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Abstract

This study examineghe relationshipbetweenocal newscontentand ownership
structurein five local televisionmarkets. It is an extensionof the localismresearctthat
was conductedy researcherat the FederalCommunicationsCommissionin 2004.The
findings of this studyconfirm that ownershipdoesmatterin the productionof total news
and local newson local television newsbroadcastsThere were statistically significant
relationshipghatlinked total contentandlocal contentto ownershipprofiles. In general,
independenstations(stationsthat were neither owned-and-operatedy a network nor
partof a duopoly)broadcasimorelocal contenton their newscastshanthosestationsthat
wereeither(1) owned-and-operateahdpart of a duopoly;(2) owned-and-operateahly;
or (3) part of a duopoly only. In summary consolidatedmedia ownershipnegatively
affects the production of local content on local television newscasts.
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Introduction

Thethreeguiding principlesof mediaregulationandpolicy-makingin the United
Statesare competition, diversity and localism. They are embeddedin the Federal
CommunicationsAct of 1934 as fundamentalconsiderationghat should guide policy
(Federal CommunicationsCommission, 1934). The Act also createdthe Federal
CommunicationCommission(FCC) as the governmentalentity responsiblefor such
policy. Of thethreeprinciples,localismhasbeenthe leastunderstoodandthe subjectof
the leastamountof researct{Napoli, 2004). In fact, in 2004the FCCissueda Notice of
Inquiry Ointhe meaningand appropriateapplicationof the principle of localism as it
pertainsto broadcastingNapoli, 2004,p. 3). Further in August2003,thenFCC Chair
Michael Powell establisheda Localism Task Force to evaluatethe performanceof
broadcasters in local markets. He stated:

| createdthe LocalismTaskForceto evaluatehow broadcasterare servingtheir

local communities. Broadcastersmust serve the public interest, and the

Commissiorhasconsistentlyinterpretedhis to requirebroadcasticenseego air

programmingthat is responsiveto the interestsand needsof their communities
(in Alexander and Brown 2004, p. 1).

The FCC®increasednterestin the conceptof localismcould be tracedto policy
decisionsthat it announcedn June2003. As part of its comprehensiveand historic
review of broadcasbwnershiprules,the Commissionsignificantly relaxedmost of the
restrictionson mediaownership. Considerationsf localismwereanimportantfeatureof
the decisions. Some regulations (such as the newspapetelevision station cross-
ownershiprule) wererelaxedin part becausahe FCC statedthat suchan actionwould
promotelocalism. Other regulationswere relaxed (such as the numberof television
stationsthat one firm could own in a televisionmarket) becausdhe FCC believedthat
their relaxationwould not significantly harm localism due to a wide array of media
outlets available in most markets (Napoli, 2004). However theserules were never
implemented. The Third Circuit Court of Appealsstayedthe orderin Septembef003
andin July 2004 the Court remandednostof the changesf the mediaownershiprules
(Prometheus. FCC,2004).Fromthe perspectiveof localism,the Courtassertedhatthe
FCC had not provided sufficient evidenceto supportits claim that cable and internet
technologies would function as significant sources of local news about pdaiis.af

It is importantto notethatlocal televisionnewshasmaintaineda pre-eminence
asanewssourcefor a significantmajority of Americansfor overa decade.In 2006,55
percentof the public indicatedthat they watchedlocal televisionnewseveryday That
proportion has only fluctuated slightly in the years since 1995 (Gallup Poll, 2007).
Further in 2006 anotherl4 percentsaid that they viewed local televisionnewsseveral
timesperweek. In the sameten-yearperiod,the proportionof Americanswho watched
network news on a daily basisdecreasedrom 62 percentto 35 percent(Gallup Poll,
2007). By anymeasurethen,local televisionnewsremainsanimportantnewssourcefor
theAmerican public.
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Oneof theresultsof the Court®remandingof the mediaownershipruleswasthe
creation of the Localism Task Force mentioned above. Within that context, two
researchersn the Media Bureau within the FCC undertooka study to examinethe
relationship betweenlocalism and media ownership. That study entitled ODoLocal
Owners Deliver More Localism? Some Evidence From Local BroadcastNewsOwas
basedon a uniquedatabasef the contentof local televisionnewsstoriesfrom acrosshe
U.S. The FCCresearchersoncludedhat ownershipdoesmatterin the delivery of local
news in local television market3his research is an extension of that study

The findings of this study confirm that ownershipdoesmatterin the production
of total newsandlocal newson local televisionnewsbroadcastsTherewerestatistically
significantrelationshipghatlinked total contentandlocal contentto ownershipprofiles.
In general,independentstations (stationsthat were neither owned-and-operatetly a
networknor partof a duopoly)broadcasinorelocal contenton their newscastshanthose
stationsthat were either (1) owned-and-operateand part of a duopoly; (2) owned-and-
operatedonly; or (3) part of a duopolyonly. In summary consolidatednediaownership
negatively dects the production of local content on local television newscasts.

Media, Democracy & Localism

In a democracythereis an explicit expectationthat informed citizenshipis a
crucial and necessarycondition for the functioning of the body politic. That informed
citizenry dependson the existenceof reliable and responsiblemethodsof political
communication.As the scale of modern society has increased,it has reducedthe
opportunitiesfor morethana relatively small numberof citizensto physically gatherin
the sameplaceat the sametime to engagethe public sphereNOthatealm of sociallife
wherethe exchangeof informationandviews on questionsof commonconcerncantake
placeso that public opinion canbe formedQDalhgren,1995, p. 7). Public deliberation,
essentialfor democracy is increasingly Onediated, with professionalcommunicators
ratherthanordinary citizenstalking to eachotherandto the public throughmassmedia
of communicationgPage,1996,p. 1). Thereis eventhe suggestiorthatthe newsmedia
hasbecomemore thanthe communicatorof political information, but ratherthat it has
becomea political institution (Cook, 1998). The result of such a systemproducesa
politics of illusion in which we, asa public, assumehatthe newsis somehowgearedo
the information needsof society(Bennett,2007). Further we regardthe presentmedia
systemasnaturallyordainedandnot subjectto challenggMcChesney2004;Klinenbeg,
2007). The link betweennews and democracy however is fragile and the mediated
public spherehas profound effects on public policy. For example,political campaigns
and elections are increasingly the province of media battles in which political
communicatioris reducedo soundbiteswithout context(Patterson2004;Kaniss,1995;
Patterson,1993). There has been researchthat has suggestedthat the media®
presentatiorf publicissuessuchascrime (Dowler, 2003;Yanich,2004),health(Cooper
2000; Green, 1998; Pribble, et. al., 20B&ye significant consequences for public policy
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Whetherthe mediafunctionsasa communicatof political informationor asa
political institution, it will have its strongesteffect in local places becausethe
overwhelmingpracticeof politics in the United Statesoccursat the local level. Former
Speakef the Houseof RepresentativeSip OONeilfamousaxiom that Oallpolitics is
localGis strikingly clear Public policy issuessuchas zoning, educationcrime, justice,
transportationywastemanagemenpoverty housingamongmanyothersarethe OstufOof
local political decisions. Therefore localismasa policy principle is embeddedn many
areasof public policy (Briffault, 1988, 1990). And any reasonableliscussionof these
issuesrequires an informed citizenry In a modern democracy the overwhelming
responsibilityfor informing citizensregardingthe public policy issuesof the day falls to
themassmedia. In fact, thereis anexplicit obligation(by statutefor the electronicmedia
and by journalistic standarddor the print media)to servethe public interest(Napoli,
2001; Graber 2001). Thereis substantiakvidencethat demonstratethe importanceof
local news contentto local political and economicoutcomes(Geoge and Waldfogel,
2003; Strombeg, 2004). However the productionandthe constructionof news,either
electronicor print, are subjectto a calculusthat treats information as a commodity
(Hamilton, 2004; Adilov, Alexander & Brown, 2006). Commodified news was
essentiallyendorsedby then FCC Chair Michael Powell in 2001 when he was asked
aboutthe digital divide, the gapin Internetaccessainduseacrossdemographigroups:Ol
think there®a Mercededlivide. 10dike one,but| can@afford itO(Hamilton,2004,p.1).
To which Hamilton replies: Olnother words, marketsare markets:the sameprinciples
that governthe sale of toastersand cars also work well in newspapertelevisionand
Internetmarkets. | disagreewith this assessmeni®amilton,2004,p. 1). Thetreatment
of newsasa commodityalreadyhasan effect on the natureof newsand public affairs
programming in local places &vi & Napoli, 2004Yan & Park, 2005).

Given the political and informationalrole of newsand public affairs contentin
local placesthe FCC®&concernregardinglocalismin its policy-makingassumesritical
importance. Although the conceptof localismis not beenwell-defined,| adopttheidea
that localismrefersto local placesthat have physicalgeographicaboundaries. That is
consistentvith the definition of localismemployedby the FCC thatappeargo be rooted
in the idea of communities (Alexander & Brown, 2006).

Definition & Measure of Localism

As | statedearlier, this researchs an extensionof a studyof localismconducted
by researcherst the FCC who utilized the 1998 contentdatathat | madeavailableto
themspecifically for that research. Therefore,it is necessaryor this researchto adopt
the same definition and measure of localism.

The FCC researchergdeterminedthe definition of localism, in part, by the
delineationof DesignatedMarketAreas(DMA) by NielsenMedia Research.In a letter
datedApril 3, 2003to the FCC quotedin their paper NielsenMedia Researcloffersthe
following explanationfor the constructionof DMAs: Olndesigningthe DMA regions,
Nielsen Media Researchuses proprietary criteria, testing methodologiesand data to
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partition regions of the United Statesinto geographicallydistinct television viewing
areasandthenexpressethemin unique,carefully definedregionsthataremeaningfulto
the specific business we conductO (Alexander and Brown, p. 4).

The FCCresearchersstablisheshecessarandsufficient conditionsfor localism.
The Onecessaryéondition for localism was that the story had to take placewithin the
DMA. The OsuicientOcondition concernedhe newsstoriesthemselves.Whenwas a
story broadcasby a stationin a DMA a OlocalGtory? The decisionrule usedby the
FCC researcherand adoptedin this analysisstipulatedthat the story was OlocalGf the
story was of at leastmarginally greaterimportanceto the averageindividual residing
within the DMA andthatthe individual would identify the storyaslocal. OThusit is the
value of the story to the individual within the DMA, andthatindividual® perceptionof
the story as local relative to individuals in other DMAs, that gives the story its
OsuicientO local contextO (Alexander and Brown, p. 5).

For example,a story aboutthe New York Stock Exchangeandits effect on the
economythatwasbroadcasin the New York DMA would necessarilynterestpersonsn
that market whose professionalactivity was tied to the stock market. However the
averagendividual in the New York televisionmarketwould likely view that story asa
nationalissue. For the most part, the local versusnon-local nature of the story was
relatively straightforward. However in the caseswheretherewas a questionregarding
that specification,my approachwasto considerthe story asa local issuefirst. Thatis,
the codingof local versusnon-localgavethe benefitof the doubtto a specificationasa
local story The resultwasthat the distribution of the storiesalong the local/non-local
dimensioncastthe widestnet possibleto includelocal stories. Therefore,if anything,l
overstate the amount of local content on the broadcasts.

The databaseisedby the FCC researchersonsistedof storiesfrom 20 DMAs
acrossthe U.S.in 1998. This analysisutilizes datafrom a new databasethe broadcasts
recordedn 2002from 17 DMAs. Thisresearctiocuseson thefive DMAs thatappeain
both the 1998 and 2002 databasEkey are specified later

Methodology

The purposeof this studywasto examinethe extentof local contenton locally
producednewscastsand to examinewhat effect, if any, mediaownershiphad on that
local content. To conductthatanalysis| focusedon theindividual storiesthatcomprised
the newscasts. The basic methodology for this researchwas content analysis
(Krippendorf,1980). It is a methodthat producesa systematiand objectivedescription
of information content.

The Sample

The samplefor this researchwasdevelopedrom the videotapedocal television
newscast®riginally recordedby the Projectfor Excellencein Journalism(PEJ)during
sweepsandnon-sweepsime periodsin 1998and2002. Specifically the broadcastsvere
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presentedn March,April, May in 1998and2002andAugust1998.A sweepsnonthis a
period when the Nielsenratings of the stations@rogramsare recordedto establishthe
sizeof its audienceand,by extensionto determinehe price of advertisingon the station.
Obviously the largerthe audiencethe morethe stationcanchage for advertising. Non-
sweepsperiodsare thosemonthswhenthe Nielsenratingsare not officially usedto set
advertising ratesTo avoid any bias, PEJ recorded newscasts from both periods.

PEJselectedhe marketsby first groupingall DMAs in quartilesbasedon rank.
Rankis determinedby the numberof televisionhouseholdsn the DMA. Five markets
within eachquartile group were then chosenrandomly after being stratified to ensure
geographicdiversity PEJ chosethe highestrated competingnews programsin the
market using the highest rated time slot as the common denominatar Hour-long
newscastanddistantstationswere excluded. Accordingto PEJ,this approachprovided
the most consistentyardstickamongmarkets. PEJ providedthe videotapeso me for
digitizing and further study The database®n which this researchwas basedwere
developed by the Locdklevision News Media Project at the University of Delaware.

The coding of the broadcastswas accomplishedby three graduateresearch
assistanstaf of the Local TelevisionNewsMedia Projectat the University of Delaware.
In order to assureinter-coder reliability, there were weekly meetingsthroughoutthe
coding processto resolve any coding questionsthat may have arisen. Given the
importancefor this researctof the specificationof a storyaseitherlocal or non-local,any
guestionsregardinglocation were resolvedby consensug100%) amongthe coders.
Tests for inteicoder reliability yielded a rating above 95 percent for all other variables.

In 1998,PEJcapturedbroadcastérom 20 DMAs. In 2002,the PEJdataincluded
17 DMAs. Five DMAs werepresentin both databasesTheywere:New York, #1, Los
Angeles,#2, Chicago,#3, Boston,#6 andAlbuquerque#49. This researchfocusedon
the five DMAs that appearedn both 1998 and 2002 becausehis approachaffordedthe
opportunityto examinea crucial aspectof ownership,duopoly Duopoly is definedas
onefirm owningtwo televisionstationsin the samemarket. Therewere no duopoliesin
1998becausdor decadesherehadbeena prohibitionfor a singlecompanyto own more
than one television station in a single market.. However in 1999, the Federal
CommunicationsCommissiorrelaxedthoserulesandallowed duopolyownership(FCC,
1999). By 2002, there were duopoliesin three of the five markets(New York, Los
Angelesand Boston)that were presentin the 1998 and 2002 databases.The databases
revealed stations that were owned by seven different media firms: Walt Disney
Corporation(ABC); CBS Corporation;GeneralElectric NBC; HearstArgyle; Hubbard
Broadcasting; Emmis Communications; Sunbdahavision.

Unlike the databaseahat was usedby the FCC researcheri which therewere
local firms that ownedlocal stationsin the DMASs, the local ownersthat appearedn the
databasesedin this researcltonsistef largetransnationabrganizations.Thatwasthe
resultof the fact that only five DMAs appearedn the 1998 and 2002 databases.The
New York DMA containsthe corporateheadquarteref GeneralElectric NBC and the
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CBS Corporation. The Walt DisneyCorporationhasits corporateheadquarters the Los
AngelesDMA. Giventhe size of thesethreemediacorporationsfor this researcmone
wasconsiderech OlocabwnerOn the respectivéDMASs in which their headquarters/ere
located. Therefore, the specification of Olocal ownerO was not part of this analysis.

The dataregardingthe ownershipcharacteristic®f the stationswas providedby
Dr. Mark Cooper based on the Bifata for 1998 and 2002.

Table 1: Markets, DMA* Rank and Size

Market DMA Rank # TV Households in 2002
New York 1 7,376,330
LosAngeles 2 5,402, 260
Chicago 3 3, 399,460
Boston 6 2,391,830
Albuquerque 49 633,500

Total: 8,009,830

Source: Nielsen Media Research
*Note: thereare 210 DMASs in the United States. DMA rank is determinedby the numberof televisio
households in the DMAThere were approximately106.7 milli@iv households in the U.S. in 2002.

Stories: The Unit of Analysis

The unit of analysiswas the individual story that was shownon the newscast.
The sampleincluded280 broadcastérom the five marketsin 1998and2002andyielded
4,021separatestories,excludingsportsandweather In 1998and2002therewere 1,887
and 2,134 stories, respectively These storieswere coded initially into the following
categories:

1. Crime: crime event, police, courts, corrections, criminal justice policy,

administration

2. Health issues

3. Business & Economy/Stocks

4., Environment

5. Education

6. Publicissues(all public issuessuchashousing,etc. otherthancrime, health,
education or environment)

7. Soft News/Human Interest

8. City government (story in which action is taken by city government)

9. County/Stategovernment(story in which action is taken by county/state
government)

10. Clinton investigations (the 1998 newscasts contained these stories)

11. Political campaigns/politics

12. Consumer news

13. Fires/Accidents/Disasters

14. International stories

15. Promos for news/station/network
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16. Entertainment

17. Other

18. Irag/Afghanistan (only in 2002 broadcasts)
19.War on terror hard news (only in 2002 broadcasts)
20.War on terror soft news (only in 2002 broadcasts)

After this codingschemavasappliedto the stories theywerefurtherfiltered and
collapsedinto five categoriesthat specified storiesfrom which we could reasonably
expectinformationthat would assistcitizensto be moreinformedandthosefrom which
we could reasonablyexpectno suchinformation! The categorieghatincludeda public
information expectation were:

1. crime
2. public issues
3. government/politics

The two story types for which there was no public information expectation were:
1. human interest
2. other

Broadcast Content

The contentof the newscastsvas analyzedalongtwo dimensionsstory type (a
contentfactor) and placement(a productionfactor) of the story within the newscast.
Placementvas definedas the block within which the story was broadcast. Blocks are
defined as those portions of the newscastthat are separatedoy commercialbreaks.
Therefore thefirst block is that periodbetweenthe openingof the broadcasaindthefirst
commercialbreak. Thefirst block is the mostimportantportion of the newscastindas
such,wasreservedor the mostnewsworthystoriesof theday Typically, the first block
lastedbetweer® and 11 minutesandwasthe longestbock of the newscast.As we might
expect,the zero-sumgameof decidingwhich storieswereincludedin the newscastvas
playedmost seriouslyin this instance.The first-block storiesmust captureand hold an
audience They representhe newscasgObesshotOto play the ratings game. News
directors are keenly aware of the possibility of an audienceswitching the channel.
Therefore,the storiesin the first block tell us much aboutwhat the stationsconsidered
not only newsworthy but more important, audiencegenerating. | first presentthe
findings of thedistributionof the storiesasdefinedby the expansivdist of type of stories
(Table 4). The informationincludesthe percentageof storiesfor eachstory type, the
percentageof broadcasttime that each story type consumedand the percentageof
broadcast time in which the type of story was broadcast in the first block.

1 The grouping of the 20 story types into the fé#zen-information types was accomplished in the

following mannerCrime=crime (#1);Public issues=health, business, environment, education and public
issues (#2-6), consumer news (#12), international stories (#14), Irag/Afghanistam\(#18#, terror hard
news (#19)Government/Politics=city government, county/state government (#8-9), Clinton investigations
(#10), political campaigns/politics, (¥ Human interest=soft news/human interest (#¥yar on terror soft
news (#20)Other= Fires/Accidents (#13), Promos for station (#15), Entertainment (#16), Other (#17).
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The newsdirectorshad very clear ideasregardingwhich typesof storieswere
most newsworthy Crime stories were the most prominent type of story that was
broadcastboth asa percentagef storiesand asa percentagef broadcastime, 29.2%
and 31%, respectively(Table 2). Thatwas more thantwice as muchin eachcategory
than the second most prominent story type, human interest (14.7% and 13.1%,
respectively). The third mostprominentstory type wasfires/accident$10.6%and9.6%,

respectively). Combined thesethreestory typesaccountedor over half of the time of
the broadcasts (53.7%).

Table 2: Distribution of stories, broadcast time and placement

Percentage of

Percentage of

Percentage of

Story Type stories broadcast time broadcast time in first
block
Crime 29.2 31.0 81
Human Interest 14.7 13.1 32
Fires/Accidents 10.6 9.6 79
Health issues 6.0 7.2 16
Public issues 6.0 6.0 48
Business & Economy 4.3 2.9 41
Political campaigns/politics 4.1 5.0 71
Consumer news 3.7 4.6 7
County/State government 29 25 71
International stories 2.9 2.9 61
Other 25 2.0 61
Entertainment 23 2.6 3
Clinton investigations 1.8 1.8 77
Irag/Afghanistan 1.7 2.0 87
Education 1.6 1.4 71
\War on terrorhard news 15 1.6 84
City government 1.3 1.3 56
\War on terrorsoft news 1.2 14 58
Environment 1.0 1.0 40
Promos for station/network 0.6 0.2 5
100 (N=4021) 100

While a variety of storieswere broadcastthe remainingseventeerstory types
combinedaccountedfor under half of the broadcasttime (46.3%). It is especially
revealingthat the public issuescategory(thosestoriesthat included every other public
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issueotherthan crime, environmenthealthand education)accountedor only 6 percent
of broadcast time.

Placement

In additionto the proportionof broadcastime and storiesthat eachstory type
occupiedthe placemenbf the storyin the broadcashadcrucialimplicationsfor howthe
audienceunderstoodts importance. Televisionnewscastsire Oconsumed® a seriesN
thatis, one story mustbe viewedin orderto view the story afterit. Thatis unlike the
consumptionpatternfor print. Readerscan and do skip throughthe newspapeto the
particularsectionsor storiesthat piquetheir interests. Oncethe newspaperis purchased
by thereadeythe Omarketingfinction of thefront pageor headliness complete. Thatis
not the casewith televisionnews. The audiencecan easily switch from one programto
anothemwith the click of a buttonon the remote. NielsenMedia Researchiakesaccount
of theaudiencean six-minuteintervals. Thereforethe newscasmustconstantlyOseII(Ds
productin orderto hold its audience Consequentlythe placemenbf storiesis a crucial
consideration for news directors.

The placementpatternfor the storiesrevealedmuch abouthow newsdirectors
decidedto attractand hold an audience Not only was crime the overwhelmingleader
both in proportionof broadcastime and percentageof storiesin the newscaststhese
storieswerealsopresentedn thefirst block over eight out of tentimes(81%, seeTable
2). Only storiesaboutlrag/Afghanistarand hard newsaboutthe war on terror (both in
the 2002broadcastsappearedn thefirst block moreoftenasa proportionof thosestory
types (87% and 84%, respectively). But they only occupieda very small proportion
broadcastime (2% and 1.4%, respectively). Therefore,the prominenceof the crime
storiesin the broadcastsvasheightenedoth by their frequencyandtheir placement.But
thereis alsoa converseeffect to this newscoverage.It explicitly reducegheimportance
of othernewssubjectsin its constructionof reality in theselocal places. The zero-sum
natureof news selectionfor television broadcastss made manifest. An emphasison
crime stories,by definition, leadsto a de-emphasi®n other typesof stories. To wit:
storiesaboutcity governmentoccupiedonly 2 percentof broadcastime; environment
was at 1 percent; education was at 1.4 percetti¢12).

Content Useful to Citizens

A primary concernof this researchs the usefulnes®f newscontentto citizens.
The degreeof Olocal@ontentis a partof thatequation. Anotherpartis anunderstanding
of the distributionof newsstoriesin which we might reasonablyexpectinformationthat
would be usefulto citizensin their exerciseof citizenship. Therefore,| aggregatedhe
large list of story types into five categories(citizen-information). The first three
categoriescrime, public issuesand government/politicsvere thosestoriesin which we
might expectinformationfor citizens. Two other categorieshumaninterestand other
comprisedthosestoriesin which therewasno suchexpectationAdding the proportions
of the broadcastshat were devotedto crime, public issuesand government/politics68
percentof the newscastsvasusedfor storiesin which we might havean expectatiorfor
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informationthatwould be usefulto citizens(Table3). A further contentanalysiswould
berequiredto determindf, in fact, suchinformationwasactuallydeliveredin the stories.
However there hasbeenresearcho indicate that the overwhelmingmajority of crime
reportingon local televisionnewstreatsthe story asan episoderatherthanproviding the
viewerwith athemeor contextfor the event(Budzilowcz,2002). It is interestingto note
that the coverageof governmentand politics (10%) accountedor the leastamountof
broadcast time among all of the categories.

Table 3: Distribution of Citizen-Information Story Types

Story Type Percentage of Broadcast Time
Information for citizens

Crime 29

Public Issues 29

Govt/Politics 10

(No Information for citizens

Human Interest 16
Other 16
100

How doesthe distribution of thesecitizen-informationstorieslook acrossthe
DMAs thatwerepartof the study? Therewassignificantvariationamongthe television
markets(p=.000). For example,the proportion of broadcasttime devotedto crime
rangedfrom 39 percentin Bostonto 24 percentin Chicago(Table 4). While Boston
presentedhe mostcrime news(39%),it wasnextto lastin its proportionof the coverage
of publicissueq24%). Coveragef governmenandpolitics variedsignificantlyfrom 15
percentn Chicago(which alsobroadcasthe leastamountof crime news)to 4 percentof
broadcastime in Los Angeles(which railed the leaderin broadcastingcrime news by
only one percent).Therewas also significantvariation amongthe DMAs in the OotherO
citizen-information story type from 20 percentifbuquerque to 9 percent in Nevork.

Table 4: Citizen-Information Story type* by DMA**

DMA Crime Public Issue | Govt/Politics | Hum. Interest Other
Boston 39 24 8 14 15
LosAngeles 38 23 4 17 19
New York 29 37 5 19 9
Albuquerque 26 28 13 13 20
Chicago 24 35 15 10 16
*= reported as percentage of broadcast time; **= significant at p=.000

Doesthe distribution of citizen-informationtype storieschangewith ownership
of the station? The striking featureaboutthis distributionis that, with the exceptionof
CBS, therewasalmosta perfectinverserelationshipbetweenthe coverageof crime and
the coverageof governmentand politics. That is, as crime coveragedecreasedthe
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coverageof governmentand politics increased. The stations owned by Sunbeam
broadcasthe mostcrime news(39%) and, in turn, broadcasthe leastamountof news
about governmentand politics (Table 5). Conversely the stationsowned by Ennis
broadcasthe leastamountof crime news and the highestamountof governmentand
politics news (27% and 13%, respectively). These relationshipswere statistically
significant (p-.000).

Table 5: Citizen-Information Story Type* by Owner**

Owner Crime | Public Issue | Govt/Politics [Hum. Interestf Other
Sunbeam 39 28 5 8 19
General Electric (NBC) 33 28 9 15 15
Walt Disney (ABC) 31 33 9 10 17
CBS 31 30 6 20 13
Hearst 28 30 11 13 18
Hubbard 28 21 12 16 21
Emmis 27 30 13 13 17
*= reported as percentage of broadcast time; **= significant at p=.000

Station Ownership Characteristics

Theresearchyuestionfor this studywas concernedwith the extentto which the
ownership of local stations affected, if at all, the local contentof television news
broadcasts.In this section,| presentthe stationownershipcharacteristicshat werethe
independent/ariablesfor the regressioranalysis. They are consistentwith and extend
the previous work of the FCC researchers.

Thecrucialownershipcharacteristicef the stationsin the databaseverewhether
the stationwasowned-and-operatdaly a networkandwhetherthe stationwasa partof a
duopoly Owned-and-operatedefers to stationsthat are owned-and-operatetly the
network itself. For example, WNBC in New York is owned-and-operatedly NBC
Universal. Duopolyrefersto whetherthe stationwaspartof aduopoly thatis, it wasone
of atleasttwo stationsthatwereownedby the samefirm in thesameDMA. Giventhese
specifications, the statione®nership profile was one of four possibiliti€Ehey were:

1. Owned-and-Operated and Duopoly: The stationwas owned-and-operated
by a network andit was part of a duopolyin the DMA. This was codedas oneif the
condition were true and zero if it were not.

2. Owned-and-operated Only: The stationwas owned-and-operateanly and
NOT part of a duopoly This was codedasoneif the conditionweretrue andzeroif it
were not.
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3. Duopoly Only: The stationwas part of a duopoly in its DMA and NOT
owned-and-operateoly a network. This wascodedasoneif the conditionweretrue and
zero if it were not.

4. Not Duopoly nor Owned-and-operated: The stationwas neitherpart of a
duopoly nor was it owned-and-operatetly a network. This was codedas one if the
condition were true and zero if it were not.

Threeotherstationownershipcharacteristicsvere usedindependenvariablesin
this analysis.They were:

1. Owned DMAs: OwnedDMASs referredto the total numberof marketsin
which the owner owned a television station. This was coded as a continuousratio
variable representing the number of markets.

2. Number of TV stations owned by owner: This referredto the numberof
televisionstationsownedby the owneracrossthe U.S. This wascodedasa continuous
ratio variable indicating the total number of stations.

3. Own newspaper in different DMA: Thisreferredto whetherthe ownerof the
television station also owned a newspapein a DMA otherthanthe onein which the
stationwaslocated.This wascodedasoneif the conditionweretrue andzeroif it were
not.

Stations & Station Ownership

The fifteen stationsthat appearedn both the 1998 and 2002 newscastsvere
owned by sevenmedia firms: Walt Disney Corporation (ABC), CBS, Inc., General
Electric(NBC), Hearst,Hubbard EmmisCommunication&ndSunbeanielevision. Ten
of the stationswere owned-and-operatelly a networkandthesestationswere presentn
four of the five DMASs in the sample &ble 6).
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Table 6: Ownership by Station by DMA

WABC* New York
\Walt Disney Corp (ABC) KABC* LosAngeles
WLS* Chicago
WCBS* New York
KCBS* LosAngeles
CBS
WBBM* Chicago
WBZ* Boston
WNBC* New York
General Electric (NBC) KNBC* LosAngeles
WMAQ* Chicago
WCVB Boston
HearstArgyle
KOAT Albuquerque
Hubbard KOB Albuquerque
Emmis Communications KRQE Albuquerque
Sunbeam WHDH Boston
*= 0 & O, stations owned and operated by a television network

There were also duopolies among the stations representedin the sample.
Duopoliesare defined as one firm owning two televisionstationsin the samemarket.

Duopoliesoccurredin threeof the five markets New York, Los Angelesand Bostonand
the duopoly owners were CBS, General Electric NBC and Haeggte. (seeTable 7).

Table 7: Duopoly Owners, Stations & Markets

KCBS KCAL LosAngeles
CBS
WBZ KSBK Boston
KNBC KSCI LosAngeles
General Electric (NBC)
WNBC WNJU New York
Hearst WCVB WMUR Boston

Ownership Matters? Content, Localism & Ownership on Local Television News
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Local Content, Television Markets & Station Ownership

Thefundamentafuestionfor this researcltoncernedhe degreeof local content
on local televisionnews. As | statedearlier a local story was definedas having been
broadcastn the DMA andperceivedoy the averageviewerin the DMA asa local story.
How was the local versusnon-localnatureof the storiesdistributedacrossthe DMAs?
Across the dierent owners of the stations?

Therewere significant differencesin the proportionof broadcastime that was
devotedto local content acrossthe DMAs. And that difference was statistically
significant. Overall, stationsin the Albuquerquemarketdevotedthe mostbroadcastime
to local stories(78%); local contentonly accountedor 61 percentof broadcastime in
Los Angeles(Table8). In everyDMA, however local storiesweresignificantly longer
(as measuredy mediannumberof seconds}Yhan non-localstories(41 secondsand 31
secondstespectively).Only in the New York DMA wasthe durationof local versusnon-
local stories almost exactly the same (medians of 36 secondsand 35 seconds,
respectively). It is importantto note that the three DMAs that registeredthe lowest
proportionof local content(Boston,New York and Los Angeles)werethosemarketsin
which duopolies existed.

Table 8: Local Content by DMA and Median Duration of stories

b Pe;cen: :if Median duration* of | Median duration* of
DMA d:\?:teflatso loT:l local stories non-local stories
content* (seconds) (seconds)

Albuquerque 78 39 ”

Chicago 79 14 ”

Boston 68 16 »

New York 62 36 e
LosAngeles 61 12 pe

All stories 69 al o
*=Significant at p=.000.

As with the DMAs, there were significant differencesamong the owners
regardingocal content. Giventhatthe databasevaslimited to a relatively smallnumber
of stationsin arelatively smallnumberof DMAS, this finding wasessentiallya different
view of the DMA distribution. However it wasclearthatownershipdid matterregarding
the proportion of local contenton newscasts. The broadcastof the Hubbard station
devotedthe largestproportionof its broadcastime to local content(85%); the Sunbeam
stationwasat the oppositeendof the scaleat 64 percentTable9). Further the patternof
the duration of local versusnon-local storiesalso obtainedfor the ownershipgroups.
That is, regardlessof ownership,local storieswere longer (as measuredby median
number of seconds) than non-local stories.
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Table 9: Local Content by Owner

Percent of broadcast | Median duration* | Median duration* of
Owner time devoted to local of local stories non-local stories
content (seconds (seconds)

Hubbard 85 34 23

Hearst 74 46 32

Emmis 72 41 24

CBS 67 40 32

NBC GE 65 41 34

Walt DisneyABC 65 41 35
Sunbeam 64 45 27

All stories 69 41 31

*= Significant at p=.000

News Content and Station Characteristics

The tablesbelow reportthe findings of the analysisof the total amountof news
contentand the amountof local news contenton the broadcastsThe results of the
regressionanalysesthat examine the relationship betweenlocal contentand station
characteristicarealsopresented.Thedependentariableswverespecifiedin thisresearch
as: (1) the proportionof the broadcastshatwasdevotedto news,and (2) the proportion
of the broadcastghat were local in content. That is different from the dependent
variablesthat were specifiedby the FCC researchers.They utilized as the dependent
variables:(1) the total numberof newssecondsand (2) the total numberof local news
seconds. Conceptually however the two setsof dependentvariablesare consistent.
Each approachmeasureghe amount of news and the amountof local news on the
newscastsThe dependentariablesusedin this researchare expressedn standardized
form as proportions. That standardizationwas developedbecausethe number of
broadcastattributedto ownersvaried asthey owneddifferentnumbersof stations. For
example,if afirm ownedthreestationsin the databaseby definition, it would register
more time both for newsin generaland for local newsin particular As a result, the
amountof generalnewsand local news contenthad to be calculatedin a standardized
form to make comparisonsacrossthe stationsand the owners possible. That was
accomplishedby stating the dependentvariablesas proportionsrather than the total
amount of time devoted to news or local news.
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How Much News?

A primary questionregardinglocal newsbroadcastss how muchtime is devoted
to news. In a half-hournewscasthe conventionalwisdomis that 22.5 minutesof the
broadcasts availablefor news. The other7.5 minutesis devotedito commercials.In this
researcheverydayweatherandsportssectionsof the newscastsverenot includedin the
analysisbecausehey were structuralfeaturesof the broadcast. Their inclusionin the
newscastvas a foregoneconclusionand they were not subjectto the zero-sumgameof
newsselection. Of course the segmentsnay havebeenshorteror longer dependingon
the storiesthat surroundedthem, but they were always part of the newscastdn the
databasédor this research.Therefore thesesegmentsvere not treatedas newsstoriesin
the broadcasts.

With this approach,it was possibleto determinethe amountof time that the
broadcastsievotedto news by subtractingthe time appliedto the sportsand weather
segmentdrom the 22.5 minutesavailablefor newsselection. The remainingtime after
that subtractiorfor eachbroadcastenderedhe amountof time utilized for news. It was
specified as a proportion.

Although the sportsand weathersegments of the newscastsvere not definedas
news,therewere occasionsvhenthesetypesof storieswere includedin newscontent.
That occurredwhenthey were presentedutsideof the sportsand weathersegmentsas
independenstories. For example a weatherstory aboutthe effectsof a severestormor
sportsstory aboutsteroiduseamongprofessionakthletesthat were reportedoutsideof
their prospective segments as news stories were included as news.

Table 10 below summarizegshe amountof total newsand local newsthat was
presenteccrosghe differentownershipprofiles of thetelevisionstations The ownership
profile was significantly relatedto broadcastontent. Thosestationsthat were neither
partof a duopolynor owned-and-operatdaly a networkproducedhe highestproportion
of local news (75%) and mamginally less total news as a proportion of the broadcast
(65%). Converselystationsthat were eitherpartof an owned-and-operateor partof a
duopoly registeredsignificantly lower proportionsof local content(between64% and
67%). The proportionof total newsvaried from a high of 69 percentfor stationsthat
wereowned-and-operateahly to alow of 59 percentfor thosestationsthatwere part of
a duopoly only

Table 10: Ownership Profiles & News Content

News Content Not Duopoly or 0&O and
(mean %) 0&0 Duopoly only 0&O Only Duopoly
% Local news 75* 67 65* 64*

% Total news 65* 59 69* 66*
*=Significant at p=.000
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The comparatorownershipcondition that was usedin the regressionanalyses
was that the station was neither owned-and-operatetly a network nor was it part of
duopoly Therefore, the results of the regression were measured against that condition.

The total amountof news broadcastby the stationswas affected by station
ownershipcharacteristicsalthoughthat effect accountedfor just over elevenpercent
(R?=.011) of the variancein news content (Table 11). Interpreting the statistically
significant OLS results,three characteristicshiegativelyaffectedthe amountof newson
broadcasts. Being part of a duopoly only reducedthe station®proportion of newsby
almostnine percent(-8.951%). Stationsbroadcastessnewsin 2002thanin 1998 (by
-0.994%). The stationswhoseownersowned stationsin other television marketsalso
producedslightly lessnewson their broadcastghan stationswhoseownershad fewer
stations (by -0.236%).

Four of the variableswere positively associatedvith the proportion of news
content. The numberof stationsownedby a firm slightly increasedhe proportion of
newson the broadcast$0.201%). Stationsthatwereowned-and-operatealy a network
and part of a duopoly producedjust over threepercentmore news(3.091%). Stations
whoseownersowneda newspapein a different DMA producedjust over five percent
(5.027%) more news and stationswhich were owned and operatedby a television
network only presentedust over five percent(5.25%) more news on their broadcasts
(Table).

Table 11: News Content to Station Characteristics

Station characteristic OLS Regression Coefficient t-statistic
Duopoly only -8.951 -11.792*
Broadcast year 2002 -0.994 -3.833**
i\r/n:tg(t?;ién which owner owns -0.236 -9.488*

# TV stations owned by owner 0.201 8.682*
Owned & operated and duopoly 3.091 5.656*

Own paper in dierent DMA 5.027 7.928*
Owned & operated only 5.25 13.408*
*=Significant at p=.000. **=Significant at p=001.2R: .011, # of observations=280 broadcasts

How doesthe location of the stationaffect the amountof newsproducedon the
broadcasts?Table 12 showsthe resultsof the regressionequationthat examinedthat
guestion. TheNew York DMA, thelargestin the countryand,by definition, thelargestin
the databaseyasusedasthe comparatomarket. The statisticallysignificantOLS results
showthatin the BostonDMA, the stationsproducedover 12 percentlessnewson their
newscastg(-12.856). Albuquerqueand Chicago stations presentedjust under three
percent(-2.878) and two percent(-1.680) less newsthat the stationsin the New York
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DMA. Thestationsin Los Angelesproducedslightly morenewsthanthosein New York
(1.044 percent)The model accounts for over 26 percent of the varian&eZB3) .

Table 12: News Content to Television Market

DMA OLS Regression Coefficient t-statistic
Boston DMA -12.856 -31.756*
Albuquerque DMA -2.878 -7.985*
Chicago DMA -1.680 -4.576*
LosAngeles DMA 1.044 2.847*
*=Significant at p=.000. **=Significant at p=004.2R .263

How Much Local News?

The amountof local newsthat was presenten the newscastsvas affected by
the ownershipcharacteristicof the stations.Again, as with of total news content,the
comparatorownershipprofile usedin the regressionwas that the station was neither
owned-and-operated by a network nor was it part of a duopoly

Interpretingthe statistically significant OLS results,five of the sevenvariables
negativelyaffectedthe amountof local newson the broadcast§Table 13). The equation
accountedor over 30 percentof the variance(R?=.313). By far, the strongesfactorthat
affected local news content was whether the station was owned-and-operatetly a
networkandthatit was part of a duopoly Whenthat wasthe case,local newscontent
decreasedby over sixteenpercent(-16.389%). Whenthe station®ownershipprofile was
owned-and-operatednly, local news content decreasedby over twelve percent
(-12.388%). Duopoly only ownershipstatusalso had a negativeeffect on local news
content,decreasingt by overtenpercent(-10.691%). If the ownerof the stationowned
a newspapein anotherDMA, local newscontentwas alsodiminishedby just over one
percent(-1.253%). The numberof marketsin which the stationownerownedtelevision
stations very slightly decreased local content (-0.170%).

On the positive side, the number of television stationsowned by the owner
slightly increasedthe proportion of local news contentby just under one-half of one
percent(.458%).Broadcastsn 2002showedjust undera four percent(3.982%)increase
in local content over broadcasts in 1998.
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Table 13: Local Content to Station Ownership Characteristics

Station characteristic OLS Regression Coefficient t-statistic
Ownedé& operated and duopoly -16.389 -28.166*
Owned & operated only -12.388 -29.711*

Duopoly only -10.691 -13.226*
Own paper in dierent DMA -1.253 -1.855**

# markets in which owner owr3/ stations -0.170 -6.883*

# TV stations owned by owner 0.458 17.292*

Broadcast year 2002 3.982 14.418*

*=Significant at p=.000. **=Significant at p=.012R- .313, # of observations=280 broadcasts

Location also affected the proportion of local news contenton the broadcasts.
Again, usingthe New York DMA asthe comparatortelevisionmarket,| examinedthe
issue(Table14). The equationexplainsabout38 percentof the variance(R?=.381). The

statistically significant OLS results showedthat location does matter The stationsin
threeof the four remainingDMAs all producedmorelocal newscontentthanNew York.
In the AlbuquerqueDMA therewasaboutl6 percent(15.999)morelocal contentthanin

the New York television market. More modestly the Chicago and Boston DMAs

producedust undersevenpercent(6.827)andjust underfive percent(4.246)morelocal
content. Only in the Los AngelesDMA wastheremamginally lesslocal contenton the

newscasts, just over one percent (-1.334), than in thedeaDMA.

Table 14: Local Content to Television Market

DMA OLS Regression Coefficient t-statistic
Albuquerque DMA 15.999 39.935*
Chicago DMA 6.827 16.729*
Boston DMA 4.246 9.436*

LosAngeles DMA -1.334 -3.274**

*=Significant at p=.000. **=Significant at p=001.2R .381
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Discussion

This researchpartially extendedhe examinationof local contentand ownership
characteristicsthat was undertakenby FCC researcherdPeter Alexander and Keith
Brown. They concludedthat ownershipmatters. Although | did not examinelocal
ownersbecausenonewasincludedin the databasel extendedhe analysisto includea
secondyearof broadcasts2002. | examinedvariousownershipcharacteristicandtheir
effect on total news contentand local content. And | reachedthe sameconclusionN
ownershipdoesmatter To be sure,the examinationof five marketsratherthana larger
sampledoessuggestsomecautionin the interpretationof theseresults. However the
consistentpatternof ownershipcharacteristicand their effect on local news contentis
clear Televisionstationsthat were owned-and-operatednd part of a duopoly (0&O/
Duo) producedslightly more total news content(just over 3%) than stationsthat had
neither of those conditions (Not O&O nor Duo). However thesestationsproduced
significantly less local content (over 16%) than those that were independentof the
network and duopolies. That makessome economicsensefor the stationsand the
network becausethe cost of the productionof storieswas borne only once while the
opportunitieso transmitthe story and,thereforerealizeadvertisingrevenuewere spread
acrossthe network stations. Who hasnot seenthe proverbialOgo-behind-the-scenesiO
Ofill-in-the-blankOnetwork-hit-show story that is presentedby local O&0Os (and
affiliates) as if it were news? It is an example of the spndrat media firms covet.

Stationsthat were owned-and-operatednly producedmore total news content
thanthe ONotO&O and DuoOstations(by over 5%). However they alsoproducedess
local contentthan the ONotO&O and DuoOstations(by over 12%). We can speculate
regardingthe reasondor sucha condition. The stationswith accesgo the resource®f
the networksto which they belongedcould easily acquirecontentthat the network or
anotherstation owned by the network produced. However that contentwas probably
producedsothatit would haveanappeako thewidestpossibleaudienceand,therefore jt
could be broadcastby any of the stationsthat the network owns (or its affiliates).
Therefore,that contentwould not be Olocal@or the vast of majority of stationsthat
included it in the broadcast.

Duopolyonly statuswasanownershipcharacteristithatnegativelyaffectedboth
the amountof total newsandthe proportionof local newscontent.Duopoliesproduced
almostnine percent lesstotal newsandover ten percentlesslocal contentthanstations
that were neitherduopoliesnor owned-and-operateloly a network. The samecalculusis
atwork hereastheissuewith 0&0OsNthere areeconomie®f scalein the productionand
transmissiorof newscontent. Two of the threeownerswho ownedduopolieshadthem
in two separatddMAs. CBS ownedduopoliesin Los Angelesand Bostonand General
Electric NBC owned duopolies in Lésigeles and Nework (seeTable 7).

Ownershipof a newspapepaperin a DMA otherthanthe marketin which the
owner owned a television station positively affected the productionof total news (an
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increaseof just over five percent). However that arrangemenhegativelyaffectedthe
proportion of local contenton the broadcastof the station (a decreaseof over one
percent).

When the owner of the television station also owned stationsin other DMASs,
both the total amountof newsandthe proportionof local contentdecreased Although,
the decreasevas slight, the differenceswere statistically significant, meaningthat they
occurred beyond chance.

The numberof television stationsowned by an owner slightly increasedboth
total newsproductionand the proportionof local newscontent. Again, the increases
very slight, but it was statistically significant.

Finally, we learnedthat, of the two yearsin which this contentwas presented,
1998and2002,the yearin which the broadcasteccurredhadan effect on the amountof
newsandthe proportionof local content. The broadcastef 2002presentedlightly less
total news(just underone percent))thanthosein 1998. However the 2002 broadcasts
containeda higherproportionof local content(just underfour percent). Therelationships
were statistically significant.

Conclusions

This researchrepresentsa preliminary examinationof the potentialrelationship
betweenthe contentof local newsbroadcast@and ownershipcharacteristics.l usedthe
contentfrom five DMAs that appearedn databaseghat were comprisedof content
analysisof broadcastin 1998and2002. An importantfeatureof this researchs thatthe
actualcontentof local newsprogramswas analyzed. Furtherresearctwill examinethe
same relationship using content data from seventeentelevision markets in 2002.
However this examinationrevealedthe contoursof the relationshipbetweenownership
andtelevisionnewscontent. As | saidpreviously ownershipmatters. Further ownership
mattersin specific ways. Consolidatedownershipnegativelyaffects the proportion of
local content on local television news broadcasts.

The FCCis now re-consideringts mediaownershiprulesand,by all indications,
the agencyis poisedrelax the restrictionson not only the numberof televisionstations
thatcanbe ownedby onefirm, but alsocross-mediawnershipof televisionstationsand
newspapersThis analysis consistentvith the findings of the FCC®&own researchraises
serious questions about the wisdom of such consolidation.

23

Ownership Matters? Content, Localism & Ownership on Local Television News



References

Adilov, N., Alexander P. J., & Brown, K. (2006).Cross-media ownership, scope and scale: Story
choice in local broadcast news. Preliminary draft for discussion only

Alexander PJ. & Brown, K. (2007). Policy regulationand policy tradeofs: Broadcastmedia
regulationin the United States.In The economic regulation of broadcasting markets: Evolving
technology and challenges for policy. SeabrightP. & von Hagen J., eds.,CambridgeCambridge
University Press.

AlexanderP. J.& Brown, K. (2004).Do local owners deliver more localism? Some evidence from
local broadcast news. Working PaperFederal Communications Commissitvgashington, D.C.

BennettW. L. (2007). NewsThe politics of illusion, (7 ed.).White Plains: Longman.

Briffault, R. (1988). Localism in state constitutionallaw. Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, 496, 17-127.

Briffault, R. (1990).Our localism:Partll -- Localismandlegaltheory Columbia Law Review, 90,
346-454.

Budzilowcz,L. (2002). Framing responsibility on local television news. University of Delaware:
Newark, DE.

Cook,T. (1998).Governing with the news. Chicago:The University of Chicago Press.

CooperC., & Roter D. (2000).If it bleedsit leads:Attributesof TV healthnewsstoriesthatdrive
viewer attentionPublic Health Reports, 115, 331-338.

Dalhgren, P(1995).Television and the public sphere. London: Sage.

Dowler, K. (2003). Media consumptionand public attitudestoward crime and justice: The
relationshipbetweenfear of crime, punitive attitudesand perceivedpolice effectivenessJournal
of Criminal Justice and Popular Culture, 10 (2), 109-126.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION (2003). 2002 Biennial regulatory review:
Review of the Commission’s broadcast ownership rules and other rules adopted pursuant to
section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Available at: http://hraunfoss.fcc.gov/

edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-03-127A1.pdf

FederalCommunication€Commission(1999). Report and order. Available at: http:/ftp.fcc.gov/
Bureaus/Mass_Media/Orders/1999/fcc99209.Rdftrieved on 28 June 2007.

FederalCommunicationsCommission(1934). Communications act of 1934, as amended 1996.
Available athttp://wwwfcc.gov/Reports/1934nepdf. Retrieved on 26 July 2007.

Gallup Poll. (2007. Local tv is no. 1 source of news for Americans. Available at: http://
www.galluppoll.com/contentRetreived on 6 July 2007.

Geoge, L. andWaldfogel,J. (2003).Who affectswhom in daily newspapemarketsournal of
Political Economy, Vol. 11, pp. 765-85.

Graber D. (2001).Processing politics: Learning from television in the internet age. Chicago:The
University of Chicago Press.

Green, L. (1998). Health ranks fifth on local tv neRsblic Health Reports, 113, 296-297.

24

Ownership Matters? Content, Localism & Ownership on Local Television News


http://ftp.fcc.gov/Bureaus/Mass_Media/Orders/1999/fcc99209.pdf
http://ftp.fcc.gov/Bureaus/Mass_Media/Orders/1999/fcc99209.pdf
http://ftp.fcc.gov/Bureaus/Mass_Media/Orders/1999/fcc99209.pdf
http://ftp.fcc.gov/Bureaus/Mass_Media/Orders/1999/fcc99209.pdf
http://www.fcc.gov/Reports/1934new.pdf
http://www.fcc.gov/Reports/1934new.pdf
http://www.galluppoll.com/content/
http://www.galluppoll.com/content/
http://www.galluppoll.com/content/
http://www.galluppoll.com/content/

Hamilton, J. (2004). All the news that’s fit to sell: How the market transforms information into
news. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Kaniss, P. (1995). The media and the mayors race: The failure of urban political reporting.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Klinenbe, E. (2007). Fighting for air: The battle to control America’s media. New York:
Metropolitan Books.

Krippendorf, K. (1980)Content analysis. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage

McChesneyR. (2004). The problem of the media: U.S. communications policy in the 21 century.
New York: Monthly Review Press.

Napoli, P. (2001). Social responsibilityand commercialbroadcastelevision: An assessmenif
public afairs programming.Journal of Media Management, 3 (IV), 226-233.

Napoli, P. (2004). The localism principle in communications policymaking: An annotated
bibliography. The Donald McGannon Communication Research Cgrtedham University

Page,B. (1996). Who deliberates? Mass media in modern democracy. Chicago:University of
Chicago Press.

Patterson,T. (2004). The Vanishing Voter: Public Involvement in an Age of Uncertainty. New
York: Alfred A. Knopf.

PattersonT. (1993).0ut of Order. NewYork: Alfred A. Knopf

Pribble,J., Goldstein K., Fowler, E., Greenbug, M., Noel, S.,& Howell, J. (2006).Medical news
for the public to use?What'son local tv news. The American Journal of Managed Care, 12(3),
170-176.

Prometheus Radio ProjectRederal Communications Commission, 37&IB72 (3 Cir. 2004)

Strombeg, D. (2004).Massmediacompetition political competitionandpublic policy. Review of
Economic Studies, 71 (1) 265-284.

Yan, M.Z. & Napoli, P. (2004) Market structure, station ownership, and local public affairs
programming on local broadcast television. Paperdeliveredat the Telecommunication$olicy
Research Conferenoitlington, VA, October 2004.

Yan, M.Z. & Park, Y. J. (2005). Duopoly ownership and local information programming on
television: An empirical analysis. Paperdeliveredat the Telecommunication$?olicy Research
ConferenceArlington, VA, September 2005.

Yanich,D. (2004).Crime creep:Urbanand suburbarcrime on local TV news.Journal of Urban
Affairs, 26 (5), 535-563.

25

Ownership Matters? Content, Localism & Ownership on Local Television News



