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Abstract
This paper discusses the discoveries made, challenges faced, and lessons learnt by the establishment of a student produced internet-based television station. The driving force behind this project is the students’ desire to actively apply the knowledge they are learning in the classroom in an appealing stimulating environment capable of enhancing their educational experiences. Presented in the form of a case study, this paper examines the aspects that were successful and areas that which did not achieve their goals. The authors played a formative role in the creation of the station and reflect on the lessons learnt regarding access and allocation of resources, political and administrative challenges, people and project coordination issues, infrastructure and organizational development and self-directed training on advanced technical equipment. 
Introduction

In an era of student-centred higher education (HE) with current pedagogical foundations shifting the roles of educators and students, and in a social framework in which consumer produced online video has gained levels of viewer’s acceptance never reached before; a group of students at Lancaster University, UK banded together in October 2007 with the aim of generating new learning opportunities where they could further develop the hard and soft skills proper to the field of video production, enhance twenty-first century competences in an ill-defined environment and be able to transfer knowledge to ‘real world’ situations. The development of such type of skills and competences in the modern knowledge-based economies is likely to nurture the students’ working knowledge and help them to develop their potential in a competency-based environment and profiting from the experience for their formal courses or after they graduate. 

The Case of LUTube.tv

The main aims of the Student Television Station were to provide clear opportunities to practice the skills being taught by the university, to gain ‘real world’ experience while tasting possible career options and to develop team working and managerial skills. These skills include, but are not limited to, actual production and technical abilities, business management and marketing, decision making, goal setting, project management, analysis of target audiences, critical thinking, and problem solving.  

Since it was first conformed, the internet-based student television unit has provided its members with hands-on experience in every aspect of a real television network. Students have been able to practice their skills in a safe environment and reflect on what they have learned on weekly departmental meetings and a monthly general meeting.
The Birth of a Web TV Station

The genesis of what would later be known as LUTube.tv can be traced to an exploratory meeting held in December 2007. After email circulations and individual brainstorming, a date was established to meet face to face with any and all interested parties. Attending the meeting were the authors of this paper and six additional university students. Alberto Ramirez Martinell had previously observed that Lancaster University (LU) owned a collection of high quality video equipment that appeared to be underutilized. Although it was not known at the time if students would be allowed to access this equipment, Alberto saw this as an opportunity.  The initial meeting took place in a campus pub and the 8 students present consisted of 2 PhD students (Alberto Ramirez Martinell  from Educational Research and Michele Ryan from Management Learning & Leadership) and 6 others who were all first year undergraduate students; the majority of whom were enrolled in drama/theatre studies or a media related major.   

It quickly became obvious during this first meeting that excitement level was high. However, the lack of knowledge and experience of the majority of those present, led the 2 PhD students to take the leading roles in the organization of a club. LU requires student groups (or activity clubs) to formally apply for membership with the student union known as LUSU. In preparation for the application process it was made apparent to us that we needed to prepare a sample of the videos and/or shows we planned to produce. At this point the organization had no video cameras, no editing software, no equipment, no studio, and no facilities of any kind. What we did have was a group of excited people who believed that this was a worth-wild adventure. We used personal owned camcorders, borrowed cameras and even mobile phones to start experimenting with the types of videos we would later produce.  

During this initial meeting, the emerging leaders of the group asked the other students what they wanted from the formation of the organization. They probed the younger students as to get an idea of their desires, goals and ambitions. The purpose of this inquiry was three fold. Firstly, we wanted to measure the level of enthusiasm as a possible gauge for determining their future level of commitment. As older students, we were concerned that the younger members may not be fully aware of the time and energy commitments required to make the venture successful. We believed that the students, who were showing only a marginal interest at this point, would not likely follow through on their commitments at a later time. This was considered especially applicable to tasks that were administratively necessary and not particularly enjoyable. Secondly, we wanted to allow the students to bond as a team by collaborating on the future of the organization. We allowed ample time for everyone to express their visions. This naturally merged into conversations about show ideas. Each person had an opportunity to share his/her thoughts with the group. As we would later learn, brainstorming and pitching show ideas is a mechanism for both team development and a key factor for the retention of members. Thirdly, we wanted students feel a sense of ownership by participating in the initial decisions. This concept proved to be the backbone of the club. It fuelled the students and helped keep them working positively during difficult times. 

Between December 2007 and January 2008, we worked behind the scenes gathering information about how to form a sanctioned ‘society’, planning organizational strategy and in a sense doing everything so that we could project an image of professionalism. We did these things without the involvement of the younger students. In part, because we were both dedicated to making it happen and also because we did not know and did not trust the younger students with responsibilities. We wanted to delegate authority but also wanted to be organized ourselves before trusting the others. It can be perceived that we were also setting up a structure, although not expressly intentional, where we would retain the power and control over the important matters and be able to micro-manage the others. We came up with the name LUTube which later proved to be advantageous. 

January 2008 we hosted a booth at an informational festival called the Fresher’s Fair. These events are held twice a year and give the students an opportunity to sign up for various extra curricular activities. We used the fair to recruit new members and gain exposure for our organization. At this point we did not have shows to promote only ideas. We added approximately 50 people to our roster from the event. In our booth we capitalized on the romance of television. We borrowed professional TV equipment that was not in working condition. We used these items as props for display purposes and setup a green screen and monitor and hand held camera that did work. We used the fair as a chance to get people on camera. We employed the slogan, Pimp your CV-  Join LUTube. Our philosophy was to tap into the glamour and energy that comes from student’s preconceptions about TV, Hollywood, and show biz in general. We knew that if we had 20 members currently and only 5 were being active, that we would need about 200 members to get 50 active. Our long term goals involve needing at least 50 people, who were willing to work as hard as we were and dedicated to the success of the club. We never expected to achieve such as high level of activity but it was our dream. 

Our 1st BIG Meeting

Anxious about retaining as many of the now 75 members of the unofficial society, we organized our first big meeting. Approximately 50 students to the meeting and we presented the students our vision for the group, the fundamentals of web TV and then broke in to small groups for brainstorming show ideas for our initial pilot episodes. We believed that by doing one-off shows, students would be more likely to get involved, especially in a role that they were not familiar. Students were told that after the pilot episodes were completed, then they would be allowed to change groups. 

We successfully selected 6 initial pilot shows formed the crews and established the leadership responsibilities for each show. We wanted our production leaders to have the authority to direct their crews as they desired, yet be available to them for assistance as needed. In retrospect, this high level of flexibility proved to be an obstacle. Another obstacle that we feared at the time was our lack of credibility. We saw ourselves as a group of students, not a television organization. One of the main purposes in deciding to do pilot, or practice, shows was to give us something tangible to show to the Student Union (LUSU) for them to upgrade us as an official society. However, there was an ulterior motive. We believed that this was a critical aspect to gaining access to the university’s professional equipment which was control by a the Lancaster University Television Unit (LUTV). Yet, as it turned out, our credibility was established through less structured ways. 

Credibility 
Our first major obstacle was establishing ourselves as a recognized student organization. We knew that we would not be able to even ask for permission to access the professional video equipment owned by LUTV until we had been approved by LUSU. We worked simultaneous at scheduling what LUSU called an approval meeting while attempting to meet with LUTV. The advice we were given at this stage turned out to be slightly inaccurate. Thus we were pressured into proving ourselves despite the fact that the LUSU approval committee did not actually require us to do so. Our contact thus far with LUTV had been very positive and we prepared to give a formal presentation to them showing off our work. We felt as if the LUTV meeting was more of a formality; and the LUSU meeting was where we needed to shine. As a result we focused our energies accordingly. In the end, we could not have been more wrong in our assumptions regarding both LUSU and LUTV. 
Interestingly enough, one of the most important factors that helped enhanced the credibility of the Society among the community was its name: LUTube. Later we added the extension of ‘.tv’ because after completing a Google search the original name yielded a selection of pornographic websites. In addition the name gave the impression that we hosted user content (as does YouTube) and did not reflect our intention of becoming a web delivered television station. We were able to secure the domain name of LUTube.tv and created a website.

 In preparation for our presentations with LUSU and LUTV, we conducted a set of random interviews in the main square of the university. The results showed us that more than 50% of the people asked, said they thought they had heard about LUTube.tv and many could correctly identify its primary purpose. The name was catchy and self explanatory as well as accessible to any student with an internet connection. We quickly developed an informational ‘buzz’ that filtered into both LUSU and LUTV. 
The general feeling of the university population including, students, academics and administrative staff about LUTube.tv was very positive. Others societies, like the University Cinema, offered their help to advertise our clips before their feature presentations. Additionally, the tae-kwon-do society and the cheerleader squad asked us to produce promotional videos for them. Outside the university campus we joined the National Student Television Association (NaSTA) and attended to their 2008 awards at Leicester University. There we had the opportunity to talk to more mature student television stations to see the type, quality of their material, and the way they were delivering their content to their audiences. This allowed us to reflect on what we were able to produce with the resources and human capital we had at that moment. 

It was during our effects to project a professional image and build a positive reputation that we encountered resistance from the long standing student radio station. Although some of our members were also members of the radio station, stories and rumours began to surface about how much the radio station disliked us. This was interesting because we had not yet air any material, yet members of the radio station were saying that our shows were rubbish. This rivalry grew over time and later proved to be one of our most valuable assets from a promotional standpoint. 
Whilst attempting to establish ourselves as a trustworthy group, we met with the university’s legal department to ask questions about copyright regulations. We made it clear that we did not want to do anything that could put the school in jeopardy and asked for guidance. In the United Kingdom there are laws which allow usage of copyrighted material for educational purposes. We did not know if those regulations would apply to us. We were not well received. We found this strange because, as we saw it, the school should be pleased that we are addressing these issues as it shows our commitment to producing quality programs that would not cause future liability issues. As a result of our disappointing meetings, we established our own guidelines (perhaps stricter rules) of not infringing on copyright issues, even where possible allowed. However, having taken the initiative to meet, added to our positive image, as word got around the school that were taking a moral high ground and that the administration was not offering to assist us. We refused to speak negatively about the situation when confronted by other local media, such as the student newspaper. Credibility, as we learned, can be orchestrated through a positive promotional campaign. 
By March 2008, we still had not produced anything that had been aired to the public. Yet, our reputation was strong. The primary mechanism for this was the use of the student’s newspaper. Perhaps because we understood the needs of those in media, we produced regular articles accompanied by photographs for the newspaper to print. We met with, and became friends with, the editor. We knew that like any newspaper the need for new content was strong and therefore we provided a regular stream of articles for their use. Although we had no shows to promote, we had been conducting training sessions for our members. For example, we filmed a PhD student who was presenting in a workshop and they delivered the film to him so that he could use it to prepare for his forthcoming viva. News of such activities was promoted in the newspaper and students as well as teachers formed a positive opinion of us before we aired any content. Although our successful attempts at creating credibility helped us overall, they also drove a wedge between us and LUTV and BailriggFM (the student radio station). However, in April 2008 we were granted official status by LUSU. 
Accessing the BIG Equipment

We met the executive board for the professional media department (LUTV) and gave them a presentation. They were not receptive to the idea of a student unit whose purpose was similar to theirs. We believe that they felt threatened and they challenged our right to exist. In all fairness, the hands-on managers of the group were very warm and helpful. But their bosses wanted no connection with us and would not consider allowing us to use their equipment: not even when we offered to pay for that right. We falsely thought that a student TV society and the professional TV department could (and should) have some type of a relationship. Licking our wounds from our initial meeting, we vowed to do it without them. This would mean that gaining access to the unused equipment (which was the original driving force of this project) was no longer an option. Instead we would have to do it with our personally owned video cameras or by borrowing equipment. We had no money. We could not quit or give up because we had built such a strong presence and positive reputation. What no one outside out society knew was how much we differed from the image we were projecting.

Organizing LUTube.tv
The society has been organised in two different ways. The initial way was decided at a very early stage of the foundation of the group. In this first fashion all the power fell in our shoulders. We purposely grant ourselves full control of decisions, yet, hoping others would step up to take more responsibility. It took nearly 6 months before they finally wanted structural re-organisation. This came about because they began to feel micro-managed and desired more authority. They felt tense about approaching us about this issue and met in secret to discuss it. When we learned of this we were delighted. We quickly held a meeting and were transparent about our intentions. We explained that the reason we had organized the power and control to reside with us, was simply because no one else had stepped up. We expressed our joy in seeing that they were now ready to share the responsibility and agreed to restructure the written constitution to reflect this. We also began to shift from micro-managing the crews to giving them more flexibility and anatomy. Although, this was our original intention from the beginning, we felt that the failure of several of the pilot shows taught us that the younger students were not ready to work solely on their own. But now, nearly six months after first forming, the members were finally beginning to resist the authoritarian structure and were thus ready to share in less fun, but necessary tasks of running LUTube.tv.  
All societies in the university must carry yearly elections for the executive members, and ours is not an exception. The elections for the new executive board will take place in the summer 2009 and a new generation of station managers will emerge to run the society from October 2009. There is a general sense of belonging and identification within the society. Students have printed t-shirts with the logotype of the society; they have ironed patches of the logotype to their clothing and on the whole they like to be recognised by the academic community as members of LUTUbe.tv. The team cohesion has increased dramatically since the re-organization occurred. 
The Pilot Shows

By early April 2008, we had concluded our initial pilot stage. Each show progressed differently; some were completed and aired while others were abandoned. Below is a diagram of shows and how they progressed. When evaluating our pilot episodes we considered a show successful only if it was completed, regardless of its quality. When considering the crew’s success or failure, we determined that they were successful if they developed their skills and returned to work on other projects, regardless of the status of the pilot show. That is to say, that the students’ involvement was more important to us than the completion or quality of a show.
As evident from the matrix (see figure 1) there appeared to be only a moderate relationship between a show’s completion and the development and retention of its crew members. This was surprising. We had hypothesized that completing and airing the shows would lead to those members becoming increasingly involved in the organization. This was true, generally speaking. But several crew members that we suspected would become extremely active members, abandoned the group after their shows were produced. In these cases, we later discovered that the difficulty and time constraints of the projects caused some members to rethink their involvement. 

On the whole, members who were active in the production of a pilot show did result in their future development. However, whether a show was completed or not, turned out to not be the most important characteristic. For example, the LU-Promo show never materialized. The crew leader held planning meetings but the show was never scripted or filmed. Most of the crew members abandoned the society. The crew leader never asked for assistance. One crew member, however, later surfaced and went on to become a society officer. The failure of this project was determined to be largely due to the lack of confidence and insecurity about the technical aspects of film production on the part of the crew’s leader. LU-Promo, like the TREV show, failed in part because we were able to reach them and reassure them that failure of the show did not reflect negatively on the crew members. 

Fear played a large role in student’s leadership abilities and willingness to try new tasks. In the case of TREV the show was scripted, rehearsed and even filmed. However, the editing process never occurred and the project was abandoned. Rumour and innuendo spun for months about what had happened to the crew members. They did not respond to repeated attempts to contact them. Those who had been actors in the show, and other non-post production people, returned and volunteered for other assignments. However, the crew’s leader and all post production personnel disappeared. Nearly six months later we learned that the crew leader had abandoned the post production team. There was one remaining student who was committed to editing the project, despite not having any support, knowledge or training. He later came to us with his head hung low in shame. He expressed that he felt that he had let the rest of the team down. After further discussions we reassured him that asking for help was not a sign of weakness and successfully reassigned him to another project. TREV was abandoned but we learned several lessons about the local culture’s views on failure. 

The Game show, however, is a good example of a failed show that yielded very successful crew development. The team leader held several planning meetings, gathered props and started the script. The project was never filmed. The difference with this show was that the team leader was proactive in asking for assistance. Although our effects to help him did not yield the shows completion, all crew members remained within the organization and accept reassignments to other shows when the project was abandoned. The primary reason for the show’s failure was the nature of the project. It was too complex to be produced in the given time frame with the available resources.   
In another case, the show’s success did not mirror that of the crew’s development and retention. Pimp My Room was a show that involved decorating student dorm rooms. The project was led by a proactive crew leader. When the crew leader asked for assistance, we provided hands-on help with the technical aspects. The crew leader work hard and did a large portion of editing. When the show was completed, the crew leader and all but one of the other crew members disappear and did not return future contacts. One member did return to the club and move on to other projects. The finished show was too large for our server space at the time. As a result, we delayed airing it for several weeks. It was believed that the failure to air the show may have caused crew members to be upset and perhaps contributed to their decision to leave. Several months later, we happen to see the former crew leader, we asked her why she and the other left the society. Her response was simply that it turned out to be a far much larger commitment in terms of time and energy than they desired. She said she made sure the show was completed out of obligation, but had no desire to do it again. 

Cooking on a Budget was a cooking show. The crew’s leader was proactive and dedicated to the project. She later told us that she was nearly paralyzed with fear. The uncertainty of how to proceed near stopped her from moving forward. The show was filmed and aired on schedule. This crew had also asked for help and received hands-on assistance from ourselves as well as members from other shows. The result was that most of the crew members were retained and progressed to do other shows. 

Our most successful show was that of the Campus Cams series. In approximately 30 days the Campus Cams produced their initial episode and then went to produce an additional two shows. The three Campus Cam programs were unique in several aspects. They were also the most successful with the highest retention factor for those involved in their production. The primary difference, we believe, was that these shows were led by Alberto. Having an experienced leader added a level of confidence that filtered through the team. In addition, Alberto was knowledgeable in all aspects of filming. As a result, the shows became the training grounds for presenters, camera operators, directors and editors. Several students involved in Campus Cams went on to lead groups of their own. Being given a mentor, as opposed to absolute anonymity and flexibility was far more productive. Students that started with Campus Cams faced their fears of uncertainly with an experienced person at their side. These students went on to become executive officers and team leaders in the following year. Whereas those who worked independently, or without a senior mentor figure, often quit or abandoned the society. We feel it is safe to say to that the success of crew member development is not directly related to a show’s successful or failure. Instead, it appears to be tied to the involvement of a mentor. 



	Show
	Genre
	Progression
	Final Status
	Crew Development
	Comments

	LU-Promo
	Show highlighting the university intended as a promotional device


	Held planning meetings


	Never produced


	Low overall. Most of them disappeared


	Show failed, crew was overall a failure, with one exception

	TREV
	Fictional, soap opera


	Script was written, rehearsals took place, project was filmed


	Never edited


	Low overall. Most of them disappeared.


	Show failed, crew was failure

	Game Show
	Reality style game show


	Several organizational meetings were held


	Planned but never filmed


	High: All crew members were reassigned to other shows when this one was abandoned


	Show failed, crew successful

	Pimp My Room
	Dorm room improvement show


	Planned, filmed and edited


	Aired several months later


	Low to Medium: One crew member remained and went to other shows. The rest disappeared, including the crew leader.


	Show successful, crew failed



	Cooking on a Budget
	Non-fictional-how-to show


	Planned, filmed and edited


	Completed and aired on time


	Low to Medium: Two crew members went to other shows.


	Show successful, crew mixed

	Campus Cams
	Campus news and informational
	Planned, filmed and edited
	Completed, aired on time: progressed to 2 additional episodes
	High
	Show successful, crew successful


Lessons Learnt

Throughout the year, we have learnt several lessons; some about organisation; some about credibility; others about the importance of relationships between people and other organizations. The way a student television unit is constituted can play a decisive role in its road to success or failure, however despite the approach of organizing executive and general members the group seems to be more cohesive and more functional when its members are either assigned to projects or are in charge of executing given tasks. We also tried to enhance the degree of commitment and the sense of belonging by allowing the members to name their roles within the group, and it did work to some extent. The roles with apparently higher hierarchy (like production manager, producer or director, were accepted immediately and the members seemed to feel quite proud of their positions.  However, for roles such as assistant director, the students struggled to accept any ‘assistant’ label job title. We also discovered that the sooner a new member is assigned to a project the more likely he/she was to become a regular contributor. Additional social recognition was a key factor in their decisions to step up and assume more responsibility. 

In conclusion, we shall summarize the primary lesson learnt during our first year of starting a student internet-based television station. They are intended as a collection of thoughts and advice to others who may be considering tackling a similar venture. 

1. Utilize the resources of the university to network and promote your organization regardless of if you have any completed shows or not.
2. The power of a catchy and cleaver name cannot be underestimated. 
3. Pick you battles! Try to stay out of old organizational feuds.  
4. Get students working on something, anything, ASAP!
5. Most students can overcome fear by something once.
6. Hold their hands for the first stage. Assign mentors and coach them.  
7. Credibility can be manufactured through a positive promotional campaign. 
8. Professional image can come from the smallest actions. 
9. Give them something tangible, like a simple t-shirt. Allow them to show off their pride in the organization. 
10. Don’t underestimate the resistance to change.
11. Don’t believe everything you are promised.
12. Locate barriers then work around them: instead of trying to overcome them.

13. Crews need to feel part of a team.
14. Maturity is an issue. Give them complete structure at first. But be flexible to hand over more responsibility as they desire it. 
15. Battle fear of uncertainly by grouping old and new members. Provide mentors.
16. Start your revenue model ASAP. Make trades for services.
17.  Network, network, network. Everyone loves to be on TV so film them and they will support you!
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