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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This descriptive study is an exploration of the current perceptions and 

practices of television stations and television syndicators participating in co-op 

marketing programs to collectively promote first-run syndicated shows. 

Promotional and marketing support for syndicated shows has developed into a 

sophisticated industry that is essential for success. Despite the importance of 

promotion, little is known about the cooperative (co-op) marketing arrangements 

that syndicators have with television stations. Few, if any, studies have 

examined the perceptions of co-op marketing held by the two parties responsible 

for the promotion of the first-run syndicated program. 

Syndicated programs constitute nearly 100,000 hours of programming 

each week on approximately 1,000 commercial television stations in the United 

States and nearly 60 percent of the syndicated programs are first-run (Cooper, 

1992; Neal-Lunsford, Eastman & Greenberg, 1991). According to the Advertiser 

Syndicated Television Association (ASTA) (1998c), syndicated shows are 

projected to produced over $2 billion in advertising revenues in 1998. 

Historically, syndicators have been willing to pay stations for promotional 

expenses for their shows as long as it results in greater exposure (Freeman, 

1994). Since 1994, promotional budgets for local stations have tightened and 

many stations expect syndicators to pay for all of the advertising in local markets 
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for programs in non-priority time periods. At the same time, syndicators are 

beginning to look at the value of these co-op campaigns and are asking 

themselves if this is truly a win-win situation. Syndicators are not sure if 

traditional co-ops are the best use of their marketing dollar. Many syndicators 

are taking promotion into their own hands by developing their own marketing 

plans or hiring outside firms to develop media objectives and strategies for each 

syndicated television show (P. Eagleton, personal communication, June 16, 

1997). 

This study centers around the premise that traditional marketing 

arrangements, such as co-ops, for first-run syndicated television programs may 

have room for improvement With so much a stake, both television stations and 

syndicators are beginning to evaluate their current marketing programs and "it's 

not business as usual" (Sharkey, 1997). 

Syndication 

A syndicated program is one that is not produced locally by a station or 

provided to a station by a network such as ABC, CBS or NBC. These programs 

are exclusively sold to individual stations in a market for a certain length of time 

and for a specific number of runs per episode (Warner & Buchman, 1991). For 

example, a station might purchase the rights to play all episodes of Saved by 

the Bell for $50,000 per episode for four runs per episode over three years. In 

the past, stations had to send the tape of the show after it had aired to another 



station for their use. Now that satellites can be used to deliver programming, the 

same syndicated show can run simultaneously on all stations such as 

Entertainment Tonight (Warner & Buchman, 1991). 

Television syndicators are national companies that sell shows to individual 

stations, either network affiliate or independent, on a market-by-market basis. 

The program may only air on one station in each market (Von Soosten, 1993). 

Promotion 

According to Warner and Buchman (1991), the term promotion refers to 

any activity or event that gets people involved with a network, station or program. 

A promotional effort to increase audience participation can take three forms. The 

first type of promotion is audience acquisition which is aimed at getting people to 

turn into a particular station. This requires buying time with other media besides 

the station. These other media are considered outside media. Acquisition 

promotion can be conducted through print, television (other stations), radio, or 

outdoor such as transit or billboards. 

The second type of promotion is audience maintenance which occurs 

when a station uses its own air time to promote a specific show, a particular night 

or the station as a whole. It is designed to increase the amount of time the 

current audience spends watching a particular station. 

The third type is audience recycling. This type of promotion is designed to 

give those members of the station's audience who must tune out a reason to 



tune in again later—either that same day or later that week. Both audience 

maintenance and recycling promotion are less expensive than acquisition 

because they do not require time to be bought on other media (Warner & 

Buchman, 1991). 

Syndication Promotion 

Promotions can take a split role. They can serve the needs of a station by 

enhancing the station's image and they can also sen/e the needs of the 

syndicator by increasing viewership. In the early 1980s, only the networks 

furnished free promotional materials to local stations that needed the creative 

and financial assistance the promotional support provided. Syndicators realized 

that promotion of their shows is a necessity and that promotional support is 

factored into the overall success of a show and its renewal (Walley, 1986). 

Sophisticated, state of the art promotional and marketing support, 

including custom-made spots became the norm even as far back as 1986. 

Budgets for advertising, promotion and publicity for syndicated programs 

exceeded one million dollars per show (Walley, 1986). The purpose of 

promotion and marketing is to give syndicated shows more exposure and 

hopefully better ratings. Local stations, previously accustomed to receiving 

inadequate materials, welcomed the change. Stations can not afford to produce 

promotional spots, but will use neat and clean materials provided by a 



syndicator. When syndicators supply stations with better promotional materials it 

can help the marketing effort (Walley, 1986). 

The early 1980s experienced a dramatic improvement in syndication 

promotion. Even syndicators of off-network programming discovered the 

benefits of extensive promotions. The better the material, the more it will be 

used and the better the show will perform and the stations will be likely to buy the 

show again. (Walley, 1986). 

Types of Promotion 

The most common forms of promotion used by syndicators are on-air, 

print and outdoor exposure as well as tie-ins with merchandisers (Brennan, 

1997). There are two types of on-air promotions: (1) television and/or radio 

generic spots—which promote the show in general; and (2) episodics—which 

promote a particular episode (usually the one set to air later that evening). 

Outdoor promotions such as billboards, bus wraps and placards are also used. 

Print promotions are typically placed in such magazines as TV Guide (P. 

Eagleton, personal communication, June 16, 1997). 

In addition to designing promotional packages to pique audience interest, 

some syndicators, like Buena Vista Television, also depend on novelty items and 

unusual packaging of promotional kits to help stimulate station executives' 

interest (Walley, 1986). These items can range from the typical coffee mug and 

t-shirt to toys that relate to the shows theme or title. Packaging of the 



promotional kits has included pyramids, delivery trucks and actual metal 

ammunition boxes containing only a toy grenade and a compact disk of the 

necessary print information (P. Eagleton, personal communication, June 16, 

1997). 

The importance of marketing to television broadcasting syndicators, 

distributors, production companies and the four networks is a substantial topic. 

For most executives with new shows coming into the syndication marketplace, 

surviving, much less coming out ahead, is something of a high-wire act. This 

has left programming creators and distributors to reshape how they think about 

syndication in a world where it is definitely not business as usual (Sharkey, 

1997). 

Columbia TriStar Television Distribution, which has been traditionally 

aggressive in its marketing and promotion philosophy, rolled out one of its 

biggest campaigns in the fall of 1997 (Brennan, 1997). Among the bigger 

marketing workshops at the National Association of Television Programming 

Executives (NATPE) convention was Rysher Entertainment's launch of its new 

action hour series Soldier of Fortune. Rysher unveiled a campaign for stations 

that resembled the launch of a major movie in its scope. It included massive on-

air, print and outdoor exposure as well as tie-ins with merchandisers (Brennan, 

1997). 



Purposes and Obiectives of Study 

The purposes of this study are: (1) to investigate the perceptions and 

opinions of co-op marketing held by first-run television syndication and television 

station representatives; (2) to discover the current planning and evaluation 

methods of co-op marketing; (3) to determine the type of marketing support and 

tools that stations most want from syndicators; and (4) to investigate what 

respondents think would make the current co-op marketing arrangements more 

effective. 

This study will discover the opinions and perceptions of co-op marketing 

programs held by television stations and first-run television syndicators and will 

further investigate the differences and similarities in their opinions. This research 

will help both stations and syndicators know what improvements their industry 

peers perceive as necessary and what marketing media and materials they find 

to be the most useful. 

In general, the researcher believes the current industry conditions, 

coupled with the mutually dependent relationships of these two parties, provide a 

starting point as well as a research focus for the examination of the perceptions 

of co-op marketing. In addition, with such industry information, syndicators and 

stations alike can improve the promotional services they provide. As one 

respondent replied, "In an ideal world, syndicators would have a productive 

partnership with the stations." 
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Methodology 

A telephone survey was conducted with two separate groups—television 

stations in the top-20 markets and first-run television syndication companies. 

The purposive sample of television stations was selected from a universe of 136 

stations that aired first-run syndication that were not classified as: non-English, 

public, religious, non-commercial, educational, home-shopping, community or 

college. 

The first-run syndicators were selected from the NATPE 1998 

Programmer's Guide and Nielsen Media Research which provided a weekly list 

of top ranked programs in syndication their syndicator/distributor. These two lists 

were compared and syndicators were selected. 

Limitations 

This was a purposive study and sampling error may exist because of the 

use of the nonrandom sample. Because of this, results of this study can only be 

applied to this specific investigation and conclusions are limited to this data. 

The respondents were contacted during working hours and this, paired 

with the competitive nature of the entertainment/broadcast media, might have led 

the respondents to be less than candid about the way in which they plan and 

analyze co-op marketing. 
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Outline of Study 

The remainder of this thesis details how this purposive study was 

performed, the results of the study, discussion of the findings and possible 

implications. The study will be organized as follows. Chapter II summarizes 

previous findings in syndication co-op marketing and related areas. Chapter III 

details the research methodology that was used. 

In Chapter IV, the results of the surveys are displayed. The findings of 

this study are also presented as tables to help further define the data. In the last 

section of this paper (Chapter V), the results are discussed along with practical 

implications of this study. The limitations of the study and recommendations for 

further research on this topic are also included. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview of the Chapter 

This study will focus on traditional domestic first-run syndication and the 

co-op marketing arrangements that exist between syndicators and television 

stations in the top-20 markets. For the purpose of this study, co-op promotions, 

advertising and marketing will all be referred to collectively as co-op marketing. 

This term includes all efforts to promote a syndicated program to its viewing 

audience. Limited documentation exists on the examination and history of 

marketing of first-run television syndication and existing studies and reports of 

co-op marketing programs are even more scarce. Many respondents of this 

survey would only speak to the researcher on the grounds of anonymity and 

even then many felt uncomfortable discussing specifics such as promotional 

plans and budgets. 

As the Advertiser Syndicated Television Association (ASTA) noted, 

success in syndication draws competition and attempt at replication. The 

success of 1997s court shows has brought Judge Judy, People's Court, Judge 

Mills Lane and Judge Joe Brown to win not the jury's favor but in this case, the 

viewers' (ASTA, 1998c). With sometimes little to differentiate one program from 

the next, syndicators and stations look at all possible options to increase 

ratings—which is the ultimate goal of all promotion. The pressure for a 
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successful show is intense. McManus (1998) reports the failure rate for new 

shows for the last ten years has been of nine out of 10. 

Many factors influence ratings such as lead-in and lead-out programs, the 

reputation of show's star, individual market characteristics and probably the most 

important of all—the program's time period. This makes it difficult to isolate the 

effect promotion has on the ratings (Cooper, 1992). But it cannot be denied that 

syndicators are finding that promotions are necessary if they are to get more 

exposure and better ratings (Walley, 1986). As Sharkey (1997) reported, it is 

extremely important for syndicators to fight as hard as they can for the best time 

periods in a marketplace that is much more crowded than even in the recent 

past. In order to capture the best possible time periods, first-run syndicators 

frequently have to include increased co-op marketing budgets such as 

advertising and on-air promotion for client stations (Chan-Olmsted, 1991). 

Because of the lack of historical information on this combined topic, first-

run syndication and cop-op marketing will be discussed separately. This chapter 

also contains the development of syndication, background information on 

independent and network affiliate stations and station groups. 

Historical Development of Syndication 

Syndication of recorded shows started with radio. Broadcast syndication 

was originally developed as an alternative to network programming. The 

recorded syndicated product provided not only geographic and time flexibility for 
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the stations, but also greater programming and financial independence from the 

networks. Advertisers and networks soon realized the usefulness and profit 

possibilities of recorded shows and entered the syndication market by 

establishing services to syndicate the programs produced by their studios 

(Moore, 1979). 

Television's first network season in 1948 had syndication as part of the 

ingredients. Television originally had no access to any major film product due to 

the hostility and boycotts from the major studios because the studios viewed 

television as their competitors. In response to this, independent filmmakers 

began to produce low budget made-for-television films, which became the first 

form of television syndication (Erickson, 1989b). Major companies like United 

Artists and Paramount were intrigued by the potential of this new commodity and 

started to produce films and edit feature-length westerns specifically for 

syndication (Chan-Olmsted, 1991). The networks soon realized the flexibility 

and profitability syndication offered and decided to syndicate their programs to 

other stations. Thus, the business of television syndication became firmly 

established in the 1940s. 

The influx of players eager to participate in the syndication field expanded 

in the 1950s. The Federal Communication Commission (FCC) began granting 

new television station licenses in 1952 after a four year freeze creating many 

new stations. This coupled, with demise of the DuMont Network, created holes 

in many stations' air time that syndicated programs nicely filled. As Chan-
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Olmsted (1991) points out, it was during this time that many veteran syndicators 

such MCA and CBS built their dominant positions in the industry. 

During the 1950s syndication grew to a $150 million-a-year business, and 

this decade was considered its "finest hour" (Erickson, 1989). It was not 

uncommon for some network affiliate stations to replace weak network shows 

with stronger syndicated programs. During this time of syndication prosperity, 

DanA/in's hypothesis of "survival of the fittest" held true and not all syndicators 

grew at the same pace. Small underfinanced companies quickly folded as the 

cost for production, distribution and promotion rose faster than the prices that 

could be obtained from stations or advertisers (Chan-Olmsted, 1991). This was 

combined with the fact that many newcomers entered the market and divided the 

finite broadcast time leaving less available time slots for more participants. 

But the golden age did not last through the 1960s. Syndication once 

again began to face never-before-seen obstacles. Syndicators found difficulty in 

gaining clearances for their shows because of a number of factors. The increase 

in the network's broadcast time decreased the number of valuable access slots. 

This along with pressure from the FCC to run network public service programs, 

ABC emerging as a full-time network, and the new-found popularity of local news 

programs added to the problem (Chan-Olmsted, 1991). The market also saw a 

surplus of off-network reruns and the availability of many more popular theatrical 

movies and supply quickly outweighed demand. 
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The mid-1960s forced the syndicators to once again adapt to survive in 

the changing environment. They began producing cost-efficient talk shows, 

picked up some long-running game shows that had been canceled by the 

networks, distributed re-runs and feature films (Chan-Olmsted, 1991). They 

responded with changing their market approach and their distribution methods. 

This flexibility in adapting to the developing market allowed syndicators not only 

to survive but to succeed. 

Syndicators began to have an easier time in the mid-1960s. The FCC 

passed a law that prevented networks from optioning a station's time and also 

required new television sets to be manufactured with the UHF band on their 

channel sets. This resulted in the creation of many new stations available for 

programming for which syndication was an affordable and viable option. Another 

benefit to syndicators was the amount of off-network programming and feature 

films going to stations also declined. The biggest advantage the syndicators had 

was the 1969 implementation of the Prime Time Access Rules (PTAR), which 

finally allowed the syndicators to be competitive, even at their own level, with the 

big three networks. PTAR prohibited network affiliates in the top 50 markets 

from airing off-network or network programming in the valuable 6-8 p.m. prime 

access time slot (Freeman, 1995). 

In the late 1970s, syndication largely consisted of reruns of old network 

television series (off-network). As independent stations grew stronger in the 

1980s, they began forming ad hoc networks with other independent stations to 

14 



produce their own original (first-run) programming (UCLA, 1997). The 

syndication market, which was every producer's second choice after the 

broadcast networks, soon developed new appeal. Game shows such as V\/heel 

of Fortune and Jeopardy and entertainment news and tabloid programs such as 

Entertainment Tonight and Hard Copy became enormously successful. 

From 1983 to 1986, syndication grew from a $200-million business to a 

$500-million a year business (Rubin, 1986). During this time television 

syndication was in a seller's market with an excess demand of product caused 

by the rapid growth of independent stations. In 1993 the syndicators caught up 

with the demand and the United States had over 100 domestic syndication 

companies (Von Soosten, 1993). 

The U.S. television syndication industry has developed tremendously 

during the past decade as a primary alternative to network program distribution. 

Chan-Olmsted (1991) reported that the overall industry revenue exceeded $10 

billion in 1995. The television syndication industry's role as an important 

television program distributor to various television markets, including network 

affiliates, independent stations, and even cable programming networks, has 

enabled it to become a very significant player in the American television media 

environment. Syndication companies have found that the key to survival, even 

from the early days, has been their successful degree of flexibility in adapting to 

changing market, industry and legal environments (Chan-Olmsted, 1991). 
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First-Run 

First-run programs are originally produced for the syndication market and 

have not previously aired in any other venue. They are generally sold in 

syndication one year at a time with a predetermined number of weeks of original 

programs to repeat programs. For example, a 52-week deal might include 30 

weeks of original programming (150 shows) and 22 weeks of repeats (110 of the 

original 150 shows). Each year the contract is up for renewal and the price can 

be renegotiated. New episodes are produced annually as well. Examples of 

first-run shows are The Oprah Winfrey S^ow and Xena (Von Soosten, 1993). In 

the 1990s, syndicators compete head-to-head with the networks in certain areas 

and have even captured the lead in action dramas from the networks with shows 

such as Xena, Sinbad, Pensacola and Earth: Final Conflict (ASTA, 1998c). 

Most non-network scheduling at commercial television stations involves 

the purchase and scheduling of syndicated programs (Cooper, 1992; UCLA, 

1997). According to the Nielsen Share of Viewing Report (1997), syndicated 

shows in late fringe (11-11:30 p.m.) attract an audience that is nearly the size of 

the combined network audience. 

First-run syndicated shows have become increasingly available due to the 

growth of independent stations and market expansion in both cable and 

international programming. As Brodie (1992) noted, major studios, including 

Warner Bros, and Universal, take prime time first-run television syndication 
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seriously. First-run television syndication programs often fill programming gaps 

overtooked by the networks (Rubin, 1986). 

First-run syndicators are able to deliver network quality programs at a 

lower cost because they do not carry the same overhead as ABC, NBC and CBS 

(Mandese, 1993). Syndicators can take more chances than a network and can 

also move more quickly to exploit market openings (Freeman, 1995). Better 

quality programming, higher ratings and more sophisticated marketing strategies 

have also increased interest. This has allowed the producers of a new Star Trek 

or Baywatch to potentially make more money selling their program to local 

stations than to the networks (Rubin, 1986). 

Off-Network 

Programs that previously aired on one of the four networks that are 

subsequently sold in syndication are called off-network programs or reruns. 

Examples of off-network shows are / Love Lucy and Cheers. Off-network shows 

are typically series programs consisting of situation comedies, action-adventure/ 

drama and animated programs (Chan-Olmsted, 1991). The previous popularity 

of these shows make it easier to predict programming rating information than for 

first-run shows that are untested. The shows that are enormously popular can 

also be enormously profitable. The off network or re-run shows of Home 

Improvement, Seinfeld, The Simpsons and Fras/er all were all in the top-20 

ranked programs in syndication for the week of February 23 - March 1, 1998 by 
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Nielsen Media Research. As Eastman (1993) points out "Network carriage is 

important in giving a program high visibility, but syndication is where the profits 

are" (p. 85). 

Co-op Marketing 

Cooperative (co-op) marketing is an important aspect of many television 

stations and syndicator's promotional budgets. As Crimmins (1984) defined it, 

co-op marketing is an arrangement where stations and syndicators share the 

cost of promoting a show, typically through the purchase of media such as radio, 

pnnt or outdoor. But despite its name, it is not a specialized kind of marketing. 

Instead it is essentially a financial arrangement under which two parties agree 

how the cost of mutual promotion are to be defrayed (Crimmins, 1984). 

Freeman (1994) found that until 1994, co-op marketing between television 

stations and first-run syndicators was the predominate form of marketing 

arrangements, with the cost typically split between the two parties. 

According to Rick Lipps, General Manager of KLBK TV (CBS) in Lubbock, 

Texas, the co-op arrangement is part of the initial negotiation between a 

syndicator and a television station when a show is being sold. The syndicator 

will let the stations know that there is co-op money available to promote the show 

but the dollar amounts are primarily done on a station-by-station basis (R. Lipps, 

personal communication, March 13, 1998). Lipps views it as added value and 

indicates the syndicator's commitment to the success of a show. After the initial 
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negotiations are made, stations can contact a syndicator and request additional 

co-op funds or sometimes syndicators will call stations and inform them that the 

co-op funds will increase. The funds can be increased at any time but it's usually 

during sweeps. 

Lipps (1998) added, "Co-op has been around a while but it has gotten 

increasingly popular in the last five years. The amount of co-op money is not 

specifically in the 'deal point' or contract letter but it can be added if the station 

asks for it. The arrangements are usually done on a per-sweeps basis." 

Payment to the stations is not made upfront but it is more like a rebate - the 

station must submit a copy of the invoices to prove that they purchased the 

specific amount of media. Co-op marketing is always about matching funds with 

the syndicator. 

Barry Stinson, Creative Services Director, WGNX TV (CBS) in Atlanta, 

said there are no hard and fast rules. "When a show is sold the syndicator will 

make the offer first. The syndicator will allocate a certain amount of money for 

co-op. The station will then submit a media plan that includes proposed print, 

radio and other media buys (except the station's own on air) to the syndicator," 

(B. Stinson, personal communication, March 13, 1998). The station's own on-air 

support is not included because it has no cash value and it is expected that the 

station will promote the show using inside media. 

According to Stinson, the station will purchase the media and then submit 

documentation along with an invoice to the syndicator for reimbursement. A 
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station can come back to the syndicator and request more money for promotion 

as long as the station had fulfilled the prior obligations and the ratings are still not 

as high as the station and the syndicator would like them to be. Typically the 

syndicator agrees to match more funds because not all stations will have spent 

the co-op money allocated in the syndicator's budget for co-op. Stinson said co

op is growing in both the amount of money that is allocated for these matching 

promotional funds and also the number of shows that are receiving co-op. 

Planning 

Ferber (1979) pointed out that a corporation's co-operative marketing 

budget will often equal or exceed that of the directed national campaign. Yet the 

corporation has little or no control over how its co-op money is used. Ferber 

suggested that cooperative programs in specific markets should be tested. 

Sales analyses, including program and promotion reports, should be measured 

against sales performance in an individual territory for maximum effectiveness. 

When such a study is complete, the proper amount of budget and attention 

placed on co-op promotional marketing should become apparent. 

Potential Problems 

According to Crimmins (1983), problems also arise because a 

cooperative effort is required between two parties. And there is difficulty in 

obtaining unbiased opinions on the viability of this marketing technique. 
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Cnmmins reported that when using co-op, the first step is to establish specific 

marketing objectives. The marketer who wants to make co-op advertising more 

effective must determine, among other things, whether there is a marked 

difference in ratings between markets using co-op and those who do not and 

whether there are certain media better suited to promoting the program. Co-op 

faces some obstacles because the syndicator and the station have related but 

not identical objectives with regard to the use of co-op dollars. 

Cote (1988) noted that while co-operative marketing can frequently cut 

promotional costs for the station and syndicator, care must be taken to evaluate 

the loss of personal control that comes with co-op marketing. Syndicators 

require stations to submit an on-air schedule. Many stations feel this papenA/ork 

is too taxing and time consuming. At the same time, syndicators are asking for 

more accountability from the stations. As Cote also points out, the results of co

op programs need to be monitored and guided by the syndicators and should not 

be left to the broadcast stations for their success. Before entering into a co-op 

agreement, participants should agree on a set of marketing objectives and 

establish the percentage contribution of the different parties involved. 

Co-op arrangements can become administratively burdensome. Their 

requirements and associated claim documentation render them expensive to 

administer and enforce. Stations cannot collect payments from the syndicator 

unless they fulfill cumbersome requirements. These administrative restraints are 
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a source of conflict between the station and the syndicator (Bergman & John, 

1997). 

Television Stations 

Television broadcast stations must reinvent themselves to stay 

competitive in the next decade. In 1993 the big three networks still held 62 

percent of the prime-time audience, competitors' audience shares were rising 

and theirs were falling (Von Soosten, 1993). Television programming is 

undergoing enormous changes due to increased viewing options, marketplace 

competition, and the shifting needs and expectations of viewers. 

Independents 

In 1993, there were approximately 500 independent broadcast stations in 

the U.S. (Aiken & Aiffe, 1993). This number has decreased due to the affiliation 

of many former independent stations to Warner Brothers (WB) and 

United/Paramount (UPN) networks. Independent stations do not have any 

network affiliation and rely heavily upon syndicated programs to attract enough 

viewers. Independents do not receive national programming materials or 

monetary compensation from the networks but, by not being affiliated with any 

network, an independent stations has the advantage of scheduling flexibility and 

they have all the time periods open for the exhibition of syndicated product. 
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Typically, an independent station will purchase the syndicated product that will 

target the market that is overlooked by the networks. 

Network Affiliates 

Network affiliate stations are part of an interconnected network that have 

entered a contractual agreement with a network to carry its programs in 

exchange for monetary compensation. They are paid by their network to carry 

the advertising contained in the network's programs (Von Soosten, 1993). Since 

roughly 60-65 percent of these stations' schedules are filled by network 

programming (Head & Sterling, 1990) and the locally originated news, public 

affairs, and sports programs do not always generate enough ratings to attract 

advertisers, network affiliates also need syndicated programs to survive. An 

affiliate will typically purchase syndicated programs that best fit with its network 

programs and will attract its target demographics. 

The network fills approximately 60 percent of the affiliates schedules with 

network programming. The remaining 40 percent is divided as follows: 10 

percent is local programs (news and sports events), 15 percent is syndicated 

first run show and, 15 percent is off-network syndicated properties (Von Soosten, 

1993). 
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station Groups 

Station groups are stations that collectively have the same owner and with 

this unity comes power. A station group with 35 percent of the country has the 

luxury to put something on the air and rework it (Sharkey, 1997). Station groups 

that were once only buyers of programs now have their own shows to sell 

(Sharkey 1997). McManus (1998) made the observation that a finite circle of 

mega station groups have centralized acquisition practices and truly set the rules 

of the syndication game. The large New York station groups decide what 

happens everywhere in the country. Station groups such as the networks. 

Tribune, Gannett, Chris-Craft and Sinclair decide which programs will air and 

based on their direct influence on the number of stations they control, they can 

ensure that programs will receive good time slots and enough clearance to be 

competitive (McManus, 1998). Sinclair Broadcast Group is one of the largest 

and fastest-growing group owners with 45 stations. Some of the smaller market 

stations find that they must submit to the deals and acquisitions made by these 

large groups or they cannot be successful. 

In response to this, syndicators believe that instead of thinly spreading the 

marketing money to all the markets, it is more cost effective to concentrate on a 

few influential markets. The smaller markets will be more apt to pick up a show if 

the ratings are good in markets such as Los Angeles, New York or Chicago. On 

the other hand, it is much more difficult to sell a program to a large market on the 
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basis that it has a high rating in a smaller market (P. Eagleton, personal 

communication, June 16, 1997). 

These larger markets are chosen more often by the syndicators for 

possible co-op marketing programs because without a commitment to clear a 

show from a top-20 market station groups, the program will never reach the air— 

regardless how badly a small market may want a particular show (Fischer, 1998). 

Justification of Study 

Limited theoretical discussion, paired with little research devoted to the 

study of co-op marketing programs that exists between television stations and 

first-run television syndicators has left an opportunity for observation and 

exploration into this widely used but seldom studied topic. To the researcher's 

knowledge, a study has not been conducted that compared the opinions, 

observations and attitudes of these two groups who are the main participants in 

this type of promotional arrangement. Given the limited availability of scholarly 

work, this is an area that is overdue for investigation. Both stations and 

syndicators welcome the knowledge that could be gained from the other. Chan-

Olmsted (1991) supported this by saying, "The business of producing, 

distributing and promoting syndicated television is perhaps the most complicated 

and least understood segment of the television industry" (p. 1). 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Overview of the Chapter 

This chapter explains the two-pronged approach used in this purposive 

study to examine the perceptions of co-op marketing held by television stations 

and syndicators. The planning, execution and analysis stages of the survey 

instrument, the selection of survey participants and the method used to collect 

and analyze the data are also described. 

Research Method 

A telephone survey was conducted with the co-op marketing participants. 

Respondents represented two separate groups—television stations in the top-20 

markets and first-run television syndicators. A complete listing of both groups is 

in Appendix A and B, respectively. A questionnaire was used to document the 

current conditions and attitudes of the respondents. The primary reasons for 

using survey research were because it was cost effective and large amounts of 

data could be collected with relative ease (Wimmer & Dominick, 1994). 

The survey instrument contained primarily closed-ended questions; 

however, a few open-ended questions were also included. This allowed analysis 

of the data both quantitatively and qualitatively. Quantitative analysis of the data 

allowed the exact numbers to be reported while inclusion of open-ended 
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questions allowed for answers the researcher did not foresee while permitting 

the respondent more flexibility and freedom (Singletary, 1994). 

Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted to determine whether the research design 

and methodology were relevant and effective. A purposive study of three 

television stations in the Lubbock, Texas market (DMA number 147) was 

selected. A pretest telephone survey was conducted February 3, 1998. The 

researcher asked to speak to the person in charge of promotional marketing for 

syndicated television shows. The researcher was given the name by the 

receptionist and connected to the appropriate person. The respondents were 

informed they were participating in a survey. The researcher conducted the 

survey as if it were the final version of the questionnaire. The pretest resulted in 

minor adjustments to the wording and two questions were deleted. 

Due to the small size of the sample population, it was necessary to select 

respondents who were not included in the sample to pretest the instrument. This 

increased the chance of external validity due to the reactive effect of testing and 

reduced the chance of instrument sensitivity because the participants in the 

pretest did not participate in the actual sun/ey (Singletary, 1994). The pretest 

data were not included in the final data. 
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Selection of Subiects 

The population of interest is participants in promotional co-op marketing 

arrangements for first-run syndicated television programs. The universe for this 

study consisted of two separate groups—promotion/ marketing managers of 

television stations in the top-20 U.S. markets and marketing directors of first-run 

television syndication companies. These two groups were selected because 

they are the decision makers for co-op marketing programs for first-run 

syndicated television programs. 

Television stations from the top-20 markets were chosen because they 

are the opinion leaders for the stations in markets 20 and above. In support of 

this, Chan-Olmsted (1991) found that the exercise of market power in the area of 

price setting and cross-subsidization in the development and marketing of new 

first-run programs are performed best by syndicators who are affiliated with the 

major studios or are part of a diversified conglomerate. 

A purposive sample was used for both groups. The universe for this study 

is television stations and syndicators personnel who are responsible for the 

promotion and marketing of first-run syndicated television shows. By surveying 

both groups and comparing the responses the differences or similarities in their 

views will be apparent because they represent the two sides who participate in 

co-op marketing. 
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Television Sample 

There were 211 television markets measured by A. C. Nielsen Media 

Research in 1998. They were ranked in order by the number of television 

households within each Designated Market Area (DMA). A purposive sample of 

television stations in the top-20 markets obtained from Nielsen was used for 

analysis. The sample included television station promotions/marketing directors 

from 136 stations in the top-20 markets. 

The markets selected, their rank and the stations belonging to each 

market are provided in Appendix A. The television stations sample included all 

ABC, CBS, and NBC network affiliate stations along with FOX, UPN (United/ 

Paramount), WB (Warner Brothers) and independent stations which are not 

affiliated with a major network. Key, big-market stations have been chosen for 

this study because of the difficulty for a syndicated program to survive without a 

run in the top markets. New York, Los Angeles and Chicago alone reach 17 

percent of the nation's television households. 

Syndication Sample 

A purposive sample of 16 mid to large size television syndication 

companies was selected from the NATPE 1998 Programmer's Guide and 

Nielsen Media Research which provided a weekly list of top ranked programs in 

syndication their syndicator. These two lists were compared and syndicators 
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were selected on the basis of the success of their first-run syndicated shows. 

Appendix B is a list of first-run television syndicators selected for the sample. 

Research Instrument Design 

The basis of the questionnaire was from the review of the literature and 

from input received from conducting separate in-person interviews with four 

respondents employed by a mid-sized television syndicator in Los Angeles, 

California. The titles of the employees were: vice president of world-wide 

television marketing, vice-president of promotions, vice president of publicity, 

and marketing coordinator. After incorporating the respondents' suggestions, 

some questions were deleted and other questions were clarified. The 

corrections were incorporated, and the questionnaire was then pretested with the 

three television stations in Lubbock, Texas. 

The questionnaire consisted of 18 questions including a combination of 

multiple choice, close-ended, open-ended and Likert scale. The questionnaire 

covered three areas: (1) opinions/perceptions of co-op marketing; (2) planning 

and evaluation of promotions for syndicated programs; and (3) marketing support 

for firs-run syndicated shows. 

Two separate but similar surveys were administered to the two groups 

(television syndicators and television stations). The questionnaires asked the 

same questions but they were tailored to each specific respondent group. By 

using separate but similar survey instruments for the two different groups, a 
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comparison could be made of their opinions concerning co-op marketing. The 

television station and syndicator questionnaires are included as Appendix C. 

Questions regarding the respondent's demographic profile were included 

at the end of the questionnaire. Respondents were only asked to complete 

demographic information such as title and the number of years they had worked 

with co-op marketing. Variables such as age, gender and ethnicity were not 

deemed important because this study did not set out to investigate the impact 

these items had on the perceptions of co-op marketing. 

Research Questions 

RQ^: Do the perceptions and opinions of co-op marketing programs 

differ for television station and syndicator respondents? 

RQ2: Are respondents' budgets and amount of co-op increasing or 

decreasing? 

RQ3: What are the respondents' planning and evaluation methods for 

co-op marketing? 

RQ4: What do the respondents perceive as the most effective 

marketing support for co-op marketing? 

RQ5.: Which syndicators do the respondents perceive as the most 

successful at marketing first-run syndicated shows? 

RQg: What do the respondents think would make co-op marketing more 

effective? 

31 



Data Collection 

A telephone survey of the television station and syndicator sample was 

conducted by the researcher. The researcher contacted the selected television 

station and requested to speak to the person in charge of promoting first-run 

syndicated programs. Most respondents were the creative services director, 

director of marketing, or promotions manager. A few respondents were the 

program manager. The researcher either spoke to the prospective respondent or 

left a voice mail message explaining the purpose of the call and the researcher's 

telephone number if the respondent wanted to return the call. Once the 

appropriate prospective respondent was contacted by voice mail, the researcher 

made up to three attempts on three different days to contact each of the 

prospective respondents. 

The television stations and syndicators were given the option to complete 

the survey at the time of the telephone call, to call the researcher back at a more 

convenient time, or to set an appointment to have the researcher call the 

prospective respondent back at a later time. The phone calls were conducted 

during weekday business hours February 4, 1998 through February 23, 1998. 

Allowances regarding time zone differences were made to coincide with 

business hours. 
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Data Processing and Analysis 

After coding was completed by the researcher, the data was taken from 

the coding sheets and entered into a computer for statistical analysis. The 

StatView statistical package was used for data analysis. Tests were used to 

determine the percentages and frequencies for each answer. 

Limitations 

The universe for this study was purposive and specific so the results 

cannot be generalized. Because respondents were contacted at work, they may 

have been less than candid in their answers if they contain any negative 

undertones. The respondents may not have been able to supply information 

openly and accurately due to the relationships that must be maintained within the 

syndication industry. Inappropriate wording could have produced biased results. 

The particular respondents were difficult to reach. 

Timing of the phone calls might have also played a part in not achieving a 

higher response rate. Respondents were contacted not only during February 

sweeps but during the Olympic games also. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS AND PRESENTATION OF DATA 

Response Rates 

A survey of 136 television stations in the top-20 markets and 16 domestic 

television syndicators yielded a combined response rate of 55.3% (N=84) 

completed telephone questionnaires. The television stations response rate was 

50.7% (N=69) and 93.8% (N=15) of the television syndicators completed the 

questionnaire. 

Of the 136 television stations respondents, one declined to finish the 

survey once started and directed the researcher to a more appropriate person at 

his station. Four television respondents said they had not been in their positions 

long enough to effectively evaluate co-op marketing and therefore did not 

complete the questionnaire. All 15 syndicator respondents answered the 

questionnaire. One syndicator in the study said his company will no longer 

participate in first-run syndication in 1998 and thus declined to participate in the 

survey. 

Demographic Information 

The purposive sample of television stations consisted of stations in the 

top-20 markets that were not classified as any of the following type stations: non-

English, public, religious, non-commercial, educational, home-shopping, 
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community or college. The sample included all ABC, CBS, FOX, NBC, UPN, WB 

and independent stations in the selected markets, not excluded by the 

aforementioned broadcast categories. 

The purposive sample of television syndicators included syndicators from 

large to mid size companies that produced the top ranked programs in 

syndication as ranked by Nielsen Media Research. 

The questionnaire included demographic questions to better determine if 

any of the demographic variables affected respondents' perceptions about co-op 

marketing. The researcher requested information regarding the respondent's 

employment title, number of years of experience with co-op marketing, number 

of syndicated shows station/company currently using co-op marketing programs 

and the television station's affiliation. 

The researcher recorded each respondent's station affiliation in order to 

determine how each network and independent station were represented. Of the 

69 respondents, 88.4% (N=61) were network affiliates and 11.6% (N=8) were 

independent stations (Table 1). 

The television stations that were selected for the survey were not selected 

because of a specific network affiliation, only the station's market size. As Table 

1 shows, the percentages of stations affiliated with the six networks were very 

close. Of the 61 stations that reported a network affiliation 18.8% (N=13) were 

NBC affiliates, 17.4% (N=12) were UPN affiliates, 14.5% (N=10) were FOX 

affiliates, 13% (N=9) each with ABC and WB affiliates, and 11.6% (N=8) reported 
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they were CBS affiliate stations. The remaining 11.6% (N=8) stations reported 

being independent. 

The researcher recorded the Designated Market Area of television station 

respondents to determine how each market was represented. Of the 69 stations 

that responded, 10.1% (N=7) served Houston, 8.7% (N=6) of the respondents 

served Phoenix. Boston, Dallas, Tampa, Miami, Denver and Sacramento each 

had five (7.2%) stations respond. Chicago, Philadelphia, San Francisco and 

Seattle each had four (5.8%) respondents. Both the Cleveland and Minneapolis 

markets each had 4.4% (N=3) of the total respondents. Los Angeles, 

Washington, DC, Atlanta, and Pittsburgh had 1.4% (N=1) respondent each. New 

York was the only market in the top-20 markets that was not represented in the 

sample. This was due to non-response of television stations (Table 2). 

Findings 

The demographic questions revealed that the majority of respondents had 

either promotions director/manager as an employment title (Table 3), had 10-12 

years of experience with co-op marketing (Table 4), and had five first-run 

syndicated shows currently using co-op marketing promotional funds (Table 5). 

The results of the sun/ey as they correspond to the research questions 

and their appropriate tables are described below. 
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Research Question 1 

RQi: Do the perceptions and opinions of co-op marketing programs 

differ for television station and syndicator respondents? 

Almost three-fourths of the station and syndicator respondents indicated 

that they were either satisfied or very satisfied with their current co-op marketing 

campaigns (Table 6). The mean response was 4.0 indicating the average 

participant was satisfied with co-op marketing campaigns. A higher percentage 

of television station respondents (75%) than syndicator respondents (53.4%) 

reported they were either satisfied or very satisfied. On a scale of one-to-five, 

with one being very unsatisfied and five being very satisfied, the mean response 

for television respondents was slightly higher (4.1) than the mean response of 

syndicators (3.5). 

More than 56% of the television and 79% of the syndicator respondents 

indicated that marketing campaigns were either effective or very effective at 

influencing a first-run syndicated show's ratings (Table 7). On a scale of one-to-

five, with one being very ineffective and five being very effective, the mean 

response for all participants was similar. Stations' mean response was 3.9 and 

the mean response for syndicators was 4.0. 
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Research Question 2 

RQ2: Are respondents' budgets and amount of co-op increasing or 

decreasing? 

Most respondents reported an increase in the amount of co-ops. More 

than one half (51%) of the respondents reported an increased in co-ops from 

1996 to 1997 (Table 8). Fewer television (44.8%) than syndicator participants 

(85.7%) were involved in more co-op arrangements in 1997 than in 1996. More 

than one-third (37.3%) of the television respondents and just over seven percent 

of the syndicator respondents participated in the same amount of co-ops for both 

1997 and 1996. 

Less than one-half (47.5%) reported an increase in their promotional 

budget. Almost 43% of the television respondents and 71% of the syndicator 

participants reported that their station's/company's 1998 promotional budget for 

co-op increased from 1997 (Table 9). Forty-one percent of the television station 

respondents and 21% of the syndicator respondents reported that their 

station's/company's 1998 promotional budget for co-op did not change from 

1997. 
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Research Question 3 

RQ3: What are the respondents' planning and evaluation methods for 

co-op marketing? 

The majority (56.1%) of television and syndicator respondents used an 

outside agency to purchase media when promoting a first-run syndicated show 

(Table 10). Over one-half (59.4%) of the television station respondents and 

more than one-third (38.5%) of the syndicator respondents reported using an 

outside agency to purchase media. Both television (17.4%) and syndicator 

(38.4%) participants reported using an outside agency to only purchase radio. 

This was supported by the second highest percentage of both respondents 

(20.7%) reported using an outside agency to make their media buys for radio. 

Almost 17% of the total respondents made their own media buys. 

A large majority (88.1%) of respondents had clearly established marketing 

objectives before promotions were executed (Table 11); only 4.8% said 

objectives were not clearly established. Responses for both groups were similar; 

88.4% of the station participants and 86.7% of the syndicator participants said 

marketing objectives were clearly established before promotions were executed. 

Almost three-fourths (74.3%) of the station and syndicator respondents' 

stations/companies analyzed the effectiveness of co-op marketing campaigns 

(Table 12). About 23% did not analyze co-op marketing's effectiveness while 

almost three percent did not know if their organization analyzed co-op's 

effectiveness. Over 27% of the television stations did not analyze the 
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effectiveness while 90.1% of the syndicators reported they did analyze the 

effectiveness of co-op marketing. 

Of the respondents who analyze the effectiveness of co-op marketing 

campaigns, more than one-half (56.6%) used the promoted show's ratings to 

determine if the campaign was effective (Table 13). Almost 30% of the television 

participants use other forms to analyze the effectiveness such as cost analysis, 

brand awareness, post analysis of reach and frequency and the Scarborough 

media audit. 

Most syndicator respondents (50%) use other forms of analysis such as 

monitoring station's performance; comparing current budget with previous year's; 

tracking the number of spots that a station runs; frequency and cost per point; an 

increase in competition, performance and station's reaction; and the use of focus 

groups. A complete list of responses for both groups is in Appendix D. 

The majority of respondents (57.3%) reported that syndicators and 

stations together should determine the amount and type of media purchased for 

co-op arrangements (Table 14). Syndicators ovenA/helmingly report the station 

and syndicator combination as the best arrangement (73.3%) while the stations 

agreed with them (53.7%). The next highest percentage (42%) of stations 

reported that the stations alone should determine the media purchased for co-op 

while 20% of the syndicators reported that the syndicator should determine the 

media purchased. 
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Research Question 4 

RQ4: What do the respondents perceive as the most effective 

marketing support for co-op marketing? 

A majority of stations (63.5%) selected grants from syndicators as the 

best marketing arrangement to promote programs, while the same percentage of 

syndicators prefer co-op as the marketing arrangement for promotion (Table 15). 

The second largest percentage of station respondents (302%) believed that co

op is the best marketing arrangement while 27.3% of the syndicators in the study 

preferred independent media buys conducted by the syndicator. 

Almost two-thirds of both respondent groups (64%) believed the stations 

own on-air promotion was the most effective marketing medium for first-run 

syndication (Table 16). Responses were similar with 64% of both stations and 

syndicators reporting that a station's own on air was the most effective method. 

The second largest percentage of respondents (29%) reported that radio was the 

most effective marketing medium for syndicated programs. 

The majority of stations (47%) and syndicators (60%) agreed that 

television topicals were the most useful marketing tool a syndicator can provide a 

station for promoting first run syndication (Table 17). The second largest 

percentage (14.9%) of television and syndicator respondents believed that good 

creative material supplied by the syndicator was the most useful marketing tool 

and 13.6% reported that more money was the most useful. 
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Research Question 5 

RQ5: Which syndicators do the station and syndicator respondents 

perceive as the most successful at marketing first-run syndicated 

shows? 

The majority of respondents reported that Paramount Pictures (18.2%) 

and King World (18.2%) were the most successful at marketing their first-run 

syndicated shows (Table 18). Almost 18% of the stations reported that Columbia 

TriStar was the most successful at marketing while the majority (30%) of 

syndicators thought that Universal was the most successful at marketing their 

syndicated shows. 

Research Question 6 

RQQ: What do the respondents think would make co-op marketing more 

effective? 

This was an open-ended question and the responses were categorized for 

easier analysis. The majority of television respondents (24.6%) had answers 

that fell into the other category. The responses are in Appendix F. The next 

largest percentage of television participants (22.6%) believed that a reduction in 

the amount of required papenA/ork would improve co-op marketing (Table 19). 

The next largest percentage of television respondents (17%) believe more 

money for co-op marketing would be an improvement while 15% of television 

respondents believed that co-op could improve if co-op was available all year 
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long and not just during sweeps. Only two syndicators' responses were included 

in these percentages. They both reportedly wanted more money for co-op. 

Other syndicator responses were varied and appear Appendix E along with 

responses from stations. 
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Table 1 
Affiliation of Television Respondents 

Station Affiliation 

ABC 

CBS 

NBC 

FOX 

UPN 

WB 

IND 

TOTAL 

Frequency 

9 

8 

13 

10 

12 

9 

8 

69 

% 

13.0 

11.6 

18.8 

14.5 

17.4 

13.0 

11.6 

100 
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Table 2 
Designated Market Area of Television Respondents 

DMA 

New York 
Los Angeles 
Chicago 
Philadelphia 
San Francisco 
Boston 
Washington, DC 
Dallas 
Detroit 
Atlanta 
Houston 
Seattle 
Cleveland 
Minneapolis 
Tampa 
Miami 
Phoenix 
Denver 
Pittsburgh 
Sacramento 

TOTAL 

Frequency 

0 
1 
4 
4 
4 
5 
1 
5 
0 
1 
7 
4 
3 
3 
5 
5 
6 
5 
1 
5 

69 

% 

0 
1.4 
5.9 
5.9 
5.9 
7.2 
1.4 
7.2 

0 
1.4 

10.1 
5.9 
4.4 
4.4 
7.2 
7.2 
8.7 
7.2 
1.4 
7.2 

100 
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Table 3 
Employment Titles of Television and Syndicator Respondents 

Employment Title Television Syndicator Total 
(N"=68) (N^=14) (N=82) 

N % N % N % 

Marketing 12 17.6 4 28.6 16 19.5 
Director/Manager 

Creative Services 21 30.9 1 7.1 22 26.8 
Director/Manager 

Program 8 11.8 0 0.0 8 9.8 
Manager 

Promotion 21 30.9 3 21.4 24 29.3 
Director/Manager 

Other 6 8.8 6 42.9 12 14.6 

TOTAL 68 100 14 100 82 100 

^One television respondent did not respond to this question. 
'̂ One syndicator respondent did not respond to this question. 
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Table 4 
Years of Co-op Experience of Television and Syndicator Respondents 

Number of Years 

3 and below 

4-6 

7-9 

10-12 

13-16 

17 and above 

TOTAL 

Frequency 

12 

16 

14 

24 

11 

6 

83" 

% 

14.5 

19.3 

16.9 

28.9 

13.3 

7.3 

100 

One television respondent did not answer this question. 
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Table 5 
Number of Syndicated Shows for which Television and Syndicator Respondents 

had Co-op Marketing Arrangements 

Number of Shows 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

above 9 

TOTAL 

Frequency" 

1 

7 

13 

14 

8 

16 

9 

2 

3 

1 

3 

77 

% 

1.3 

9.1 

16.9 

18.2 

10.4 

20.8 

11.7 

2.6 

3.9 

1.3 

3.9 

100 

Seven television and syndicator respondents did not answer this question. 
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Table 6 
Respondent's Level of Satisfaction with Co-op Marketing 

Level of 
Satisfaction 

1 Very Unsatisfied 

2 

3 

4 

5 Very Satisfied 

TOTAL 
Mean 

Television 
(N": 

N 

0 

4 

13 

26 

25 

68 
4.1 

=68) 

% 

0 

5.9 

19.1 

38.2 

36.8 

100 

Syndicator 
(N= 

N 

1 

2 

4 

4 

4 

15 
3.5 

=15) 

% 

6.7 

13.3 

26.7 

26.7 

26.7 

100 

Total 
(N= 

N 

1 

6 

17 

30 

29 

83 
4.0 

=83) 

% 

1.2 

7.2 

20.5 

36.1 

34.9 

100 

One television respondent did not answer this question. 
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Table 7 
Respondent's Perceived of Level of Effectiveness of Co-op 

Marketing at Influencing a Syndicated Show's Ratings 

Level of 
Effectiveness 

1 Very Ineffective 

2 

3 

4 

5 Very Effective 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 
Mean 

Television 
(N=69) 

N 

0 

4 

19 

16 

23 

7 

69 
3.9 

% 

0 

5.8 

27.5 

23.3 

33.3 

10.1 

100 

Syndicator 
(N=15) 

N 

1 

0 

1 

8 

4 

1 

15 
4.0 

% 

6.7 

0 

6.7 

53.3 

26.6 

6.7 

100 

Total 
(N=84) 

N 

1 

4 

20 

24 

27 

8 

84 
3.9 

% 

1.2 

4.8 

23.8 

28.6 

32.1 

9.5 

100 
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Table 8 
Comparison of Television and Syndicator Respondents' 
Reported Increase or Decrease Participation in Co-op 

Change in Co 
From '96 to ' 

More 

Less 

Same 

Don't Know 

TC 

-ops 
'97 

)TAL 

Television 
(N"=67) 

N 

30 

10 

25 

2 

67 

% 

44.8 

14.9 

37.3 

3.0 

100 

Syndicator 
(N^=14) 

N 

12 

1 

1 

0 

14 

% 

85.7 

7.14 

7.14 

0 

100 

Total 
(N=81) 

N 

42 

11 

26 

2 

81 

% 

51.9 

13.6 

32.1 

2.5 

100 

^Three television respondents did not answer this question. 
''One syndicator respondent did not answer this question. 
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Table 9 
Comparison of Television and Syndicator Respondents' 1998 

Promotional Budget for Syndication Increased or Decreased from 1997 

Change in Promo 
Budget from '97 

to'98 

Increased 

Decreased 

No Change 

Don't Know 

TC ITAL 

Television 
(N"=66) 

N 

28 

7 

27 

4 

66 

% 

42.4 

10.6 

40.9 

6.1 

100 

Syndicator 
(N^=14) 

N 

10 

0 

3 

1 

14 

% 

71.4 

0 

21.4 

7.1 

100 

Total 
(N=80) 

N 

38 

7 

30 

5 

88 

% 

47.5 

8.8 

37.5 

6.2 

100 

"Three television respondents did not answer this question. 
•̂ One syndicator respondent did not answer this question. 
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Table 10 
Comparison of Respondents Who Purchase Media 

Independently or Use Outside Agency 

Media Purchaser 

Station 

Outside Agency 

Outside Agency 
Radio Only 

Other 

TOTAL 

Television 
(N=69) 

N 

10 

41 

12 

6 

69 

% 

14.5 

59.4 

17.4 

8.7 

100 

Syndicator 
(N"=13) 

N 

3 

5 

5 

0 

13 

% 

23.0 

38.5 

38.5 

0 

100 

Total 
(N=82) 

N 

13 

46 

17 

6 

82 

% 

15.9 

56.1 

20.7 

7.3 

100 

'Two syndicators did not respond to this question. 
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Table 11 
Comparison of Respondents' Stations/Companies which Establish 

Marketing Objectives Before Campaigns are Executed 

Objectives Clearly Television Syndicator Total 
Stated (N=69) (N=15) (N=84) 

N % N % N % 

Yes 61 88.4 13 86.7 74 88.1 

No 3 4.3 1 6.7 4 4.8 

Other 5 7.2 1 6.7 6 7.2 

TOTAL 69 100 15 100 84 100 
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Table 12 
Comparison of Television and Syndicator Respondents' Stations/Companies 

Which Analyze the Effectiveness of Co-op Marketing Campaigns 

Analyze Co-op Television Syndicator Total 
Effectiveness (N"=59) (N ' '=11) (N=70) 

N % N % N % 

Yes 42 71.2 10 90.1 52 74.3 

No 16 27.1 0 0 16 22.9 

Don't Know 1 1.7 1 9.1 2 2.9 

TOTAL 59 100 11 100 70 100 

"Ten television respondents did not respond to this question. 
"̂ Four syndicator respondents did not respond to this question. 
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Table 13 
Methods Used by Respondents to Analyze Co-op Effectiveness 

Method of 
Analysis 

Budget Vs. 
Ratings 

Ratings 

Other 

TOTAL 

Television 
(N=41) 

N 

3 

26 

12 

41 

% 

7.3 

63.4 

29.3 

100 

Syndicator 
(N= 

N 

2 

4 

6 

12 

=12) 
% 

16.7 

33.3 

50.0 

100 

Total 
(N": 

N 

5 

30 

18 

53 

=53) 
% 

9.4 

56.6 

34.0 

100 

Only those respondents who said their stations/companies analyzed the 
effectiveness of co-op marketing campaigns were asked this question. 

"Thirty-one television and syndicator respondents did not answer this 
question. 
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Table 14 
Respondents' Choice for Media Purchaser to Determine 

the Amount and Type of Media Purchased for Co-op Arrangements 

Television Syndicator Total 
Media Purchaser (N"=67) (N=15) (N=82) 

N % N % N % 

Syndicator 2 3.0 3 20.0 5 6.1 

Station 28 41.8 1 6.7 29 35.4 

Station and 36 53.8 11 73.3 47 57.3 
Syndicator 

Other 1 1.5 0 0 1 1.2 

TOTAL 67 100 15 100 82 100 

'Two television respondents did not answer this question. 
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Table 15 
Respondents' Perception of Best Marketing 

Arrangement for First-Run Syndication 

Best Marketing 
Arrangement 

Grant from 
Syndicator 

Syndicator 
Performs Buy 

Co-op 
Arrangement 

TOTAL 

Television 
(N=63) 

N % 

40 

4 

19 

63 

63.5 

6.4 

30.2 

100 

Syndicator 
(N=11) 

N % 

1 

3 

7 

11 

9.1 

27.3 

63.6 

100 

Total 
(N"=74) 

N % 

41 55.4 

7 9.5 

26 35.1 

74 100 

"Seven television and four syndicator respondents did not answer this 
question. 
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Table 16 
Comparison of Television and Syndicator Respondents' Perception 
of the Most Effective Marketing Medium for First-run TV Syndication 

Marketing 
Medium 

Radio 

Station's Own 
on-air 

Print 

Out-of-home 

Other 

TOTAL 

Television 
(N=69) 

N 

21 

44 

1 

2 

1 

69 

% 

30.4 

63.8 

1.5 

2.9 

1.5 

100 

Syndicator 
(N"=14) 

N 

3 

9 

1 

0 

1 

14 

% 

21.4 

64.3 

7.1 

0 

7.1 

100 

Total 
(N=83) 

N 

24 

53 

2 

2 

2 

83 

% 

28.9 

63.9 

2.1 

2.4 

2.4 

100 

'One syndicator respondent did not answer this question. 
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Table 17 
Most Useful Marketing Tool a Syndicator Can Provide a Station 

Marketing Tool 

TV Generics 

TV Topicals 

Radio Generics 

Radio Episodics 

Good Creative 

Money 

Access to Stars 

Other 

TOTAL 

Television 
(N"=66) 

N 

1 

31 

1 

2 

10 

10 

4 

7 

66 

% 

1.5 

47.0 

1.5 

3.0 

15.2 

15.2 

6.0 

10.6 

100 

Syndicator 
(N=15) 

N 

0 

9 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

3 

15 

% 

0 

60.0 

0 

0 

13.3 

6.7 

0 

20.0 

100 

Total 
(N=81) 

N 

1 

40 

1 

2 

12 

11 

4 

10 

81 

% 

1.2 

49.4 

1.2 

2.5 

14.9 

13.6 

4.9 

12.6 

100 

'Three syndicators did not respond to this question. 
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Table 18 
Respondents' Choice of Syndicators Most 
Successful at Marketing First-run Shows 

Best Marketing 
Syndicator 

Warner Bros. 

Eyemark 

Rysher 

Buena Vista 

20'' Century 

Tribune 

Paramount 

Universal 

Columbia 

King World 

Other 

TOTAL 

Television 
(N"=56) 

N 

8 

0 

2 

3 

3 

2 

11 

4 

10 

10 

3 

56 

% 

14.3 

0 

3.6 

5.4 

5.4 

3.6 

19.7 

7.1 

17.9 

17.9 

5.4 

100 

Syndicator 
(N^=10) 

N 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

3 

1 

2 

0 

10 

% 

10.0 

10.0 

0 

10.0 

0 

0 

10.0 

30.0 

10.0 

20.0 

0 

100 

Total 
(N=66) 

N 

9 

1 

2 

4 

3 

2 

12 

7 

11 

12 

3 

66 

% 

13.6 

1.5 

3.0 

6.0 

4.6 

3.0 

18.2 

10.6 

16.7 

18.2 

4.6 

100 

"Thirteen stations did not respond to this question. 
^Five syndicators did not respond to this question. 
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Table 19 
Respondents' Suggestions for Improving Co-op Marketing 

Improvement 
Suggestions 

Reduce Amount of 
Paperwork 

More Money 

More Co-ops 

Better Creative 

Co-op All Year 

Other 

TOTAL 

Television 
(N=69) 

N 

12 

9 

4 

7 

8 

13 

53 

% 

22.6 

17.0 

7.5 

13.2 

15.1 

24.6 

100 

Syndicator 
(N=15) 

N 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

8 

10 

% 

0 

20 

0 

0 

0 

80 

100 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Discussion 

Current Situation 

Broadcast syndication is changing rapidly and first-run syndicated 

programs are keeping pace. Many new syndication deals are forming to adapt to 

the fluid environment. Many syndicators are becoming creative in their deal 

making and including station groups as part of the process. Syndicators are 

finding ways to work with station groups as partners that share costs, risks and 

profits and because these station groups hold part ownership, the promotions will 

be amplified and the shows will be allowed a longer time to prove themselves. 

First-run syndicators still have some advantages over the networks such 

as lower overhead and more flexibility but the distinctions are not as apparent as 

they once were. Shows can jump from cable to network to syndication with the 

delivery systems expanding. Many former independent stations are now part of 

the two new networks WB and UPN and FOX has emerged as a contending big 

network and has forced the big three to count one higher. 
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Results 

The results of this study revealed that the opinions of co-op marketing 

arrangements and the promotion of first-run syndicated shows do not differ 

greatly by television stations and syndicators that distribute the shows. 

Three-fourths of the respondents are satisfied with their current co-op 

arrangements and two-thirds believe the joint promotional efforts influence 

ratings. But one good point to remember, as one respondent put it, "I'd better 

believe they influence ratings or I'm out of a job." As this study discovered, the 

correlation between the two is difficult to determine at best. As the literature 

review revealed, there are too many variables to separate the influence that 

promotion has on ratings (e.g., time of show, market characteristics and quality 

of program) to attribute the fluctuation of ratings to promotional efforts. Many 

stations feel that promotions are the first thing to blame for a failing show but the 

last thing thank for a successful one. As another station put it, "The worst thing 

you can do is to over promote a bad product." 

Respondents in both sun/ey groups said they have seen an increase in 

the number of co-op arrangements and their own promotional budgets. An 

outside agency is the preferred media buyer but the respondents prefer the team 

of the station and the syndicator to determine how much and what type of media 

to purchase. This was because the respondents feel that the syndicators know 

the product and their target demographics but the stations know their markets 

and what will and will not work in their area. Objectives are clearly established 
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before the campaigns are launched but they are very simple—to increase 

ratings. Respondents also analyze the promotional efforts but once again the 

ratings are the ruler. 

The best marketing tools are good fresh creative material. Many stations 

said that only this will set a show apart once it has been on the air for a while 

and the creative tends to become stale. The stations want a reduction in 

papen/vork that is required to get the reimbursements for the matching funds. 

Even those stations which employ an agency to handle the affidavits still have to 

check the figures and one station representative said, "For amounts of $10,000 

it's just not worth the headache." But in spite of this, they also wanted to see 

more co-ops offered and stations would like to have co-ops all year and not just 

dunng the clutter of sweeps. 

Most respondents chose the largest syndicators as the ones which do the 

best job at marketing their first-run syndicated shows. The researcher wants to 

point out that the smaller syndicators might be just as good but their shows do 

not have as many clearances and thus are not as well known as King Wortd, 

Paramount, Columbia, Universal or Warner Bros. Many stations said that all 

syndicators do a good job and they receive good promotional support from those 

who supply their shows and overall they were happy with the support they 

received. When prompted, some replied that the reason they named specific 

syndicators is because of the attentiveness and the specific creative material that 

they supply. 
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Recommendations 

Stations and syndicators need to bind together and solidify their 

relationships to compete in the increasingly competitive broadcast environment. 

A true win-win situation can be had for both parties if the goals and strategies of 

the promotional campaigns are agreed upon. Both station and syndicator have 

unique and valuable roles to play, and if they are successfully planned and 

executed both parties will profit. 

Implementation 

The findings of this study could be implemented by both the syndicators 

and the television stations to better improve their relationship and their 

understanding of the other party's needs and expectations. Can, for example, 

the amount of paperwork the syndicators require be reduced at all? Syndicators 

feel that stations need to account for the money and provide documentation but 

is this too burdensome. Stations feel that some of the promotional material that 

syndicator provide them is not useful. Could stations play a role in the 

production of materials to ensure they are receive what they will actually use? 

Further Research 

Areas of future interest would include the following: (1) investigation into 

the nontraditional forms of promotion such as the World Wide Web and 

interactive media. Several respondents requested exploration into this area and 
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hoped it would be a viable and acceptable option in the future since viewers and 

advertisers have more options available than at any other time in the history of 

the medium. (2) Determine what the effects on the independent stations the 

large, dominant group-owned stations will have in the future. (3) Perform a 

more in-depth study with the stations and syndicators and probe more deeply 

into the planning and evaluation methods of promotion. 

Summary 

The participants involved in this survey showed a high interest in the 

results of this study and many suggested other areas for investigation. Both 

stations and syndicators are interested in what their industry peers are doing to 

promote syndicated shows and they are also eager to learn, imitate and improve 

upon the ideas of the leaders in the field. 

When participants were asked the open ended question, "What would 

make co-op marketing more effective?" many replied with very interesting and 

candid answers. The respondents did not take long in answering this questions 

which makes the researcher wonder if they have not already begun thinking of 

ways to improve the current arrangements and promotional efforts. Some of the 

answers to this questions are listed below. 

Papen/vork 
Easier method of billing 
Reduce the amount of papen/vork it's too time consuming. 
Less red tape 
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Longer Co-op Periods 
Renegotiate co-op for an entire year. 
Have a long-range plan-not quarter-to-quarter. 

• Promos should be more spread out over the year. 
Syndicators limit promos to sweeps and launch. If time wasn't limited they 
could avoid the clutter if they could do promos all year. 
Continued co-op support after launch-not just during sweeps and launch 

Relationship 
It works best if they (station and syndicator) both work together. The 
syndicator has goals for the program and station knows its market best. 
Greater understanding by syndicator of what station's demo goals are. 

• Syndicators should be trainers to local stations. Promotion personnel in 
local station are usually young and don't understand how to buy media. 
There should be a better understanding of each other's opinions. 
In an ideal world, syndicators would have a productive partnership with 
the stations 

This study brings to bear several important insights about the co-op 

marketing arrangement for first-run television programs between stations and 

syndicators. This study provides a number of new and interesting findings, most 

specifically that the relationship that the two partners in this promotional 

relationship have is mutually beneficial if properly approached. Both parties 

have beneficial insight as to what could possible make the shows more 

successful. By examining the perceptions of co-op marketing and each other, 

these two independent but not mutually exclusive partners both want success for 

the mutual syndicated show and both parties depend on each other for their 

prosperity and survival. 
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APPENDIX A 

TELEVISION STATION SAMPLE 
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Table 20 
Television Station Sample 

DMA 
RANK 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

MARKET 

New York 

Los Angeles 

Chicago 

Philadelphia 

San Francisco 

Boston 

1 
1 

STATION 

WABC 
WNBC 
WCBS 
WNYW 
WWOR 
WPIX 
KABC 
KNBC 
KCBS 
KCOP 
KTU\ 
KTTV 
KCAL 
WLS 
WMAQ 
WBBM 
WGN 
WFLD 
WPWR 
WCIU 
WPVI 
KYW 
WCAU 
WTXF 
WPHL 
WPSG 
WFMZ 
vvrGi 
WGTW 
KPIX 
KRON 
KGO 
KTVU 
KBHK 
KOFY 
KICU 
KTSF 
KFTY 
WBZ 
WCVB 
WHDH 
WLVI 
WSBK 
WFXT 
WABU 
WMUR 

AFFILIATION 

ABC. O&O 
NBC, O&O 
CBS, O&O 
FOX, O&O 
UPN 
WB 
ABC, O&O 
NBC 
CBS, O&O 
UPN 
WB 
FOX, O&O 
IND 
ABC, O&O 
NBC 
CBS 
WB 
FOX 
UPN 
IND 
ABC 
CBS 
NBC, O&O 
FOX 
WB 
UPN 
IND 
IND 
IND 
CBS 
NBC 
ABC, O&O 
FOX 
UPN 
WB 
IND 
IND 
IND 
CBS 
ABC 
NBC 
WB 
UPN 
FOX 
IND 
ABC 

OWNER 

WALT DISNEY CO. 
GENERAL ELECTRIC/NBC 
WESTINGHOUSE/CBS 
FOX BROADCASTING CO. 
CHRIS CRAFT/UNITED TV 
TRIBUNE BROADCASTING 
WALT DISNEY CO. 
GENERAL ELECTRIC/NBC 
WESTINGHOUSE/CBS 
CHRIS CRAFT/UNITED TV 
TRIBUNE BROADCASTING 
FOX BROADCASTING CO. 
YOUNG BROADCASTING 
WALT DISNEY CO. 
GENERAL ELECTRIC/NBC 
WESTINGHOUSE/CBS 
TRIBUNE BROADCASTING 
FOX TELEVISION 
NEWS WEBB CORP. 
WEIGEL BROADCASTING 
WALT DISNEY CO. 
GROUPW 
GENERAL ELECTRIC/NBC 
FOX BROADCASTING 
TRIBUNE 
PARAMOUNT STATION GR. 
MARANATHA 
P/\XSON 
BRUNSONCOMM. 
GROUPW 
CHRONICLE 
WALT DISNEY CO. 
COX BROADCASTING 
CHRIS CRAFT/UNITED TV 
GABBERT 
KICU 
LINCOLN BROADCASTING 
ACKERLELY 
GROUPW 
HEARST CORP 
SUNBEAM BROADCASTING 
TRIBUNE BROADCASTING 
PARAMOUNT STATIONS 
FOX BROADCASTING 
BUCI TELEVISION 
IMES COMMUNICATION 
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Table 20 Continued 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Washington, DC 

Dallas 

Detroit 

Atlanta 

Houston 

Seattle 

Cleveland 

Minneapolis 

WUSA 
WJLA 
WTTG 
WRC 
WDCA 
WBDC 
WHAG 
WF/\A 
KDFW 
KXAS 
KTVT 
KTXA 
KXTX 
KDAF 
KDFI 
WDIV 
WXYZ 
WJBK 
WKBD 
WXON 
WWJ 
WXIA 
WSB 
WAGA 
WGNX 
WATL 
WUPA 
KTRK 
KHOU 
KPRC 
KRIV 
KTXH 
KHTV 
KOMO 
KSTW 
KING 
KCPQ 
KIRO 
KTZZ 
WEWS 
WOIO 
WKYC 
WJW 
WUAB 
WBNX 
KSTP 
KARE 
WCCO 
WFTC 
KMSP 

CBS 
ABC 
FOX, O&O 
NBC, O&O 
UPN 
WB 
NBC 
ABC 
FOX, O&O 
NBC 
CBS 
UPN 
IND 
WB 
IND 
NBC 
ABC 
FOX 
UPN 
WB 
CBS 
NBC 
ABC 
FOX 
CBS 
WB 
UPN 
ABC, O&O 
CBS 
NBC 
FOX, O&O 
UPN 
WB 
ABC 
CBS 
NBC 
FOX 
UPN 
WB 
ABC 
CBS 
NBC 
FOX, O&O 
UPN/WB 
IND 
ABC 
NBC 
CBS, O&O 
FOX 
UPN 

GANNETT BROADCASTING 
ALLBRITTON COMM. 
FOX BROADCASTING 
GENERAL ELECTRIC/NBC 
PARAMOUNT STATIONS GP. 
JASAS CORPORATION 
GREAT TRAILS 
A H BELO 
FOX BROADCASTING CO. 
LIN TELEVISION 
GAYLORD BROADCASTING 
PARAMOUNT 
LIN TELEVISION 
RENAISSANCE COMM. 
NEW DALLAS MEDIA 
POST-NEWSWEEK 
HOWARD SCRIPPS 
FOX BROADCASTING 
PARAMOUNT STUDIOS 
JOHNSON 
WESTINGHOUSE 
GANNETT 
COX BROADCASTING 
FOX BROADCASTING 
TRIBUNE 
QUEST BROADCASTING 
PARAMOUNT STATIONS 
WALT DISNEY 
AH BELO 
POST-NEWSWEEK 
FOX BROADCASTING 
PARAMOUNT STATIONS 
TRIBUNE BROADCASTING 
FISHER BROADCASTING 
GAYLORD BROADCASTING 
PROVIDENCE JOURNAL CO. 
KELLY BROADCASTING 
A H BELO CORP. 
DUDLEY COMMUNICATIONS 
HOWARD SCRIPPS 
MALRITE COMM. 
GANNETT BROADCASTING 
FOX BROADCASTING CO. 
MARLITE COMM. 
WINSTON BROADCASTING 
HUBBARD BROADCASTING 
GANNETT BROADCASTING 
WESTINGHOUSE,/CBS 
CLEAR CHANNEL TELE. 
CRIS CRAFT/UNITED 
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Table 20 Continued 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Tampa 

Miami 

Phoenix 

Denver 

Pittsburgh 

Sacramento 

KLGT 
WFTS 
WTSP 
WFLA 
WTVT 
WTOG 
WTTA 
WWWB 
WPLG 
WFOR 
WTVJ 
WSVN 
WBFS 
WDZL 
KNXV 
KPHO 
KPNX 
KSAZ 
KUTP 
KASW 
KTVK 
KMGH 
KCNC 
KUSA 
KDVR 
KTVD 
KWGN 
WTAE 
KDKA 
WPXI 
WPGH 
WPTT 
KXTV 
KOVR 
KCRA 
KCBA 
KQCA 
KPWB 

WB 
ABC 
CBS 
NBC 
FOX, O&O 
UPN 
IND 
WB 
ABC 
CBS, O&O 
NBC, O&O 
FOX 
UPN 
WB 
ABC 
CBS 
NBC 
FOX, O&O 
UPN 
WB 
IND 
ABC 
CBS,0&0 
NBC 
FOX, O&O 
UPN 
WB 
ABC 
CBS 
NBC 
FOX 
UPN 
ABC 
CBS 
NBC 
FOX 
UPN 
WB 

LAKELAND GROUP TELE. 
HOWARD SCRIPPS 
JACOR COMMUNICATIONS 
MEDIA GENERAL 
FOX BROADCASTING CO. 
PARAMOUNT 
BAY TELEVISION 
HEARST CORP.B 
POST-NEWSWEEK 
GROUPW 
GENERAL ELECTRIC/NBC 
SUNBEAM BROADCASTING 
PARAMOUNT 
TRIBUNE BROADCASTING 
HOWARD SCRIPPS 
MEREDITH BROADCASTING 
GANNETT BROADCASTING 
FOX BROADCASTING 
CRIS CRAFT/UNITED 
BROOKS BROADCASTING 
MAC COMMUNICATIONS 
MCGRAW-HILL 
GROUPW 
GANNETT BROADCASTING 
FOX BROADCASTING 
NEWSWEB COMM. 
TRIBUNE BROADCASTING 
HEARST CORP. 
GROUPW 
COX BROADCASTING 
SINCLAIR COMM. 
SINCLAIR COMM. 
A H BELO 
HARRON COMM. 
KELLY BROADCASTING 
ACKERLEY COMM. 
KELLY BROADCASTING 
PAPPAS TELECASTING CO. 
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APPENDIX B 

TELEVISION SYNDICATOR SAMPLE 
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Television Syndicator Sample 

Syndicator 
Buena Vista Television 
Eyemark Entertainment 
King World Productions 
MGM Worldwide Television 
Paramount Pictures 
Pearson All American 
Polygram TV 
Rysher Entertainment 
Saban 
Tribune Entertainment Company 
Twentieth Television 
Universal Television 
Warner Bros. 
Western International 
Worldvision Enterprises 

One syndicator respondent wished to 
remain anonymous. 
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APPENDIX C 

QUESTIONNAIRES 
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Television Station Questionnaire 

Hi, I'm and I am a mass communication graduate student at 
Texas Tech University. I'm conducting research on syndication marketing 
between television stations and first-run television syndicators. Is this a 
convenient time to answer a few questions regarding this issue? It will only take 
a few minutes. [IF RESPONDENT SAYS NO, ASK TO SET A TIME THAT 
WOULD BE CONVENIENT. IF RESPONDENT SAYS YES, PROCEED.] 

Station/Market Name/ 

1. Do you supervise the co-op marketing between program distributors 
(syndicators) and your station? 

(1)yes [SKIP TO Q. 2.] 
(2) no [FIND OUT WHO DOES AND ASK TO SPEAK TO THEM 

AND TERMINATE THIS SURVEY.] 

2. On a scale from one to five, with one being very unsatisfied, and five being 
very satisfied, rate your level of satisfaction with your station's current co-op 
marketing campaigns with first-run TV syndicators? 

(1) yery unsatisfied 
(2) unsatisfied 
(3) neither unsatisfied or satisfied 
(4) satisfied 
(5) very satisfied 

3. On a scale from one to five, with one being very ineffective, and five being 
very effective, rate the effectiveness of a marketing campaign at influencing 
a first-run syndicated show's ratings? 

(1) yery ineffective 
(2) ineffective 
(3) neither ineffective or effective 
(4) effective 
(5) very effective 

4. Did your station participate in more or fewer co-op arrangements in 1997 than 

in 1996? 
(1) more 
(2) less 
(3) same 
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5. Has your station's 1998 promotional budget for syndication increased or 
decreased from 1997? 

(1) increased 
(2) decreased 
(3) no change 

6. What's the most effective marketing medium for first-run TV syndication? 
(1) radio 
(2) print 
(3) out-of-home (bus wraps, bill boards, bus stops) 
(4) television (on air) 
(5) other 

7. Does your station buy media independently or utilize an outside agency for 
media buying when promoting a first-run syndicated TV show? 

(1) station buys independently 
(2) uses outside agency 

8. Are marketing objectives clearly established by your station before campaigns 
promoting first-run syndicated TV shows are executed? 

(1)yes 
(2) no 

9. Does your station analyze the effectiveness of co-op marketing campaigns? 
(1)yes 
(2) no [SKIP TOO. 11] 
(3) don't know 

10. What methods does your station use to analyze the effectiveness of co-op 
marketing campaigns? [READ] 

(1) budget vs. ratings 
(2) ratings 
(3) other 

11. When promoting first-run programs, which do you think is the best marketing 
arrangement for your station? [READ] 

(1) grants given to the stations by the syndicators 
(2) buys conducted independently by the syndicators 
(3) co-op arrangements between the two 

why . 

80 



12. Who should determine the amount and type of media purchased for co-op 
arrangements? 

(1) syndicators 
(2) stations 
(3) independent media buyers 
(4) other 

why 

13. What do you find to be the most useful marketing tools that a syndicator can 
provide your station for first-run shows? [READ] 

(1) billboards 
(2) TV Guide 
(3) TV generics 
(4) TV episodics (topicals) 
(5) national/regional promotions 
(6) radio generics 
(7) radio episodics 
(8) other 

14. Which syndicators do you feel are the mosf successful at marketing their 
first-run syndicated shows? [DO NOT READ] 

(1) Warner Bros. (2) Eyemark (3) Rysher 
(4)Buena Vista (5)20th Century (6) MGM 
(7) Tribune (8) World Vision (9) All American 
(10) Paramount (11) Universal (12) Sony 
(13) Saban (14) Columbia (15) King World 
(16)0ther why 

15. In 1997, how many first-run TV syndicated shows did your station have co
op arrangements for? 

16. What do you think would make co-op marketing more effective? 

17. How many years have you worked with co-op marketing programs? 
yrs. 

18. What is your title? 
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Television Syndicator Questionnaire 

Hi, I'm and I am a mass communication graduate student at 
Texas Tech University. I'm conducting research on syndication marketing 
between television stations and first-run television syndicators. Is this a 
convenient time to answer a few questions regarding this issue? It will take a few 
minutes. [IF RESPONDENT SAYS NO, ASK TO SET A TIME THAT WOULD BE 
CONVENIENT. IF RESPONDENT SAYS YES, PROCEED.] 

Syndicator Name 

1. Do you supervise the co-op marketing between your company and television 
stations? 

(1)yes [SKIP TO Q. 2.] 
(2) no [FIND OUT WHO DOES AND ASK TO SPEAK TO THEM 

AND TERMINATE THIS SURVEY.] 

2. On a scale from one to five, with one being very unsatisfied and five being 
very satisfied, rate your level of satisfaction with your company's current co
op marketing campaigns with TV stations? 

(1) very unsatisfied 
(2) unsatisfied 
(3) neither unsatisfied or satisfied 
(4) satisfied 
(5) very satisfied 

3. On a scale from one to five, with one being very ineffective, and five being 
very effective, rate the effectiveness of a marketing campaign at influencing 
a first-run syndicated show's ratings? 

(1) very ineffective 
(2) ineffective 
(3) neither ineffective or effective 
(4) effective 
(5) very effective 

4. Did your company participate in more or fewer co-op arrangements in 1997 
than in 1996? 

(1) more 
(2) less 
(3) same 
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5. Has your company's 1998 promotional budget for syndication increased or 
decreased from 1997? 

(1) increased 
(2) decreased 
(3) no change 

6. Whaf s the most effective marketing medium for first-run TV syndication? 
(1) radio 
(2) print 
(3) out-of-home (bus wraps, bill boards, bus stops) 
(4) television (on air) 
(5) other 

7. Does your company buy media independently or utilize an outside agency for 
media buying when promoting a first-run syndicated TV show? 

(1) buys independently 
(2) uses outside agency 

8. Are marketing objectives clearly established by your company before 
campaigns promoting syndicated TV shows are executed? 

(1)yes 
(2) no 

9. Does your company analyze the effectiveness of co-op marketing 
campaigns? 

(1)yes 
(2) no [SKIP TO Q. 11] 
(3) don't know 

10. What methods does your company use to analyze the effectiveness of 
marketing campaigns? [READ] 

(1) budget vs. ratings 
(2) ratings 
(3) other 

11 When promoting first-run, which do you think is the best marketing 
arrangement for your company? [READ] 

(1) grants given to the stations by the syndicators 
(2) buys conducted independently by the syndicators 
(3) co-op arrangements between the two 

why ^ 
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12. Who should determine the amount and type of media purchased for co-op 
arrangements? 

(1) syndicators 
(2) stations 
(3) independent media buyers 
(4) syndicators and stations 
(5) other 

why 

13. What do you find to be the most useful marketing tools that a syndicator can 
provide a station for promoting first-run? [READ] 

(1) billboards 
(2) TV Guide 
(3) TV generics 
(4) TV episodics (topicals) 
(5) national/regional promotions 
(6) radio generics 
(7) radio episodics 
(8) other 

14. Which syndicators do you feel are the most successful at marketing their 
first-run syndicated shows? [DO NOT READ] 

(1) Warner Bros. (2) Eyemark (3) Rysher 
(4)Buena Vista (5)20th Century (6) MGM 
(7) Tribune (8) World Vision (9) All American 
(10) Paramount (11) Universal (12) Sony 
(13) Saban (14) Columbia (15) King World 
(16)Other why 

15. In 1997, how many TV syndicated shows did your company have co-op 
arrangements for? 

16. What do you think would make co-op marketing more effective? 

17. How long have you worked with co-op marketing programs? 
yrs. 

18. What is your title? 
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APPENDIX D 

RESPONSES TO QUESTION #10 
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Responses To Question #10 

What methods does your station use to analyze the effectiveness of co-op 
marketing campaigns? 

Responses From Stations 
Cost analysis, brand awareness 
Post analysis of reach and frequency 
Scarborough media audit 
Not a science, may try different approach next time look at co-op first, what 

shows need help, where do they spend the money? 
Growth and how much is put behind an effort 
Hard to detect, too subjective no vehicle that can acurately measure 
Variety, incendental services 
Posting buy, comapre with actual ratings 
Track delivery and focus groups 
Judging against demos from book to book 
Posting after fact 
Reading the book, gut feel and look at first quarter of hour will give indication 
Correlation of overnight ratings and demographics 
Demos, growth of station, time period 
How the budget was spent 

Responses From Syndicators 
Monitor stations performance, see how stations perform previous year ago 
Money spent versus money spent last year 
Encode all spots data - track number of spots stations run 
Increase in competition, performance and station reaction 
Look at the commitments on station's side, also have to provide targeted rating 

points 
Look at frequency and cost-per-point 
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APPENDIX E 

RESPONSES TO QUESTION #16 
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Responses To Question #16 

What do you think would make co-op marketing more effective? 

Responses From Stations 
Syndicators require an on-air schedule. Stations are interested co-op but they 

don't want the syndicator to tell them how. 
Easier method of billing. 
Renegotiate co-op for an entire year. 
Reduce the amount of papenA/ork thaf s required. It's too time consuming. 
Less red tape from syndicators. 
Greater understanding by syndicator of what station's demo goals are. 
Too much papenA/ork. 
Co-op lets you run syndication promo and split air time and station can run their 

own spot. 
Have a long-range plan-not quarter-to-quarter. 
It works best if they (station and syndicator) both work together. The syndicator 

has goals for the program and station knows its market best. 
Syndicators should be trainers to local stations. Promotion personnel in local 

station are usually young and don't understand how to buy media. 
Promos should be more spread out over the year. 
Syndicators limit promos to sweeps and launch. If time wasn't limited they could 

avoid the clutter if they could do promos all year. 
Continued co-op support after launch-not just during sweeps and launch 
The extremely taxing process to collect the funds is too much. Program 

Managers are not accountants. 
They should have a plan for entire year instead of sweep-by-sweep. 
Syndicators should begin to accept nontraditional forms of advertising. 
Syndicators have a strong hold because the smaller markets are extremely 

dependent on co-op dollars. Larger stations have news and station image 
to concentrate on as well. 

There should be more flexibility to anything put in on strategic plan to help 
stations with the marketing plan. 

Have more flexibility in packaging blocks of time. Could turn 30 into 2-15 sec. 
Co-op doubles their buying power. 
Syndicator should follow-up with marketing plans and provide co-op money after 

initial launch. 
There should be a better understanding of each other's opinions. 
The trend is for syndicators to require a list of promos - too difficult to deal with -

would like it to go away. 
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Responses From Syndicators 
There should be more accountability on the station's side. 
Would like to see faster tracking of results. 
Would like bigger budgets to make buys to reach more markets. 
Wants station to truly match the efforts of the syndicator 
With the limited amount of on-air time, stations now have the power. 
Would like stations to commit to a certain level of participation when stations 

contracted with syndicator. 
More demos thorough analysis of what target demos read, watch and listen to. 

Could find ancillary ways to reach demos besides the traditional methods 
(TV Guide). 

More participation from stations - better communication to sales people what's 
happened in co-op. 

Market place is changing radically with the entrance of new networks. They give 
grants. 

Station's commitment to on air promotions should be increased - they want to 
spend the money. 

In an ideal world, syndicators would have a productive partnership with the 
stations. 
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