one respondent agreed with
'the "statement. Another respondent disagreed yet declared that the

chance of such a situation occurring is possible.

Conclusion
Results from the survey indicate that station owners and/or
managers are in fa?or (five to three) of deregulation of the fairness
doctrine and equal-time provision. Concerning overall deregulation of
other issues, however, feelings generally were mixgd. The results
suggest that station owners and/or managers are more in favor of re-

regulation or modification than total deregulation and that broadcasters
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seem’véfy‘concerned about an over abundance of bureaucratic '"red tape.""
One mﬁst'consider, though, that the responses‘ from the station owners
and/or“@anégers only are claims. Whether or not the responses are the
reai reasons for the individual feelings concerning such deregulation is
difficult to know for certain. ‘It is possible that other responses
exist which were not communicated via the survey research for oné reason

or another,
Vi

N



NOTES

"Deregulation's Impact on Radio," San Francisco Chronicle, 2 May,

1983, p. 41.

"Deregulation's: Impact on Radio," San Francisco Chronicle, 2 May,

1983, p. 41.
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APPENDIX E

- The Telephone Survey

Ty

‘Hello, my name is Judy, I'm calling from the Speech Communication
Department at  Humboldt State . University. I'm asking station
. managers/owners. about their feelings regarding deregulation of the
broadcast industry. The questions should only take a few minutes. May
I have your help in answering these questions?

Station' Owner or Manager?

Phone Number ' Male/Female

1. "How long have you been associated with the broadcasting business?

Years o " Months Other

2. What is the power output of your station (watts)?

3. What is the format of your station?
4.  Are you familiar with the Fairness Doctrine and Equal-Time Rules?

* Yes . No R

5. Are you familiar with the Senate Commerce Committee's approval of a
broadcast deregulation bill on February 16th of this year?

Yes No

(The bill repealed guidelines on minimum limits for news and public
affairs programming and maximum limits for commercials. The bill,
which concerned an order by the FCC, also relieved radio

" broadcasters from maintaining comprehensive logs of programming and
formally interviewing audiences about their interest.)

6. Dereguation 1is a movement to 1lift government regulations that
previously have been imposed on the broadcast industry. Are you in
favor of deregulation of any of the following?

Equal-Time Fairness Doctrine
Why?

7. Are you familiar with the Supreme Court's ruling in March 1981 that
the market, rather than the government should determine what
formats station owners should use?

Yes No
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11.

12,

13.

14,

15.
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‘Db'you agree with the Supreme Court's decisions on that matter?

Yes No

Has your station changed its percentage of news and public affairs
programming as a result of the decision in 1981 by the Senate
regarding the order by the FCC to deregulate?

Yes. - No
(IF NO, MOVE TO #11)

How much time do you now devote to news and public affalrs compared
to before dereguat10n7 7 (percentage-wise)

Have you reduced your regular newscast or staffs?

Yes ' No
If YES, how much?

Have you upgraded your news operations?

Yes No

Are you familiar with the multiplé ownership rule?

A

Yes No

(One person can own no more than 7AM, 7FM, 7TV (5VHF maximum) and
in the same market no more. than 1VHF TV, one AM or one FM station.)

Are you familiar with the one-to-a-market rule?

Yes No

Would you, as station owner/manager, prefer to abolish or maintain
the multiple ownership rule?

Maintain | Abolish
Why:
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17.

18,

19..

- 20.

2%,

22;
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‘Would you, as station owner/manager, prefer to abolish or maintain

the one-to-a-market rule?

Maintain Abolish
Why:

Are you familiar with the current license renewal procedure? (now

involves a postcard)

Yes No

Would you, as station owner/manager, prefer to:

(1) re-establish the old method of license renewal

(2) keep the license renewal procedure the way it is now
(3) abolish the license renewal procedure altogether
(4) Other Explain

Without a Fairness Doctrine, would you, as station owner/manager
feel it important to present both sides of an issue?

Yes No Sometimes

Do you get requests from many clubs, groups, organizations, or
people asking or demanding airtime in order to present a particluar
point of view or opinion?

Often Sometimes Hardly ever Never

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
"Deregulation will enable those with greater fiancial resources to
dominate and present one sided views to the American public?"
Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree

How would you define the term public interest, convenience or
necessity?

That concludes my questionnaire. I'd like to thank you very much for
taking the time to answer the questions.
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