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[ ARTICLE ]

YOUR STORY NEEDS FIVE
CHARACTERS: WHO ARE
THESE CHARACTERS AND
HOW DO THEY ACT?
Michael J. Havice
Ed.D.
Broadcast & Electronic
Communication
Marquette University,
Paper presented at
BEA 2005 National
Convention
April 21-23
Las Vegas, Nevada
Panel: The Action’s
In The Writing
III: Exercises And
Methods To Give
Characters Life

ABSTRACT
The primary result from the exercise in character is first, an
aural depiction of a lively scene created from randomly selected
character sketches and a typical scene layout. Second, is the
application of randomly selected student written character
sketches to one or more scenes. During this exercise students see
how attention to character detail does impact the potential for
character inclusion and participation in a scene. Also, students
demonstrated their ability to write viable characters for radio and
television applications.
This experiment allowed for a close look at how teachers can
engage students in developing characters that work on a script
page. The findings show that students can gain confidence in
their character writing skills for television without having to
create an entire history for the characters involved in the story.
Writing for television and film requires the screenwriter to have
a very secure grasp of the abilities and potential of character;
however; the characters have to function by using screen action
as a primary ingredient for revealing character. Student responses
suggest that teaching traits and characteristics important to story
telling is more important than teaching character to gender. The
results of student work suggest a greater and more immediate
success writing characters in story.
An analysis of findings revealed that there was overall improvement in confidence for the class when comparing student
responses to pre to post test questions regarding confidence
writing character for radio and television.
Hilliard (2004) identifies the three major elements in play
structure as character, plot and dialogue (p.349). The writer
supports a consistent and clear theme for the screen presentation by weaving these elements. The writer does not arbitrarily
arrange the elements of play structure. Hilliard suggests the
writer construct layers of research to “acquaint yourself fully with
the potentials of your play” (p.349). Hilliard suggests analyzing
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the character on paper so the writer is familiar with a “character’s complete histories
and motivations” (p.349). This larger than life analysis is to be used to write scenes
and scripts that turn into screen action. Hilliard (2004), Seger (1990) Indick (2004),
Ballon (2005) and Axelrod (2004) suggest a complete analysis as a means of knowing
your character. I propose that this “knowing your complete character” leads to knowing
too much about a character for novice television or film writers. This “knowing” leads
to trouble for novice screen writers because it impairs their ability to create believable
script characters because beginning screen writers (and even experienced screen writers)
end up confronting their confidence in selection motivation and history to facilitate the
theme for the proposed “on screen” play. While the “knowing your complete character”
approach would be useful for a novel, it serves little functional purpose for the screen.
The scriptwriter needs to know the relevant aspects of the character to facilitate the
mental and physical action portrayed on the screen. To that end, I investigate student
perceived confidence writing character and a “reduced” character development exercise
emphasizing theme and situation for a group of on-screen characters. This paper presents the findings related to student confidence before and after developing characters
using a pattern of character development derived by examining the character writing
essentials from noted scriptwriting authors like Hilliard.
Hilliard (2004) and others; Seger (1990) Indick (2004), Ballon (2005) and Axelrod
(2004), emphasize, “character is the prime mover of the action and determines plot and
dialogue” (p. 354). In particular Hilliard notes novice screenwriters make a mistake
when trying to “conform the characters to a plot structure” (p.354). The screenwriter
frequently reveals failure by presenting artificial and confusing (to the audience) characters. Hilliard and others mentioned above instruct screenwriters to create character
that drives the action through plot rather than plot or action driving the character. I
pose that an initial situation drives the action and the character, because of his or her
character creates the reciprocal situation(s) contributing to the actual plot. Hilliard
(2004, p.354), Seger (1990) Indick (2004), Ballon (2005) and Axelrod (2004) claim,
“Character is delineated most effectively by what the person does at moments of crisis.”
As a result Hilliard encourages the screenwriter to create characters as “dramatically
heightened interpretations of reality.” I believe, as do the scriptwriting authors noted
above, to do so the writer must put the character for television or film into “actions
that strikingly reveal the individual character” (Hilliard, p. 354). However, their advice
related to the “character’s complete histories and motivations” confounds the novice
screenwriter. The efficient screenwriter creates character by using action and dialogue
revealing character through the actions or reactions caused by the prevailing situation.
That is, character leads to actions that move the plot toward resolution.
Seger (1990) writes about the consequence of choice as a character element (p 109).
She explains “the triangle” used by writers to exploit contrasts between character, situation and plot. This “triangle” works when the writer exploits plausible elements of
character as the story is revealed. Specific aspects of character make choices made by a
character believable for the audience. When the audience observes characters in relationships, the conflicts and alliances between characters are revealed through character
action and dialogue resulting in situations often derived because of situations caused by
the primary character or put upon (derived by other characters) the primary characters.
Of course, the result is conflict. According to Seger the conflicts provide additional
BEA—Educating tomorrow’s electronic media professionals
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opportunity to amplify or reveal character “insecurities, flaws, bad decisions and desperate emotions” (p. 112).
The “triangle” Seger describes works because characters are relevant to the theme of
the script through the obvious characteristics they possess, their conflicts and alliances
as well as what Seger (1990) identifies as the character’s “shadow side” (p. 113). This
“shadow side” is a hidden quality of a character’s psychology that drives the story and
the character. Seger suggests that the character may not know this “shadow side”. The
author should know it. Also, this “shadow side” can be a positive or a negative characteristic. For Seger (p.114) the writer uses the “triangle to exploit the characteristics
of the participants. The writer to juggles the situation and plot elements simply by
playing-out the most observable traits, flows, ambitions, and shadow sides of people the
audience is interested in watching.
According to Ballon (2005) the weakest link for most writers is creating character
(p.39). She identifies cliché, one-dimensional and weak or boring portrayals as the
most pressing problems for screenwriters (p. 39). Ballon describes a “journey” for
making character (p. 40-44). Ballon’s “journey” takes the screenwriter through a series
of character development questions. The process involves asking for a specific goal for
the main character, whether the main character is active through the story and whether
the character changes or is transformed in the climax (p.40). For Ballon the evolution
of a main character begins with how the character became who they are in the screenplay. She describes the need for a biography, an “in depth scrutiny of them by creating
their past life” (p41). The traits, make-up and personality for this area include “social,
physical and emotional categories” (p 41-43). Once your characters possess a history
she recommends making the main and important characters realistic by adding motivation that will drive the character’s point-of-view while enabling a character’s emotional
growth and transformation. This, she says, leads to “the blueprint for your main character” (p. 44). Without motivation and traits the characters function in visual space
without reason. As a consequence the characters exist for the author but not the audience.
Axelrod (2004) like Hilliard (2004) writes about developing character as a “layering effect” (p.1). He explains, “I use the word layering as a foundational device, that
is, one aspect of a character’s character laid on top of another until, in the end, there
is a complete picture of the entire character.” Axelrod states what I believe deprives
confidence in novice scriptwriters. The actual act of creating an entire character for the
screen is more than what is necessary for screen action. I believe what the screenwriter
needs is to see the character he or she is writing for the audience. The screenwriter
must see and use only those layers necessary to the telling or story exposition. That
exposition is what the audience will see and experience. The screenwriter must deal
with the contrast between writing a novel and writing for the screen. For a screenwriter
the so-called “layers of character” are seen by the audience through action caused by
situation rather than revealed to the audience through exposition like reading a novel or
short story. Despite his definition of character, Axelrod writes abut characters as being
“cinelogues – characters that are real only by virtue of the fact that they exist on the
screen; nothing more, nothing less” (p.1). His approach to telling a writer to create the
whole character, I believe, leads to a character development confidence crisis for novice
screenwriters.
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Axelrod (2004) gives two guides for individualizing characters. His guides address
Ibsen’s commentary on characters as “leading points of their character and their little
peculiarities” (p.1). His guideline for individualizing character rests in creating categories – not limited to – heredity, social milieu and psychological milieu (p. 2-3). The
screenwriter then develops the character. So, my question when developing a plan to
teach students how to write character is to determine whether a character for television or film arrives on the scene or whether the character evolves on the screen? What
follows is my approach to teaching students to know the essence of their characters
(because they know just enough about their screen characters) and then practicing how
they can create fun for the audience by writing how their story characters will respond
when confronted with situation driving the action.

METHODS
Participants
Undergraduates enrolled in a Radio and Television Continuity Writing class were
participants in this study. The class consisted of twelve students, 5 males and 6 females.
All of the students were aspiring media writers. Participants responded to the activities
of the experiment as part of a writing unit on writing characters for television and radio.
Design
The unit on writing characters for radio and television took place in the sixth week
of a sixteen-week semester. Students participating in the class had previous experience
writing characters for their literature classes and writing characters for earlier in-class
and homework assignments. This unit focused on writing characters that come alive on
the screen.
Students were given a pre-assessment (Appendix 1) regarding their confidence writing
characters for radio and television. The assessment was administered the class meeting
before the beginning of the unit on writing characters for radio and television. The
same set of questions (Appendix 1) was administered as a post-assessment the day after
the close of the class unit. The questionnaire was identical except for the “pre” or “post”
notation on the questionnaire.
Students were instructed on the development of characters for radio and television
using a concept of relevant aspects of character instead of a complete history of character in order to make the characters come alive for the audience. The students were
given a template (Appendix 2) for developing their characters. The components of the
template were explained so students could use the template to keep their focus on how
the character would act or react to situations presented during the screenplay. They
were instructed that, “character comes first” and that, “situation drives the action.”
During the class the instructional focus is placed upon the defined elements of character (Appendix 2) and the relationship to making action for the screen. Characters. By
working with their character opportunities and situations each student experiences,
through in class practice and discussion, how the character, the situation and other
characters contribute to the reactions audiences come to expect on the screen. In
essence the students work with getting suggested character characteristics to actually
further the story. We work with one element from the defined character elements
(Appendix 2) and propose what would happen under different situations. As students
manage the discrete elements of character and relate the character elements to a changBEA—Educating tomorrow’s electronic media professionals
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ing situation they engage the experience of creating characters with purpose. For their
assignment students were required to use a 4x6 inch index card to detail 5 characters.
The characters could be anyone they chose. The student could use both sides of the
card, but no more. The students were told that they would present their characters the
next day.
The students used their character profiles in the next class meeting. Samples actually used in class are provided in Appendix 3. Students were asked to place all five of
their character profiles in front of them. The first card to the left was designated as
card one and the card furthest to the right was card five. While the students arranged
their cards in front of them, the teacher drew on the chalkboard an overhead scene
depicting a line of checkout registers (4 or 5 lanes) at a grocery store. The overhead
included a windowed front of the grocery with the entrance to the grocery store at the
upper right of the scene. The teacher drew a circle near the store entrance and labeled
it “A” and drew another circle where the cash register would be in the middle checkout lane, labeling it “B.” The teacher then drew three additional circles in the isle “C,
D, E” lined up at the register. The scene depicted a typical grocery store checkout
with only one lane functioning. The teacher selected one student to pick a classmate
and designate a number between one and five. The card from that student would be
the first character for the scene the teacher would depict next. A new student would
tell whether the card selected would be placed as an “A, B, C, D or E” position. This
would take place without reading the character information. The person selected by
the first student selected by the teacher would then select a second student and call a
number between 1 and 5 selecting the second character for the scene. This process
would continue until all five of the character positions for the grocery scene were filled.
Once all of the characters are selected we go back to the first character and the
student with that character card tells us whom the character is beginning with name,
gender and age. Then the student reveals the traits. All of the characters are revealed
and their position in line, at the register or at the door is revealed. Who are these
people and how might they act? How do they feel about one another? There is usually
much discussion about the relationships and what the characters may be doing while
checking out. Just as the discussion slows the teacher announces, “Oh, by the way the
person entering the store is waving a gun and announcing that this is a robbery!” This
situation changes everything and puts the characters into an action sequence we can
define as a scene. This enactment usually takes the whole class period. Of course, there
are many other scenes the teacher can set-up for the students. The beauty of this scene
is that it works with every character and every character order tried so far, 8 trials.
The students are asked to select three cards from their classmates. They may not
select any cards from their own pile. The students are then given a new assignment
(Appendix 4) composed of a list of situations. The student is to review their new character cards and outline a scene they pick from the assignment sheet (Appendix 3). At
the next class meeting we share their new scene, talk about how the characters work,
note the random assignment and the ability to make characters work by dealing with
their inherent character or by modifying character to meet the purpose of the intended
situation or action. By the end of the unit the students have had concrete practice
working with character, situation and action. We frequently deal with character attitude and motive during our discussions.
8
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At the close of the unit students are given the post inventory for confidence creating character (Appendix 1). The responses from the pre and post character confidence
inventory are tabulated and scored.

RESULTS
The primary result from the exercise in character is first, an aural depiction of a lively
scene created from randomly selected character sketches and a typical scene layout.
Second, is the application of randomly selected student written character sketches to
one or more scenes. During this exercise students see how attention to character detail
does impact the potential for character inclusion and participation in a scene. Also,
students demonstrated their ability to write viable characters for radio and television
applications.
An analysis of findings revealed that there was overall improvement in confidence
for the class when comparing student responses to pre to post test questions regarding
confidence writing character for radio and television. The significant finding between
pre and posttest was that of determining the flaw of the character. While all posttest question responses showed confidence gains the ability to write and use character
“flaws” was most dramatic (Appendix 5).
When male and female pre and posttest responses were compared showed notable
differences in standard deviation between males and females. During the pretest
(Appendix 6) two items showed gender differences in confidence writing characters.
Males were clustered tightly as much less confident 0.488 Std. Dev. at a 2.286 writing
female characters when compared to female writers 0.837 Std. Dev. at a 1.800 when
writing female a female character. The women are less clustered and more confident
going into the writing exercise.
When students reported their confidence writing character traits the males reported
more confidence 1.857 than the females who reported 2.000 on the pretest. The
Standard Deviation showed that the males were more dispersed (0.690) in their confidence while the females were very uniform (0.000) in their confidence level.
A comparison of the same items on the posttest (Appendix 7) items showed that
men (1.600) and women (1.833) made posttest gains in their confidence (mean score)
writing female characters. The men and women became more tightly clustered around
their mean scores too. Both scores show increased confidence in writing female characters. The posttest also showed change for the writing of character traits. The men
improved to a 1.600 compared to the pretest of 1.857. The women improved to a
1.667 compared to a pretest of 2.00 on the same item. The male results of central
tendency indicated tighter clustering around the mean 0.548 while the women became
more dispersed around their mean 0.816. The data shows that the experiential application of writing and practicing character development and application within situation
improved student confidence in their perceived writing abilities between pre and posttest. An important outcome of this study is that men and women improved their confidence levels writing gender specific characters and dealing with character traits.

DISCUSSION
This experiment allowed for a close look at how teachers can engage students in
developing characters that work on a script page. The findings show that students can
BEA—Educating tomorrow’s electronic media professionals
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gain confidence in their character writing skills for television without having to create
an entire history for the characters involved in the story. Writing for television and
film requires the screenwriter to have a very secure grasp of the abilities and potential
of character, however, the characters have to function using screen action as a primary
ingredient for revealing character. Students engage the character writing task with
general confidence as indicated by their pre and post test scores, mainly responding in
the confident, number 3 and a half to number 1 range on booth tests. The clustering
of male and female writing as a standard deviation, however, suggests the direction of
confidence change for male and female writers. The responses from students suggest
that teaching traits and characteristics important to story telling is more important than
teaching character to gender. The results of student work suggest a greater and more
immediate success writing characters in story. This simple introduction to character
sets the stage for more efficient student performance writing dialogue, refining involved
plots and dealing with mood and tone. These are areas worthy of future investigations
that would improve the teaching of and application of scriptwriting.
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[ ARTICLE ]

Bob Sommer

rosommer@
ucdavis.edu

THE GENERIC CHAIR
HYPOTHESIS

I had almost no contact with department chairs during undergraduate and graduate school, and met no one who served as a
role model. The chair was something I fell into, an unoccupied
piece of furniture, and when it proved comfortable, it was easy to
sit in others. During an academic career spanning four decades, I
headed four departments in different fields. This led me to view
the department chair as a generic role, in this respect similar to
positions such as university president, college dean, and department office manager. In recruiting a college president, a candidate’s previous departmental affiliation is largely irrelevant. When
it comes to appointing a dean, there is usually a desire to recruit
from fields represented in the college, but whether an engineering dean candidate has a background in mechanical, electrical,
or civil engineering is less significant than personal attributes and
experience. An office manager in Chemistry may be brought in
from Anthropology, Dramatic Arts, or from the medical school.
Often the road to advancement for office staff involves a change
in departments.
I do not favor lay administrators for academic units, but
prefer faculty with a liberal arts viewpoint emphasizing the
connectedness of knowledge and disciplines. A further requirement is good interpersonal skill, including some experience in
conflict resolution. Criteria for choosing a chair are broader
in departments that cover fields of study than in disciplines.
An individual appointed to head Environmental Studies or
Community Development may have a degree in a variety of
academic fields or perhaps an exemplary record in public service
or journalism without a doctorate. Chairs from outside the
specific discipline are also common in small colleges and developing campuses, where multiple units are grouped together
under a single chair until they reach critical size. For troubled
departments, where all eligible faculty have been associated with
warring factions, an outside chair may be the best way to bring
peace.
Viewed in this larger context, it is the disciplinary department that is unusual in insisting upon a chair from within the
discipline or a cognate field. On its surface this criterion seems
so logical and obvious that it is rarely codified, discussed, or
defended. The primary justification for this unwritten rule is
that an internal chair will understand the teaching, research, and
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service programs of the unit. Over the years, I have come to question this assumption,
and see drawbacks to its implementation.
In an era of extreme specialization, hiring an internal chair is no guarantee of knowledge about the specifics of departmental programs. When I headed a department in my
own discipline, I had extensive knowledge in several topical areas but no understanding
of others for which I was responsible, such as animal care and research using hazardous
materials. When I headed an Environmental Design program, I was responsible for a
gallery, a darkroom, and an arboretum.
Certain personal characteristics will be of value to a generic chair. She/he must be
flexible, a good listener who is cognizant of context (problems that appear phenotypically similar in two departments may be genotypically different and require different
solutions), and a “quick study,” with a steep learning curve in new situations. Good
powers of detachment are helpful, as many faculty and staff complaints will cite ancient
wrongs and injustices committed before the generic chair arrived on the scene and
cannot be remedied.
Like any good hypothesis, the generic chair concept is testable. This is consistent
with Donald Campbell’s concept of the university as an Experimenting Society, in
which the experimental method is used to evaluate existing and proposed practices.
Currently, most program changes and new technologies at universities are introduced
ad hoc. An administrator hears of a program at another institution and decides that it
would be of local benefit. If the implementation is made, there is no systematic evaluation of cost or effectiveness. Often the administrator has moved on to another position
or campus, and no longer involved with the program.
I propose testing the hypothesis that department administration involves generic
skills more than it does subject matter knowledge. A successful chair in one department knows the campus culture, rules and procedures, and has (or should have)
people skills. When I headed a nationally-ranked Department of Art, a field in which
I had no professional training, I was responsible for all teaching and budget issues. In
writing merit and promotion letters, I looked at exhibition record, published reviews,
prizes, awards, fellowships, and commissions. As chair of Environmental Design, I
wrote promotion letters for landscape architects. In this field, I focused on the range
and significance of their professional work, consultancies, writings, and professional
recognition. When I chaired Psychology, I wrote promotion letters for physiological psychologists about whose work I knew little. For them, I reviewed publications,
considering such factors as the number of papers, journal stature, and innovativeness of
the findings— and yes, I could judge this without expertise in the subject, by relying on
assistance from faculty in the subject area who provided written comments during merit
review. I could also examine grants, awards, and make citation searches. This was similar
to my service on the Personnel Committee of Letters and Science which reviewed
faculty in departments ranging from Anthropology to Zoology.

IMPLEMENTATION
I recognize that the outside chair concept is not original. In most cases, it involves a
department riven with conflict, and the chair is seen as a caretaker. What is novel here
is the suggestion that the outside chair model should be tested and evaluated in healthy
departments. I am not suggesting the creation of a new class of non-academic depart12
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ment administrators. The generic chair I envision is an academic, but whose specific
discipline or field is less important than administrative experience and personal attributes.
The experiment could be done on a modest scale by recruiting volunteers among
successful chairs for a two-year exchange of departments. This would involve minimal
paperwork or additional resources. Evaluation could be as informal as written journal
notes of the two chairs and deans as participant observers or, if funding were available,
to hire a program evaluator to conduct formal interviews with the above parties plus
faculty, staff, and students in units, and to prepare a written report for dissemination to
a wider audience.
Another way to test the hypothesis would be to recruit several successful chairs to
administer departments in unfamiliar fields. In my case, this would have been a department like Nematology. I have never seen a nematode and have no training or job experience that relates to these microscopic worms. If I could successfully administer such a
department, it would support the generic chair hypothesis.

BENEFITS OF THIS EXPERIMENT
The higher education community gains information as to the degree the chair role is
generic. If the hypothesis is supported, it will expand the pool of available chair candidates on a given campus.
Generic chairs represent a pool that could be tapped during emergencies. The
presence of experienced chairs is critical in difficult budget times, as the chair is the
bridge between department stakeholders and the administration. Their presence would
enhance institutional memory, as an experienced department head will remember previous budget cuts and class cancellations. When a chair has witnessed previous crises with
serious but not fatal outcomes, there is less likelihood of a “sky is falling” mentality.
Being able to administer another department could reduce burnout of competent
chairs. The romance disappears after heading a unit for several years. It is time to move
on, hopefully without wasting years of hard-earned experience. I believe there are chairs
of History or Biochemistry who would enjoy chairing an English or Art Department.
Although the problems will be familiar, at least the names and faces will have changed.
It will reduce parochialism and aim toward universality of knowledge, which are
important considerations in a rapidly changing economy and technology. Imagine the
intellectual implications of a physicist heading a History Department or a musicologist
as chair of Economics. Such exchanges would be excellent training for higher administrative office.
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Dr. James C. King
Professor of
Communication Arts
and Former Director
of Broadcasting for the
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Xavier University,
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A CONDENSED BOOK OF
REVELATIONS: PUBLIC
RADIO’S FUTURE

I am not a prophet and, therefore, am fully unqualified to
write anything resembling a Book of Revelations as it might
apply to radio. Nonetheless, fools have rushed in many times
where angels feared to tread so it’s time to hit the water but with
this preface. Professionally and personally I’ve been known as
an optimist, finding opportunity where many saw disaster. My
natural tendency toward optimism is unsustainable as I reflect on
the future of our business.
When my career in radio began as a sophomore in high school
I was hooked on radio. I visualized a medium free to innovate,
have fun, take chances, not take itself too seriously, and serve our
owners, the public. It has been my good fortune to work in and
help grow that kind of radio philosophy.
That was, happily, my first vision of radio. Now, fast forward
to 2003 and a very different and profoundly discouraging view
has emerged. We might as well cut to the chase and state the
case: I’m convinced that satellite radio will largely make radio
as we know it irrelevant if not extinct by 2015. One can call it
Doomsday Thinking or a reality check. It matters little since
events will play themselves out regardless of what we say about
them today. Many will vigorously disagree with what I predict
but, as Stuart Smiley would note…”That’s OK.”
As of the moment, the FCC has licensed XM and Sirius, two
purveyors of satellite radio, each capable of 100+ channels of
digital audio. Both vendors offer several unprecedented bonuses
which can never be available to those of us in the terrestrial radio
business.
First, and by far the most significant advantage, is the ability
to beam all program channels across the entire country without
fading or serious signal interruption. Those of us in radio who
operate Class A, B, or C stations and even repeater or translator
networks cannot begin to match the ease of operation and coverage spread of XM or Sirius. Honestly, now, how many times
have you been listening to a program on radio and, at a particularly interesting moment, found the signal fading out? Not
gonna happen with XM and Sirius!
Second, XM and Sirius both have the capacity to offer a
minimum of 100 and more channels of digital audio and textFeedback May 2006 (Vol. 47, No. 3)

screen based information that none of us as individual broadcasters can do, even with
HD Radio. Before long, XM and Sirius may well be offering local news, weather, and
traffic to their services as full integration of global positioning systems are integrated
into local satellite repeater cells. Sure, we can offer text information and, with NPR’s
Tomorrow Radio, might be able to offer two channels, but that’s a far cry from what
either of these giants in the sky can provide. Score: XM-Sirius, 1: Terrestrial Radio, 0.
Third, and not insignificant, is the pricing structure of XM and Sirius. For $10-$13
a month listeners have open access to a full menu of satellite offerings on XM or Sirius.
Some will say: “But not NPR and other major radio programs.” Ah…but NPR, PRI,
APM, and select public radio stations are already peddling their programs to Sirius and
XM. To be sure, we’ve been told that NPR has drawn a line in the sand with respect to
not offering key-anchor NPR programs via satellite but reason and history dictate that
this is wishful thinking worthy of Pollyanna, herself. For the sake of argument, let’s take
each of these points and apply them to a hypothetical public radio listener.
The first notion of signal coverage is a no-brainer. None of our stations can remotely
compare with the satellite’s near-universal signal coverage. Score (1) for XM and Sirius
and (0) for terrestrial radio..
Point two, at least to my thinking, is another no-brainer. As individual broadcasters
we simply cannot begin to broadcast the capacity and breadth of either Sirius or XM
Radio. By virtue of limitations beyond our control, we cannot hope to compete with
the breadth of program offerings on satellite radio.
Point three is the killer. The average individual contribution to public radio stations
ranges between $80 and $120 a year. For roughly the same amount of money, a listener
can subscribe to either XM or Sirius. If an average public radio subscriber elects to
install either satellite service in the car or home, what possible incentives exist to pay
another $80-$120 to support the local public station? What do we have to offer that is
not or will not be available on the satellite?
Beginning with automobile model year, 2005, the majority of high-end cars will
have either XM or Sirius as standard options. The major rental car agencies are already
lining up with either XM or Sirius to have these services as options in their fleets. It
would be reasonable to assume that anyone renting an XM or Sirius equipped car
would be highly motivated to install the system in their own cars once they’ve experienced satellite radio. I have a good friend, employed in public radio, who recently
purchased a vehicle equipped with XM. My friend admits, with some embarrassment,
that his radio seldom leaves XM’s programming and he is someone earning a living in
our business!
Auto manufacturers are already discussing promotions that would provide several
months of free service to XM or Sirius as part of various buyer incentive packages. In
model year 2006 projections indicate that mid-priced cars will have XM or Sirius available as standard options. Respected trade projections are talking about satellite radio
penetration in excess of 50 percent of the driving population by the year 2012 if not
earlier. Between now and then, our regular sources of public radio income (underwriting and membership) will most likely decline at the same time our operational costs
increase. This curve cannot be sustained indefinitely.
Returning to the hypothetical radio listener, imagine now that he/she is paying
$13 a month or less for satellite service. Remember that this new gadget will receive,
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at the touch of a button, some NPR programming (more to follow), CNN, ESPN,
Bloomberg, classic radio, six to eight classical channels, three to five jazz channels,
modern country, classic country, soft rock, oldies, new age programs, and all the rest.
What, in the name of heaven, would induce this customer who must cough up the $10$13 a month for the service to migrate back to the local terrestrial public station (and
also support it) when nearly everything offered is available by satellite with national
coverage. Plus, the subscriber won’t be assaulted with fund drives and loads of sponsorship or underwriting credits. One might argue that local news could be the hook
that draws listeners back. This is a worthy argument except for the stark reality that
the majority of public stations have long since dropped their local news departments
that are indeed incredibly expensive to operate. What, then, do we, as local terrestrial
stations, have to offer the customer that satellite radio can’t do better and with more
customized choices for the consumer?
Do I like any of this? Absolutely not! I did, though, purchase stock in both Sirius
and XM to hedge my bets. XM, in particular, has grown from $5 a share just a year
or so ago to over $30 a share today. This reality alone should be conveying a powerful
message to all of us.
The last two lines of a well-known Dylan Thomas poem invariably come to mind
when I reflect on all of this:
Do not go gentle into that good night.
Rage, rage against the dying of the light.
I fear that we can rage against the dying of the light until our energy is spent but the
dynamics of the situation won’t change one whit. I’m probably too old to devise a solution but, perhaps, someone else out there can. No matter how it plays out, it’s been a
terrific 35 year ride in radio, true to my first vision so many years ago. The times they
are a ‘changing but that’s been the history of our business, hasn’t it?
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Writing about modern college radio is a complex and challenging task. Perhaps the greatest issue facing those who study and
write about college radio is understanding exactly what it is.
Tremblay (2003) defined college radio stations as “federally
licensed broadcast station[s] operated and programmed primarily by students for student audiences” yet acknowledged this
definition excluded many NPR or “institutionally programmed
stations” even though they were operated by students (p. 185).
Baur (2002) defined “true college radio” as those stations that are
“staffed by students,” noting also that all “non-commercial” radio
stations are often classified as “college.” “Although not technically
accurate, this designation is part of the popular vernacular” (p.
36).
The fact is that college radio stations come in all shapes, sizes,
and wattages. There are stations on college campuses that are
totally student-run but have tremendous differences in their
signal distribution, reaching anywhere from ten feet to a hundred
miles. KASC (formerly KASR) at Arizona State University once
used the slogan “the station that rocks four blocks” indicating the
limitations of their signal (Milanovich, 2004). Some don’t even
reach that far. Carrier current, that restricts signals to individual
buildings by sending the broadcast signal over the building’s electrical system, is in use at KAPU, Azusa Pacific University. Other
college radio stations are broadcasting powerhouses, with up to
100,000 watts. KNAU, on the campus of Northern Arizona
University, broadcasts NPR programming at 88.7 FM (and on
four translators) with 100,000 watts, but they are staffed by
radio professionals, only employing students as interns. Studentrun WZIP, University of Akron, broadcasts 7,500 watts with a
primary signal that covers over 4,200 square miles. However,
with their block programming that includes polka music, one
would be hard pressed to say their station exclusively serves the
University of Akron student body.
It is also difficult to define college stations by programming philosophy. A February 27, 2003 post to the Collegiate
Broadcasters, Inc. listserv illustrates the dilemma of defining
college radio stating: “What is college radio? Now that’s a real
can of worms. Is Z89 in Syracuse, which is CHR, a college radio
station or WBSU which also has a CHR format? They are operated by students and would fit the bill, but many would say they
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are not, as they are not ‘alternative.’ If a station uses Selector [a song rotation software
package], does that make them no longer a college station?”1
Sauls’ (2000) volume The Culture of American College Radio attempts to wrestle with
the nature and function of college radio. In it, Sauls defined college radio stations
broadly as “stations operating on college and university campuses, including two-year
colleges” (p. 9). While Sauls is to be commended for wrestling with an often imprecise, sundry subject, his text falls victim to a parsimonious mentality, primarily in the
keystone issue of the text’s title—culture.
Sauls sees college radio culture as a reflection of each individual campus (p. 3). The
difficulty I have with this approach is that it becomes possible for the culture of college
radio to be unique for every station. It is true that individual stations will have their
own organizational culture but in the end, it becomes very difficult using Sauls’ scheme
to develop a general understanding of college radio. Sauls espouses a scenario where a
college radio station’s culture is dependent on some entity outside of the radio station
itself—the college or university. While that approach may be fair enough in describing individual stations, trying to understand college radio as a whole using this schema
becomes untenable. I want to respond to Sauls’ work by offering a different way of
looking at the culture of college radio. I advocate a broader idea—the culture of college
radio is a culture of paradox. The term ‘paradox’ can be defined as “a situation that
seems inconsistent and full of contradictions” (Guralnik, 1976, p. 693). I believe the
subject and practice of college radio is rife with contradictory tensions.
In looking at college radio, defined here as stations on college campuses that serve
student audiences and are run exclusively by students, one finds great variety not only
in tangible things like station size and signal strength, but there are also polar opposites
in almost every aspect of station operation and practice. It is these contradictions, I
believe, that give college radio its defining qualities. It is my hope that this examination
will reveal a complex cultural understanding that is applicable to all college stations and
perhaps more importantly, draws from the act of doing radio itself. There are at least
three ways this paradoxical culture is manifested at college radio stations: through their
workers, through their programming, and by the technology they employ. In each case,
there are polemical views and divergent arguments for how to approach and do college
radio. It is these diverse approaches I believe that create the real culture, the true system
of meaning, for college radio stations.

THE PARADOX OF THE COLLEGE RADIO DJ
It is well documented that broadcasting departments at universities exist largely
to prepare students for the professional workforce (Pesha, 1997; Teitelman, 2001;
Thompsen, 1992; McGuire, 2005). Sauls skillfully summarizes the historical relationship between broadcasting and education in chapter two of his text concluding, “college
stations are [normally] housed within an academic department of a school or college
dealing with some form of communication studies” (2000, p. 101). While most college
stations struggle with limited distribution of their signals, the act of doing radio—being
a disc jockey, doing play-by-play of sports, writing and presenting newscasts, and creating commercials—can be a significant step for students in gaining future employment
in the industry. Part of the paradox of the college radio DJ is that not everyone who
spends time at a college radio station wants to work in the radio industry after gradua18
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tion and that has rippling effects on the whole organization.
Thompsen wrote, “Students, faculty, and administration all bring their own agendas
to bear on the station; this mix of goals can be inharmonious, detracting from the
educational experiences the station has to offer” (1992, p. 12). On the issue of music,
not all students will agree about what to do. Station staff members and volunteer DJs
often clash over what to play on the air and when. Student disc jockeys may take it
upon themselves to ignore the proscribed format and play their own favorite songs.
Every college station program manager has probably had to reprimand a DJ for not
following the rules or the format.
Etling (2002) noted how the freedom afforded by college radio (read=less restrictive regulations) often leads to on-air problems. Such lackadaisical attitudes of college
radio DJs have created the impression that college radio can be, at times, unprofessional
despite student managers’ (and advisors’) best efforts. Those students who do not wish
to pursue radio vocationally after graduation usually have a hard time understanding
why rules such as formatting and scheduled breaks are necessary. At a professional
convention in 2002, one radio advisor noted how a station’s workforce dropped from
over 50 to only 3 when they announced they were going to a scheduled format (Lovato,
2002).
While individual stations struggle to reconcile the occasional DJ breaking from
format or not following it all together, college radio as a whole is mired in a debate
about its programming philosophy. Collegiate Broadcasters, Inc. devoted an entire
panel session at their 2003 conference to debate the value of free-form radio (with no
restrictions on musical choices) versus formatted radio (Yoder, Newton, & Knieper,
2003). Station advisors are often put into a precarious position of having to decide
between one approach and the other. Each position offers its own set of concerns. If
an advisor tries to regulate the format, students may rebel. Thompsen noted, “Any
attempts by the faculty advisor to place controls on programming can be seen as acts
of censorship” (1992, p. 13). Conversely, Pesha likened free-form radio to “cheating”
students out of an educational opportunity (1997, p. 2). To allow free-form radio at
a college station can deny the student worker a “real world” experience and may negatively impact their employability following graduation.
Free-form or not, the college radio worker remains one of the more visible signs that
college radio is a paradoxical culture. Those students who take on management level
responsibilities will always take the task of doing radio more seriously than their volunteer counterparts. Yet, without volunteer DJs complimenting the daily schedule, it is
likely that the broadcast day of many stations would be half as long as they actually are.
At my university’s station, non-communication majors make up at least half the DJs
on-air. In an almost cruel twist, for all its posturing as an educational experience that
promises to develop and further one’s broadcast prowess, college radio is often dependent upon those who could care less about furthering their broadcast prowess for its
daily broadcast operation.

THE PARADOX OF ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMMING
College radio stations are often viewed as alternatives to mainstream radio. Generally,
this distinction of being “alternative” comes from the music played on the station.
Typically, college stations play artists and songs that won’t get airplay on larger broadBEA—Educating tomorrow’s electronic media professionals
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cast stations. “Many [college stations],” Teitelman stated, “fill their niche by playing
true alternative music—artists on smaller labels that won’t receive commercial airplay
and sub-genres of music such as metal, electronica, jazz, and underground hip-hop”
(2001, p. 30). This anti-mainstream philosophy has made heroes out of free-form
advocates DJ Vin Scelsa and radio station WFMU (Hageman, 2001; Winter, 2002).
Despite college radio’s resistance to mainstream music, the recording industry has
learned to utilize stations for their betterment. Sauls (1998) described how record labels
have formed a type of farm system for new music product using college radio stations.
Unsigned bands and new groups performing as-of-yet untested musical styles are
marketed heavily to college stations, affording these musicians a sort of trial run. After
gaining popularity on college stations, mainstream labels are then ready to market those
groups to a larger audience.
The paradox here is that these programming methods, employed by many (but
not all) college stations, violate almost every convention in broadcast programming.
Thompsen observed, “This [alternative programming] philosophy is, by design, diametrically opposed to the prevalent philosophy of nearly every commercial radio station”
(1992, p. 13). The rationale for such an approach seems to rest on college radio
programmers’ zeal in wanting to do something “no one else has done before.” Weary
of repetitive mainstream formats, young music programmers seek to play undiscovered
music. However, all music formats depend on one vital component for their success—
familiarity. An alternative music format, that relies upon new, unsigned, and unheard
bands, inherently excludes this component.
Repetition of familiar music is a staple of most every music radio format in America,
but it is most often seen in the Top 40 format. In the text Listening In, Douglas (1999)
recalled how recent research has uncovered that listening to familiar sounds, i.e., songs
over and over again, creates neurological and physiological pleasure in certain portions
of the brain:
The more we listen to certain kinds of music, the more we learn to like it. While the
brain seems to like the surprise that comes when musical expectations are violated—
such as through syncopation, dissonance, or unusual melodies—evidence suggests that
predictability produces more pleasure. (p. 32)
College stations, by playing only new and unfamiliar music, violate this prime tenant.
By largely eliminating the concept of familiarity through repetition of known songs by
known artists, college stations run the risk of alienating all but the most dedicated of
music junkies.
While Sauls in 2000 believed the future looked bright for alternative programming,
the format has failed to completely blossom. Some “mainstream alternative” stations
that play established groups have maintained an average quarter hour share of roughly
4.0 for the last several years, but the album alternative format that plays unfamiliar
songs and goes deeper into an album’s song list (typical of college stations), has struggled to score above a 1.0 share.2 Despite its weaknesses, album alternative continues to
be the format of choice for college radio.

THE PARADOX OF EQUIPMENT AND TECHNOLOGY
The Chronicle of Higher Education in early 2001 told the story of Professor Douglas
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Rowlett from Houston Community College-Southwest. Rowlett had set up an Internet
radio station in his office to serve as an outlet for his creative writing course. Of
considerable interest was the cost of the whole project. “‘This whole thing cost about
$500 to put together,’ he says. ‘We have a $79 Radio Shack mixer and a $100 microphone’” (Online, 2001, p. 41). The Chronicle concluded their profile with this salient
observation:
Many college stations, as well as commercial ones, have begun setting up Internet
sites to put their existing programming online. As the technology to run Internet radio
stations continues to become cheaper, more professors may take to the virtual airwaves.
(p. 41)
The web became an attractive means of signal distribution for college stations after
actions by Congress in early 2000 made low power FM less affordable (Hartill, 2000).
Broadcast licenses can cost millions to obtain and it is often just as costly to upgrade
an existing signal. These costs, combined with the already limited broadcast spectrum,
means newer college stations often have to seek alternative means to get their voices
heard. The web seemed to fit that need quite perfectly. That was until the rulings
of the Digital Millennium Copyright Act of 1998 (DMCA) and Copyright Arbitration
Royalty Panel of 2002 (CARP) significantly changed the Internet radio landscape.
The combined effect of these rulings turned the Internet from an ally of college radio
into a multi-headed, expensive Hydra by demanding per-performance royalties for use
of copyrighted music. For all but the wealthiest corporate broadcasters, these rates
stood to bankrupt web casting and college radio on the web. When the initial CARP
rates were announced in 2002, it didn’t take long for the shockwave to be felt in college
radio. Belmont University, Nashville, had just launched its Internet radio station, five
days before the rates were initially made public. The university pulled the plug on
it the day rates were announced (R. Tiner, personal communication, April 4, 2003).
More stations followed suit. A study presented at the 2003 Broadcast Education
Association conference revealed 41.5 percent of stations surveyed had ceased streaming
completely or partially due to the restrictive and costly regulations (Hayner).
The Recording Industry Association of America and college broadcasters have since
come to a somewhat more affordable agreement about copyright royalties that are owed
due to streaming activity of college stations. Still, this episode reveals the paradoxical
nature of college radio and its technology—the technology needed to do college radio
on the web is widely available, but costs and federal regulations are hampering college
stations’ efforts to get and keep their signals on the web.
Sauls spends considerable time discussing the funding it takes to make college radio
possible. Of particular interest here is his observation that “New equipment is sometimes the hardest to be funded. At times, requesting a new piece of equipment a few
years in a row is necessary to convince the funding authorities that it is really needed”
(2002, p. 136). College radio stations have probably never faced the need for new
equipment more than they do now. With digital technologies, from simple editors
to full automation/live assist/on-air systems, becoming the norm at commercial radio
stations, the need for new and modern equipment at college stations becomes critical.
Remember that radio stations exist at colleges in order to prepare students for the workforce. A student who spends four years working with antiquated or outdated technolBEA—Educating tomorrow’s electronic media professionals
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ogy may be in for a rude awakening when searching for a job following graduation.
Esposito’s survey of 96 broadcast education programs in 2002 revealed a mean budget
of $17,500. Considering the cost of general upkeep, promotional items, and possibly
student salaries, there is not much left for equipment upgrades. Top of the line digital
automation systems can exceed a station’s total budget. New analog consoles can cost
upwards of $7,000. Digital consoles cost more. A single microphone can cost up to
$1,000.
What might be the most ironic aspect of this paradox is that current regulations may,
in fact, require college stations using web casting technology to upgrade their equipment in spite of stations’ limited ability to pay. One of the regulations in the DMCA
of 1998 stipulates that any web caster streaming music must display the artist, song title,
and album title on their web page as the song is being streamed in real time. To do so
and thus be fully compliant with the law necessitates having some type of digital automation, or at least computer database capabilities that can collect and stream the necessary data immediately. These requirements, coupled with the sparse funds available,
may lead many college station advisors and students to their administrations in search
of additional support for their operations, which can be another paradox in itself.
The Passion of College Radio
Writing about modern college radio is a complex and challenging task. As we have
seen, it operates largely in a culture of paradox. The paradoxes I have named are likely
not foreign to anyone who has spent time in college radio. Those who become student
managers and directors, working their way up from volunteer DJs, come to be well
aware of these issues that confront college radio broadcasting everyday. So, why do they
do it? Why would any student manager willingly submit themselves to the repeated
tortures of DJs who break format, the audio console that doesn’t ever work quite right,
and a signal that often times, almost no one can hear? Why do advisors do it, who
often have to put up with all of these problems at once and who are usually more aware
of these issues than students? The answer, I believe, lies in the passion we bring to
doing radio.
In the act of doing radio, we find something that drives us. It is much more, I
believe, than the passion that Bloom (1987) confers upon music and youth. It is
something wholly other. Radio is a medium that traffics in personal connections. It is
known for its ability to forge general camaraderie and companionship among its audience members (Keith, 2001; Troldahl and Skolnik, 1967-8; Weintraub, 1971). Douglas
(1999) skillfully documented how the invention of radio centralized national values,
but also built and cohered racial and gender identities. Radio, time and time again, has
demonstrated its ability to construct, fortify, and otherwise influence human relationships and communities.
In doing college radio, there is joy (read=passion) in working with others to overcome
the paradoxes listed above. Success for the college radio station rings loud and clear
when that new piece of equipment arrives and it works. Having hundreds of students
stop at your booth during a campus event makes for a satisfied staff. If the request line
rings once, it can change the student DJ forever. Working through promotional events
together brings cohesion to an often diversified student crew. Part of what makes
college radio such a vibrant use of the medium is the excitement its people bring to the
act of doing radio in community with others who are just as passionate as they are.
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It is important for those who work at and guide college radio stations to recognize
these intangible factors. It can be an invaluable lesson to those just learning the art
of radio that the best rewards come from those immediately around them and from
overcoming obstacles. If college radio’s purpose is largely educational, those who teach
radio owe it to those just learning the ropes to instruct them not only in the basics of
technique, but also in the paradoxes of the medium and how to find satisfaction in
it. After all, if those who are just learning the art of doing radio are instilled with the
passion to work with others now, how much better will the medium be when they reach
the professional ranks?
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1 Black, M. (2003, February 23). East Bay Express: Has CMJ Become the Monster

That Ate College Radio? Message posted to Collegiate Broadcasters, Inc. Listserv.
Available by contacting the author.
2 See the “Format Trends Report,” Arbitron, Summer 2005, for the latest format
ratings. The distinction between various “alternative formats” needs to be clarified. The
college stations under consideration here generally avoid music heard on mainstream
commercial broadcast stations. Thus, their formats are likely described best as “album
alternative” (Arbitron symbol: AAA) and remain distinct from modern “mainstream
alternative” stations (Arbitron symbol: ALTERN). See Gillispie, G., (1994, May 2).
What’s so Alternative about Alternative Anyway? The Approach, n.p. for more discussion of format distinctions. [Reprinted in Lynch, J, & Gillispie, G. (1998). Process and
practice of radio programming. Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 41-42.]
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During the winter of 1947-48 a group of broadcasters and
educators was appointed by Judge Justine Miller as a committee
to study the status of training standards for radio in the various
schools and colleges of the United States. I cannot give you
the membership of this committee for I was not in that original group. It is my recollection that it included such people as
Judith Waller, Hazel Market, Armand Hunter, and Ken Bartlett
amount others. This committee studies the curricula of more
than 500 schools that were then offering training in radio. They
decided that only ten schools were offering the kind of training
that would benefit the broadcasting industry so they recommended to NAB that these ten schools should form an accrediting organization.
The next step was to arrange a meeting of the representatives of the ten schools. These schools were the Universities of
Alabama, Denver, Nebraska, Northwestern, Southern California,
Syracuse, Temple, Texas, Tulsa, and the Texas School of Mines.
This meeting was held in Denver in March of 1948. We
discussed the need for the formation of a permanent group and
proceeded to appoint committees for writing a constitution
and bylaws, and for the purpose of establishing ourselves as an
accrediting organization. We listened to opinions from leading
educators at Denver University regarding the process of achieving
status and recognition from established educational accrediting
groups. The feeling was unanimous that such an organization
was long overdue in view of the lack of uniformity regarding even minimum standards in training for the broadcasting
industry. The meeting adjourned after setting a date for a future
meeting not later than the end of the school year, 1948, at such
time a permanent organization would be adopted.
The group of ten representatives from the various colleges and
universities met for permanent organization in St. Louis June 6,
1948, and adopted a permanent constitution and set of bylaws.
It was voted to accept the ten schools present as charter members
of the organization named the University Association for
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Professional Radio Education (UAPRE). Procedure was established for the investigation of other schools that would make application for membership. Minimum standards
pertaining to curriculum, staff, equipment, and laboratory facilities were approved. (I
am enclosing copies of the constitution and bylaws, minimum standards, and the questionnaire to be answered by schools making application.)
There was considerable reaction from educational circles after the announcement of
the establishment of our organization. Some applications were received immediately and
we had letters of inquiry from other schools that were interested but took a cautious
approach. Nine of the ten schools approved the organization officially through acceptance by the presidents of the respective institutions. The president of the University of
Nebraska refused to approve membership for that university. The organization was then
duly constituted with the charter membership of nine.
The first annual meeting was held in conjunction with the NAB in Chicago April
of 1949. The chief business of that meeting consisted of the approval of six additional
schools and an open hearing concerning the objectives and the accrediting aspects
of UAPRE. The schools that were admitted were Baylor, Boston University, College
of the Pacific, Michigan State, the University of Oklahoma, and the University of
Miami-Florida. By the time this meeting had been called it was almost certain that
the group could not operate as an accrediting organization. The block that had been
thrown by the president of the University of Nebraska resulted in a blanket announcement that no further accrediting organizations would be recognized by the American
Association of Schools and Colleges. This meant that educators did not recognize our
group and an organization empowered with the accrediting function. Hence, the discussion in the open meeting resolved itself along two lines: 1) what to do with the organization that had already been established, an 2) whether the function of UAPRE would
have sufficient appeal to attract an increasing number of members. It was decided at the
meeting, attended by an overflow audience of representatives from various schools and
colleges particularly in the Midwest, that UAPRE could exert an important influence if
it were to operate as a standard-setting group and that its influence would be important
in the elevation of the training aspects of radio in schools throughout the United States.
Most of the audience felt that it would be important to their respective department to
become members of the UAPRE and they agreed they should try to meet the minimum
standards of the organization, and then apply for membership. This was important to
us because we believed that UAPRE should embrace more and more schools in order to
achieve its proper function for which it was originally established.
The fact that we were blocked in terms of passing on accreditation took most of the
enthusiasm out of the organization. Between the 1949 meeting and the second annual
meeting, very few activities were carried on, and there were just a few nibbles at information concerning membership. The second annual meeting was again held in conjunction with the NARTB at the Stevens Hotel in Chicago, April 1950. In order to generate a renewed interest in UAPRE, an elaborate program was built featuring important
names from the broadcast industry. With the exception of two-closed business sessions,
the rest of the meeting was open to representatives from schools that were non-members
and an announcement of the meeting was made to them. There was a fair turnout
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to hear such people as Maurice Mitchell, Ken Baker, Ralph Hardy, and G. Emerson
Markham. There were only two applications for membership, and neither was approved
at this meeting since neither school could meet the requirements of the organization.
These schools were the University of South Dakota and the College of Music of the
University of Cincinnati. The meeting adjourned in much confusion and the feeling
that all of the efforts had been directed toward a losing cause since UAPRE was not able
to make significant progress toward the achievement of its goals. It was voted to hold
the third annual meeting in conjunction with the Institute for Education by Radio in
Columbus, Ohio the following spring.
The third annual meeting was held in April of 1951 and included a talk by Foy
Kohler, then Director of Voice of America. The business session was devoted to a
discussion of what activities could be undertaken by UAPRE. These were discussed
without much enthusiasm. It was the feeling of the group that mot of the prestige of
the organization had been lost and there was no way to get much accomplished without
outside assistance. Three more schools were granted membership. These were the
University of Kentucky, University of Illinois, and University of Washington.
No significant progress has been made by UAPRE since that meeting of 1951. A
fourth annual meeting was held in Columbus April of 1952, and resulted only in the
election of officers. Only a bare majority of the membership was present. I was among
those who were absent from the meeting and discovered later that I had been elected
president. Now it seems to me that we need to make UAPRE a vital organization or
we should dissolve it at the next annual meeting that has been set for April 1953 in
Columbus, Ohio. I am also enclosing a list of the schools that are new members of
UAPRE and the designated representative from each school. I think that you will agree
that the lit is an imposing one in terms of the amount of influence these member
schools ca have. The list is well distributed geographically and it also includes most of
the leading radio and TV educational centers. Although our group has thus far been
concerned only with radio, it is evident that any future activities should also include
television.
The matter of educational programming is covered by the NAEB and the matter of
in-school evaluation is a function of the Association for Education by Radio. We are
not primarily concerned with either of these two areas. Our interest lies chiefly in the
upgrading of educational training of students who will later become important additions to the commercial broadcasting industry, both radio and television.
Milestones—UAPRE, APBE, BEA
1947 NAP President Justin Miller appointed a committee to study the status of
training for radio in various colleges and universities and to formulate accreditation
criteria.
1948 Ten schools formed an accrediting organization to be known as the Uniersity
Association for Professional Radio Education (UAPRE).
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1949 The National Commission on Accreditation announced it would recognize no
more accrediting organization. This decision halted the growth of UAPRE.
1955 Members of UAPRE ratified a Constitution and Bylaws prepared by NAB
creating the Association for Professional Broadcasting Education (APBE). First APBE
meeting of Board of Director held in Chicago. Sydney Head elected President of APBE
at this meeting. NARTB (NAB) provides office space and a part-time executive. Fred
Garrigus names APBE Executive Secretary.
1956 First Annual APBE meeting held in Chicago.
1957 Journal of Broadcasting published by APBE. Bob Summers, USC, services as
first editor. Ken Harwood elected president.
1958 Plans presented at annual meeting for a joint NAB/APBE Broadcasting
Employment Study. Glenn Starlin elected APBE president. Feedback established to be
edited by Art Weld.
1959 Mike Kittross appointed the editor of the Journal of Broadcasting. Individual
and two-year schools membership categories established.
1960 Bruce Linton elected president of APBE. Howard Bell becomes the APBE
executive secretary.
1961 NAB presents plan of the Harold E. Fellows Scholarship. Bruce Linton participates in the NAB fall conference to tell the APBE story. A broadcasting seminar was
held as part of the annual meeting. Method of electing board members changed from
an at-large election to elections by districts.
1962 NAB/APBE employment study published, People in Broadcasting. Harold
Niven elected APBE president.
1963 Corinthian Broadcasting Company establishes summer faculty internships. Earl
Dougherty elected president of BEA. Harold Niven becomes APBE executive secretary.
1964 RAB and TvB announce special membership rates for APBE schools. Hugh
Cordier elected APBE president.
1965 President Cordier participates in NAB fall conference discussing APBE and
training personnel for the industry.
1966 NAB starts research grant program for faculty and graduate students. Roy
Morgan elected president of APBE.
1967 Bruce Linton prepares a syllabus on Self Regulation in Broadcasting for APBE
members. John Pennybacker appointed editor of Feedback.
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1968 Art Hungerford elected APBE president. Volume I of Composite Course
Outlines published and distributed to APBE schools.
1969 Worth McDougald hosts and APBE faculty seminar at the University of
Georgia about broadcast education facilities. APBE supports a summer workshop for
minority students at American University. Marianne Campbell elected president of
APBE. A broadcast regulations faculty seminar held at NAB headquarters.
1970 Tom Bolger elected APBE president. Chris Sterling starts publication of
Broadcast Bibliophile, now called Communication Booknotes. Copies distributed in APBE
kit. An international broadcasting faculty seminar held at NAB. Proceedings published
and distributed to APBE members. APBE publishes Free & Fair edited by Mike
Kittross and Ken Harwood. Bob Crawford prepares a study on Graduate Programs
in the Communications Media. APBE publishes Organizational Patterns of Broadcast
Instructional Programs in American Colleges and Universities prepared by Clair Tettemer.
Volume II of Composite Course Outlines published and distributed to APBE schools.
1971 Larry Lichty prepares a World and International Broadcasting: A Bibliography
published by APBE. Chris Sterling named editor of the Journal of Broadcasting. John
Pennybacker elected APBE president. Broadcast Management Faculty Seminar held at
NAB headquarters. Proceeding published and distributed to APBE members. An APBE
student seminar is held at the University of Montana.
1972 Broadcast Regulation Seminar held at NAB headquarters for APBE faculty
members. Proceedings to be published as a broadcast monograph.
1973 Name change. APBE becomes BEA (Broadcasting Education Association).
Bob Smith named editor of Feedback. Clark Pollock elected BEA President. Regional
faculty seminars held in Chicago, San Francisco, and Atlanta. Subject: Programming
and research.
1974 Broadcast Monographs, Number 1, Issues in Broadcast Regulation published by
BEA, edited by Don Le Duc. Publication composed of papers and transcripts presented
at the 1969 broadcast regulation seminars. International broadcasting seminars are held
at NAB.
1975 Regional faculty seminars are held in Hollywood and Washington to consider
regulations and programming. Rod Rightmire elected president of BEA.
1976 Broadcast Monographs Number 2, Issues in International Broadcasting
published by BEA, edited by Chuck Sherman and Don Browne. Bob Finnery and Alan
Neckowitz names co-editors of Feedback. Broadcast Regulation Faculty Seminar held at
NAB headquarters. BEA papers competition started and first papers presented at the
annual meeting. Wallie Dunlap elected BEA president.
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1977 Joe Dominick named editor of the Journal of Broadcasting. Internship booklet
published in Feedback and distributed to BEA and NAB members. BEA assisted in the
establishment of the Canadian BEA.
1978 A Bibliography of Theses and Dissertations in Broadcasting: 1920-1973 compiled
by Mike Kittross published by BEA. Communications and the United States Congress, a
Selectively Annotated Bibliography of Committee Hearing, 1870-1976 edited by George
Brightbill and published by BEA. A management/sales/finance faculty seminar was held
at NAB. Pat Cranston elected BEA president.
1979 Thom McCain named editor of the Journal of Broadcasting. Don Godfrey
prepared a brief history of BEA to be published in Volume XXI of Feedback. BEA
futures committee presents their report on the status and future direction of BEA.
1980 Clint Formby elected president of BEA. Programming and research faculty
seminary held at NAB headquarters. BEA participated in selection of NATPE faculty
summer internships.
1981 BEA board of directors meet with Canadian BEA board of directors in
Vancouver. Broadcast regulation seminar held at NAB. Individual composite course
outlines published in Feedback on a continuing basis.
1982 Ray Carroll appointed editor of Feedback. Texas BEA hosts a reception during
the annual meeting. Don Kirkley elected BEA president. First annual Distinguished
Education Service Award presented at annual meeting to Harold Niven.
1983 BEA publishes A Directory of Broadcast Archives compiled by Don Godfrey.
Faculty internship started at WTNH-TV, WATE-TV, KOMO-TV, and the Voice of
America. Programming faculty seminar held at Paramount Studios in Hollywood.
Sydney Head presented the 1983 BEA DESA at the annual meeting. Peter Orne
elected BEA president.
1984 Journal of Broadcasting name changed to Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic
Media. Alan Rubin appointed editor of the journal. Political Broadcasting: The 1984
Elections faculty seminar held at NAB headquarters. Two Walter Paterson Trust
Scholarships awarded in addition to the four NAB scholarships. Broadcast Pioneers
underwrite awards for the history papers competition. Vince Wasilewski presented
the 1984 BEA DESA at the annual meeting. Faculty internships held at WTNH-TV,
KOMO-TV, and the Voice of America. James Lawrence Fly Scholarship established by
Fly, Shuebruk, Gaguine, Boros, Schulking, and Bruan Law Firm. To be presented in
1985. The position of a full-time BEA executive established with headquarters at NAB.
Bob Smith elected president of BEA.
1987 BEA launched full-time office at NAB headquarters and transitions from
volunteer staff to two full-time staff. Louisa Nielsen hired at BEA executive director.
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[ ARTICLE ]

PROFESSIONAL HONOR &
BLIND REVIEW
Thomas A. Mascaro
Documentary
Division Chair

As the co-author of original research submitted to this year’s
(2006) BEA paper competition, I received the following typed
comment from one reviewer:
The best part of this paper is the exposition of the topic; it is
clearly set-out [sic]. The rest of the paper appears to be a tendentious, angry, warmed-over Marxist screed against capitalism and free
choice. If a student of mine submitted this paper it would have been
returned without a grade and the student instructed to start over
with a clear head and equable state-of-mind. The author of this
paper should not be allowed anywhere near impressionable students.
This is one of the most intellectually lazy works I have ever come
across.
I have had papers rejected before and survived with my selfesteem intact, so the fact that the paper was not accepted has
zero impact on what I am about to say. In fact I used these silly
remarks to illustrate to my graduate students how capricious
the review process can be and to forewarn them about letting
such responses distract them from their research. Because I am
tenured, I feel I have a responsibility to probationary scholars to
ensure that our business is objective, intellectual, and constructive.
It would have been nice to have the research received more
favorably; however, I was not completely optimistic. The
concept—placing the history of network documentary units in
a very broad historical context that includes labor guilds and
reaches back across centuries—is emerging. I remain confident
it is a worthy historical framework for analyzing this particular
aspect of broadcast journalism, which occupies a mere slice of
time in the span of media history, and that eventually others will
come to understand the value of this approach. My co-author
and I had hoped for a more engaged, intellectual review of the
contents and viewed the paper competition as an opportunity to
share innovation and enjoy a constructive dialogue with peers.
The two other reviewers’ comments at least indicate an effort to
come to terms with the paper.
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I also value the anonymity of peer-review. This reviewer may be a friend, a valued
colleague, someone I’ve shared meals with, even someone whose opinion I respect.
Her/his identity is irrelevant—what is relevant is the professional character of the
Broadcast Education Association’s paper competition. Here is my Feedback:
This kind of response has no place in BEA or in academe. It is an abuse of the blind
peer-review process. It adds nothing to the collegial dialogue of the field. It does
nothing to improve the literature. It should have been returned to the reviewer with a
note indicating: “The review process is meant to focus on the quality of the scholarship, not the personal opinions of the reviewer or the author. If you choose to volunteer to review submissions to the BEA paper competition, kindly focus your remarks
on a critical review of the evidence, writing, and methodology. Otherwise your offer to
review this or future papers for this division will be declined.”
As the chair of the Documentary Division, I will propose this as policy for our future
paper competitions and recommend the division adopts language in the by-laws to set
out decorum for blind, peer review. I suggest other divisions do the same.
The comments section of a peer review in an academic association’s paper competition is not a chat room or a personal web page for issuing anonymous blogs. Blind
review is not intended to be a forum for self-important rants. [There is nothing “angry”
in the paper and I am not a Marxist. I’m held in high esteem by my colleagues and
students, including graduate students. The only evidence of “laziness” in this entire
process is apparent from the reviewer’s disingenuous treatment of this scholarship,
which resulted from considerable effort and thought.] I would hate to think that any of
my colleagues or graduate students would have their research dismissed in such a cavalier manner. And I worry that phrases like “warmed-over Marxist screed” and “impressionable students” derive from the playbooks of critics of Academe who are sowing
the seeds of discontent at a time when the world so desperately needs to hear voices of
reason.
At an AEJMC conference a few years ago, I attended the History Division paper
competition where Dr. Craig Allen (Ariz. St. U) was the respondent. At the conclusion of the presentations, Craig, a longtime BEA member, rose and gave a thoughtful,
erudite response to each of the several papers, including a summary of what we learned,
where each author had succeeded, and which areas the authors would need to revisit
to improve the papers. I marveled then at Craig’s poise and professionalism and his
approach has become my model for an effective collegial peer review. My hope is that
I too deliver that kind of measured, constructive response to the research I’m asked to
review and that it remains the single standard for all of us in Academe.
Thomas A. Mascaro
Documentary Division Chair
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[ REVIEW ]

LOCKMAN, B., & SARVEY, D. (2005).
PIONEERS OF CABLE TELEVISION.
JEFFERSON, NC: MCFARLAND &
COMPANY.

It’s almost inconceivable that a cable system could exist with just one channel available for its subscribers. In the earliest days of cable television, just to receive one
television channel, with clear reception, would have been considered a small miracle
for viewers in the isolated rural valley areas of America. With its mountainous terrain,
the authors claim that Pennsylvania was “the cradle of cable television” or, as it was
known its formative years, Community Antenna Television (CATV). Originally, cable
was considered a method to re-transmit the early broadcast television signals and was
welcomed by broadcasters who profited from the extended signal coverage.
Each chapter contains a biographical sketch of one of these cable pioneers interwoven
with information about how they built their rudimentary systems. These individuals
came from various backgrounds-engineers, business entrepreneurs and even television
dealers. Most were from small cities and towns. The authors describe them as “regular
Joes.” They became well known and respected in the industry. Some entered the cable
business to “make a buck” and several had a more noble pursuit, such as the promoting
educational television. Most started out with a “shoestring” operation and faced numerous challenges and obstacles.
The authors give adequate detail of the technical difficulties of launching a cable
system. It is wonder any of the systems even existed after a period of time. Most antennas had to be placed on mountain tops and were subject to icing conditions and power
losses. Cable lines had a tendency to break, thus disrupting all service to subscribers.
These systems were built in the day where they were no microwave or satellite relays.
Besides the many technical difficulties, it was not unusual for early operators to be faced
with apathy from both financiers and the local community for this new service.
These pioneers had a significant impact in the growth of the cable industry. They
became founders, members and directors of the National Cable Television Association
and the Pennsylvania Cable Television Association, which was one of the first state cable
organizations in the United States. Several individuals became famous beyond the cable
industry. Milton Shapp, who was an early distributor of cable equipment for Jerrold
Electronics in Philadelphia, became a two-term governor of the state of Pennsylvania.
John Rigas established his Adelphia cable system in Coudersport, providing significant employment to a economically-depressed community in northern Pennsylvania.
Adelphia became the nation’s fifth-largest cable operator and expanded into other areas
of telecommunications. Tragically, Rigas was eventually convicted for his role in a multibillion dollar fraud that led to the collapse of Adelphia and was sentenced to 15 years in
prison.
The book is important to the study electronic media history, not only because it
covers the “roots” of what is now a multi-billion dollar industry, but that cable was
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unique from its inception. Unlike radio and television, cable originally was a rural or
small town phenomenon which eventually spread to urban areas, shaped by the entrepreneurial spirit of these individuals.
Reviewed by:
Gary McIntyre
Communication and Theatre Department
Mansfield University of Pennsylvania
gmcintyr@mansfield.edu
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[ REVIEW ]

QUINN, S., & FILAK, V.F. (EDS.). (2005).
CONVERGENT JOURNALISM: AN
INTRODUCTION. BURLINGTON, MA.:
FOCAL PRESS.

If it is true that university journalism programs need to offer convergence skills, then
Convergent Journalism: An Introduction is a text that deserves consideration for adoption.
This book answers the 5Ws and H of media convergence. Between Chapter One,
where five forms of convergence are defined and Chapter 13 where the author “crystalballs” the future of convergence, Convergent Journalism covers writing, graphics, photography, videography – even advertising and public relations. Chapters 2-12 tell readers
how to do convergent journalism for print, broadcast and the Web.
The notes on the book’s back cover promise it will teach you how to “deliver news in
any and all media.” Focus on the verb “deliver.” This book is about delivering the news,
not reporting the news. Convergent Journalism tells you what to do with the information, once you have gathered it. Consider this text for an advanced reporting course,
once the students have mastered some solid reporting skills.
The notes on the back cover also promise you will “master all the skills to be a
converged journalist.” Not really. The title of the book: “Convergent Journalism: An
Introduction” is accurate. This book is an introduction – a well-written, compently
edited and thoughtfully designed introduction to convergent journalism.
The 11 authors – two of them the book’s editors – are all affiliated with Ball State
University. Several authors are directly responsible for the success of NewsLink Indiana
(http://www.newslinkindiana.com), which covers news for eight counties in East Central
Indiana. Partners include Ball State Daily News, Indiana Public Radio and WIPBTV. The service, created in 2003, is produced on the Ball State University campus in
Muncie, Ind. It makes sense that the team responsible for making convergence happen
at a major j-school came together to write a text for other j-schools to use.
Different authors wrote different chapters, each featuring the author’s expertise. For
instance, Chapter Six: “Converged Graphics Across All Media” is written by Jennifer
George-Palilonis, journalism instructor and Graphic Sequence coordinator at Ball State
University – and the only female author in the book.
Each chapter is organized in the same easy-to-read, easy-to-teach format. Each
chapter opens with a full-page photo, focusing the reader’s attention on the chapter’s
topic. Printed in justified text in classic fonts, the chapter’s content is adequately
researched, clearly written and punctuated with frequent-enough subheads (in most
chapters) to make this text reader-friendly.
The occasional graphic or photo also breaks up the type. Of course, in the “Graphics”
and “Photography” chapters, there are many graphics and photos to illustrate lessons
taught in the narrative.
Chapter 10: “Multimedia Journalism,” written by one of the books editors Professor
Stephen Quinn, has no graphics or photos and few subheads, making it a chore to read.
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Each chapter ends with two important elements in any textbook: a reference or
source list and at least two exercises that could be assigned as homework or used to
prompt class discussion.
As is the problem with so many journalism texts, there is the danger that technical
information in Convergent Journalism may already be dated. For instance, Chapter 9:
“Editing for Motion Pictures” says: “You will learn even more” if you use the chapter
“in connection with the Final Cut Pro editing system.” Today, yes…but the chapter is
so much a how-to manual, that when the next version of the software is release, much
of the chapter’s text may be rendered obsolete.
Although the chapters of this book are researched and citations are provided, each
chapter is written from the point of view of its author. Each author incorporates his or
her own analysis of how the industry is practicing convergence. Each author is “well
versed on the theory of convergence,” the book states, and “many also practice their
craft with media organizations.” So, the authors’ analyses are grounded in knowledge
and experience.
Convergent Journalism: An Introduction gathers between its covers a thorough compilation of information about convergence as it is practiced in our industry today. It
provides a comfortable mix of theory and practice. The book is written by authors
who know what they are talking about – they practice what they preach. The book is
designed by people who know what it is to teach a semester-long course to undergraduates.
Supplementing Convergent Journalism with readings from current periodicals, Web
sources, TV and radio broadcasts and guest presenters could be a good way to prepare
j-students to thrive in today’s media market.
Gale A. Workman
Florida A&M University
gale_workman@hotmail.com
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[ NEWS AND NOTES ]
THE IRTS BROADCAST SALES ASSOCIATE PROGRAM
A Diversity Initiative Designed to Give Graduating Seniors a Jumpstart on the
Television and Radio Management Track
June 5 – August 4, 2006
The IRTS Foundation, which has long been devoted to increasing diversity in the
media and entertainment industry, is seeking outstanding minority students in their
senior year to participate in a nine-week summer sales training program. Those selected
will receive travel to and from New York, housing, and a living allowance.
Held in tandem with the prestigious IRTS Summer Fellowship Program, IRTS Sales
Associates will have an exclusive opportunity to participate in a sales training program
traditionally reserved for actual station group employees.
The IRTS Sales Associate Program was initiated by IRTS elected Chairman Tom
Kane, President and CEO of CBS Television Stations Group. According to Kane,
“In order to achieve true diversity in our business, we must get more minorities into
management, and sales continues to be a favored track to get there. We plan to put the
IRTS Sales Associates through the same training program our employees compete to get
into. The program will provide a truly unique opportunity to get a competitive edge in
one of the most rewarding areas of our business.”
Because the majority of universities do not offer courses in broadcast sales, previous
experience in broadcast sales is not necessary.
IRTS asks professionals in academe and business to encourage graduating seniors
with the potential for success in broadcast sales to apply. IRTS Director of Academic
Programs and Communications Amy Peloso explains, “We’re looking for Minority Men
and Women who graduate in May or June of 2006, who seem to be well-suited for a
career in sales. What exactly does that mean? Typically, those are individuals who are
energetic, savvy, highly-motivated, self-starting, creative, outgoing and entrepreneurial.”
Interested individuals should be directed to the IRTS website http://www.irts.org
for general information on the Summer Fellowship Program and email Amy Peloso at
apply@irts.org for an application.
Should you have any questions or concerns, please contact Amy Peloso.
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NAB/BEA ANNOUNCE FUTURE CONFERENCE DATES
Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

NAB Show
April 16-19
April 14-17
April 20-23
April 12-15
April 11-14
April 16-19
April 8-11
April 7-10
April 13-16
April 18-21
April 24-27
April 9-12
April 15-18

BEA Show
April 19-21
April 17-29
April 23-25
April 15-17
April 14-16
April 19- 21
April 11-13
April 10-12
April 16-18
April 21-23
April 27-29
April 12-14
April 18-20

2020

April 20-23

April 23-25

DSA WINNERS ANNOUNCED
The Distinguish Scholar Award selection committee would like to announce that it
has chosen 4 distinguished BEA members to be recognized this year. This is a list of
some of America’s most distinguished scholars in the field of mass media. The Awards
will be given Thursday evening. They are:
Joseph Dominick - University of Georgia
Susan Tyler Eastman - University of Indiana (Emeritus)
Jennings Bryant - University of Alabama
Joanne Cantor - University of Wisconsin (Emeritus)
Fritz Messere, Chair

WMA TO NAME BEST UNIVERSITY WEB SITE
The Web Marketing Association has hosted the annual WebAward competition for
Web site development for the past 10 years and we need your help in make college
and universities aware that the call for entry deadline is May 31st. Participation in the
WebAwards can help all types of higher education organizations benchmark their Web
development efforts and provide a valuable marketing opportunity. Please consider this
as a news item or as part of a larger trend story for Feedback.
If you have any questions please give me a call at 860-558-5423 or email President
Bill Rice at wrice@webaward.org
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[ FEEDBACK INDEX ]
Ball State University graduate student Michelle Calka compiled this list of authors for
past Feeback issues.
Albarran, Alan B.
Teaching Media Management in the
21st Century. January 2005.
Allen, Chris W.
Ethics in Local Television Newsrooms:
A Comparison of Assignment Editors
and Producers. August 2002.
Anderson, Janna Quitney.
Braman, Sandra (Ed.). (2004).
Biotechnology and Communication:
The Meta-Technologies of Information.
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates. [Review]. November 2005.
Anderson, William W.
Standing at the Median: “The Writing
Class in Five Years” Revisted. January
2006.
Ratemyprofessor.com: Managing
Student Feedback of Faculty in an Age
of Instant Gratification. May 2005.
Promotion and Marketing for
Broadcast, Cable, and the Web.
[Review]. November 2004.
Angold, Charles.
Video Teleconferencing: A Means
of Recruiting Minority Students to
Journalism and Mass Communications
Graduate Programs. Fall 2001.
Artwick, Claudette Guzan.
Dismantling the Silos: Moving Toward
Converged Journalism Curriculum
at Washington and Lee University.
November 2002.

Bales, Kenton.
Building Academic Bridges:
Interdisciplinary Media Technology
(MT) Laboratories. Fall 2001.
Ballou, David G.
Embedding Digital Newsroom
Technology Within A Curriculum.
March 2005.
Barrett, Marianne.
Teaching the Mid-Career Professional.
November 2002.
Barrett, Mark.
Publishing Tips from Iowa State Press.
August 2002.
Bates, Benjamin J.
Non-Commercial Broadcaster Choices
Under the New Rules for Political
Time. September 2003.
Beckstead, Lori.
The Mystery Show: Tips on Running
a Crisis News Simulation in the
Classroom. Feb. 2003.
Begleiter, Ralph J.
Tomorrow’s Values in Broadcast
Journalism. January 2004.
Transitions. April 2003.
Birge, Elizabeth.
Teaching Convergence. November
2004.
Bland, Ron.
Student News Webcasting. September
2004.
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Blaney, Joseph R.
Regulating the Future: Broadcasting
Technology and Governmental
Control. [Review]. May 2002.
Blevins, Jeff.
SWOT Analysis: Disney Considers
Acquisition of Yahoo! A Case Study
Assignment for a Media Management
Course. November 2002.
Bohn, Tom.
The Life Cycle of an Administrator or
Tales From the Dark Side. May 2002.
Braun, Mark J.
The Participation of Women in the
2002 Annual Conventions of the
National Association of Broadcasters
and the Broadcast Education
Association. April 2003.
The Participation of Women in the
2001 Annual Convention of NAB and
BEA. May 2002.
Brown, Michael.
Internet Radio on Demand. Summer
2001.
Brown, Tim.
Using Instant Messenger Programs for
Virtual Office Hours. January 2006.
Buck, Christine.
Planning For Growth in Years of
Restricted Resources. September 2003.

Practices in the Journal of Broadcasting
& Electronic Media, 1956-2001.
September 2005.
Caristi, Dom.
Children, Teens, Families and Mass
Media: The Millenial Generation.
[Review]. May 2004.
Service Learning Overseas: Expanding
Opportunities for Students while
Building Goodwill. November 2003.
Carroll, Tina.
Trends in Content-Analytic Research
Practices in the Journal of Broadcasting
& Electronic Media, 1956-2001.
September 2005.
Chen, Yuan Kai.
Case Study: Personnel Issues in
Shanghai Media & Entertainment
Group. August 2002.
Clark, Chandra.
Interactive Broadcast Classes: Teaching
the Basics Should Not be Boring.
March 2005.
Collins, Ken.
Video Production and EMC2:
An Example of Service Learning.
November 2003.
Emailing the News: Radio
Newsgathering on a Regional Campus.
September 2003.

Caesar, Terry.
One Cheer for Meetings. January
2006.

Cone, Stacey.
From CNN to PhD: The Experience of
Expectations. August 2002.

Calka, Michelle.
Distortion in News Coverage and the
Face of the Enemy. March 2006.

Cooper, Thomas.
The Simone Controversy: The End of
Reality? Feb. 2003.

Campbell, Kristen.
Trends in Content-Analytic Research

Cox, Richard C.
Partnering as Necessary Production
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Pedagogy Tool in the Age of
Convergence.
Covington, William G. Jr.
News From No Man’s Land: Reporting
the World. John Simpson, London:
Pan Books, 2003 (2002). [Review].
November 2003.
Crandon, Paul.
Measuring the Tonal Value of the
Presidential Candidates: Do George
Bush and John Kerry Differ on More
than just the Issues? September 2005.
Dailey, John C.
Blogging for Learning: Now Everyone
Has Something to Say. November
2005.
Daniels, George L.
Partnering as Necessary Production
Pedagogy Tool in the Age of
Convergence. September 2005.
Daufin, E.K.
News is People: The Rise of Local
News and the Fall of News from New
York. [Review]. Fall 2001.
Davis, Charles.
CBS Ad Policy. May 2004.

Dempsey, John Mark.
Student News Webcasting. September
2004.
Dick, Steven.
Developing Asynchronous Online
Conversations. March 2004.
Donald, Ralph R.
The Top Ten Faculty Search Disasters.
January 2006.
Dupagne, Michel.
Trends in Content-Analytic Research
Practices in the Journal of Broadcasting
& Electronic Media, 1956-2001.
September 2005.
Experimenting with Video Streaming
Technology in Public Speaking. May
2004.
A First Look at High-Definition Video
Streaming. June 2003.
Review of the HiPix Digital Television
Computer Card. Feb. 2003.
Donald, Ralph.
The Relationship of the Mass
Communication Program to Other
Departments. November 2004.

Davis, Scott.
How I Blogged my Summer Vacation:
Cultural Immersion Down Under.
November 2005.

Diary of a Digital TV Studio
Conversion: Or How a Department
Chair Learned to Stop Worrying and
Love His Contractor. November 2003.

Day, Gary.
Building Academic Bridges:
Interdisciplinary Media Technology
(MT) Laboratories. Fall 2001.

Advanced Writing Theory &
Techniques. [Syllabus]. September
2003.

Demas, Jeffrey M.
The Road to Tenure: Obstacles for the
Media Advisor. January 2006.

Eastman, Susan Tyler.
A New Model for Television
Programming. Feb. 2003.
Catching up on Programming:
Suggestions for Teaching Programming
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Today. August 2002.
Edwards, Dale L.
How Do We Select Them, and What
Do We Teach Them? March 2005.
Student News Webcasting. September
2004.
Engstrom, Erika.
Sex, Love and Romance in the Mass
Media. [Review]. May 2004.
Esposito, Steven A.
Digital Production Tools: A Snapshot
of What College Programs Have.
November 2002.
Etling, Lawrence.
The Way They Were: An Internet
Resource Guide to Rock ‘N’ Roll
Radio. August 2002.
From Concept to Screen: An Overview
of Film and Television Production.
[Review]. May 2002.
The Dynamics of Mass
Communication: Media in the Digital
Age. [Review]. Fall 2001.
Farina, Tony.
Radio Listeners Seek Choice Validation
in Presidential Election Year. March
2006.
Fasciano, Peter.
BEA Saturday Evening. September
2004.
Feldman, Charles.
Web Search Savvy. [Review]. January
2006.
Writing for Digital Media. [Review].
March 2005.
Philo T. Farnsworth: The Father of
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Television. [Review]. May 2002.
Ferraro, Carl David.
The Diffusion of “Desktop”
Technologies Since 1991. September
2005.
Finucane, Margaret.
Radio Man: The Remarkable Rise
and Fall of C.O. Stanley. [Review].
September 2003.
Underwriting 101: Selling College
Radio. [Review]. May 2002.
Firestone, Jon.
Branding is Key. Fall 2001.
Flanagan, M.C.
Central Florida’s Convergence Triangle:
A Qualitative Analysis of Two Major
Converged Local Television News
Operations. Feb. 2003.
Fleming-Rife, Anita.
Video Teleconferencing: A Means
of Recruiting Minority Students to
Journalism and Mass Communications
Graduate Programs. Fall 2001.
Fontenot, Maria.
Non-Commercial Broadcaster Choices
Under the New Rules for Political
Time. September 2003.
Fordan, Robert.
Salwen, M., Garrison, B., & Driscoll,
Paul. (Eds.). (2005) Online News and
the Public. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates. [Review].
November 2005.
Franztreb, James.
The State of the Industry: What
Employers Seek. September 2004.
Gallagher, Sharyn Hardy.
Left-Brained Versus Right-Brained:
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Which is the Better for Learning? May
2005.

Issues in Digital Production Course
Instruction. April 2003.

Garon, Ray.
So Where’s the Luster in Your Cluster?
Summer 2001.

Ha, Louise.
Web Sites: A Case Study of Ohio TV
Stations. November 2004.

Garner, Genie.
Broadcasters-in-Residence Program: A
Review. September 2003.

Case Study: Personnel Issues in
Shanghai Media & Entertainment
Group. August 2002.

Gerberding, Joan E.
Defining the Glass Ceiling. August
2002.
Giroux, Valerie Manno.
Experimenting with Video Streaming
Technology in Public Speaking. May
2004.
Godfrey, Donald G.
BEA 2004 Festival of Media Arts. July
2004.
Festival Premiers Creative Works! The
International BEA Festival of Film,
Video and Media Arts. August 2002.

Hamilton, James.
Multimedia for Mortals: Resources and
Tips for Integrating Visuals, Audio,
and Video into Lectures for Advertising
Courses. November 2002.
Hanson, Jarice.
Teaching Social Issues to Techies and
Technical Issues to Humanists: The
Introduction of an Interdisciplinary
Minor in Information Technology at
the University of Massachusetts. March
2006.
Hanson, LuEtt.
Video Communication and
Production. [Review]. April 2003.

Goldbaum, Howard.
Sense-Making and the Personal Video
Recorder. April 2003.
Gonzales, Marty.
Grading Broadcast News Stories: Ways
to Get Past the ‘Subjectivity’ Factor.
July 2005.
Gullifor, Paul F.
Murray, M.D., & Moore, R.L.
(Eds.). (2003). Mass Communication
Education. Iowa State Press. [Review].
September 2005.
Introduction to Telecommunications.
[Review]. May 2002.

The Ideal Teaching TV Studio. Fall
2001.
Hardenbergh, Margot.
Central Florida’s Convergence Triangle:
A Qualitative Analysis of Two Major
Converged Local Television News
Operations. Feb. 2003.
Harmon, Mark.
Not Being There. November 2004.
Non-Commercial Broadcaster Choices
Under the New Rules for Political
Time. September 2003.

Gutenko, Gregory.
Open vs. Closed: Academic Dishonesty
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Accuracy in Local Television News
– Revisited: Are Things Any Different
25 Years Later? April 2003.
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Harper, Christopher.
Fulbright Reflections. Feb. 2003.

November 2004.

Harwood, Kenneth.
Some Economic Origins of the BEA.
March 2005.

Hoy, Chuck.
A Pilot Study of Television
Homosexuality and the Gatekeepers.
Fall 2001.

Havice, Michael J.
What Your Students Write is What the
Audience Sees. January 2005.

Idsvoog, Karl.
HDTV: A New Face for TV Broadcast
Talent. May 2005.

How Broadcast Students Describe
and Visualize Action for the Screen.
September 2003.
Heider, Don.
Guest Speakers in Broadcast News and
Other Journalism Courses: Maximizing
the Effectiveness of ProfessionalStudent Contact. April 2003.
Hilt, Michael L.
Ethics in Local Television Newsrooms:
A Comparison of Assignment Editors
and Producers. August 2002.
Hoerrner, Keisha L.
Advising: The Little Secret Hidden in
Teaching Responsibilities. April 2003.
Media Ethics: Cases and Moral
Reasoning. [Review]. Summer 2001.
Horowitz, Norman.
Blix, Chicks, the FCC and Rashomon.
November 2003.
Horvath, Cary.
Innovation and the Communications
Revolution: From the Victorian
Pioneers to Broadband Internet.
[Review]. November 2003.
Indelible Images: Women of Local
Television. [Review]. May 2002.
Howard, Jonathon III.
Designing Technology for the Future.
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Irwin, Stacey O.
Student Leadership at a College
Television Station: The Four-Frame
Leadership Model. Summer 2001.
Israel, Bill.
Teaching Social Issues to Techies and
Technical Issues to Humanists: The
Introduction of an Interdisciplinary
Minor in Information Technology at
the University of Massachusetts. March
2006.
James, Michael L.
Assessment Programs at Harding
University. November 2004.
Jessell, Harry A.
Man in the Middle: Eddie Fritts is at
Odds with the Network Affiliates he
Represents. September 2003.
Kalwinksy, Robert.
Linkages, Metonymy and Teaching in
an Introductory Mass Communication
Course. January 2006.
Keith, Michael C.
Radio Studies: More Now Than Then.
September 2005.
Radio Studies: More Now Than Then.
March 2006.
Kernen, Dick.
Satellite Radio. November 2003.
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Kittross, John Michael.
One Curmudgeon’s Views of Education
for Broadcasting. November 2005.
Krider, Diane.
The Emerging Inclusion of a Broadcast
Curriculum in a Public Relations
Major. May 2002.

Legislation. June 2003.
Lombardi, John J.
Measuring the Tonal Value of the
Presidential Candidates: Do George
Bush and John Kerry Differ on more
than just the Issues? September 2005.
News Anchor’s Concern for the
Community and Local Television News
Viewer Loyalty: An Exploratory Study.
April 2003.

Lambe, Jennifer L.
Tomorrow’s Values in Broadcast
Journalism. January 2004.
Landesberg, Richard.
Confessions of a Middle-Aged
Graduate Student. August 2002.

Loomis, Kenneth D.
Teaching Media Management in the
21st Century. January 2005.

Lenert, Edward. Restoring Baird’s Image.
[Review]. May 2002.

Lotz, Amanda D.
Studying and Teaching U.S. Television
in a Time of Change. March 2005.

Lind, Rebecca Ann.
The Participation of Women in the
2002 Annual Conventions of the
National Association of Broadcasters
and the Broadcast Education
Association. April 2003.
The Participation of Women in the 2001
Annual Convention of NAB and BEA.
May 2002.
Lipschultz, Jeremy H.
Ethics in Local Television Newsrooms:
A Comparison of Assignment Editors
and Producers. August 2002.
Building Academic Bridges:
Interdisciplinary Media Technology
(MT) Laboratories. Fall 2001.
Lloyd, Jonathan.
Developing a Successful Resume Tape:
A Guide for Students of Broadcast
Television News. September 2003.
Tell it Like it Is! A Qualitative Analysis of
How College Radio Station Managers
View the Pending Internet Streaming

Lovato, Sam J.
Sadler, Roger L. (2005). Electronic
Media Law. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications. [Review]. September
2005.
Better Broadcast Writing, Better Broadcast
News. [Review]. November 2004.
Love-Wallace, Beverly.
Video Teleconferencing: A Means
of Recruiting Minority Students to
Journalism and Mass Communications
Graduate Programs. Fall 2001.
Luther, Catherine A.
Developing a Successful Resume Tape:
A Guide for Students of Broadcast
Television News. September 2003.
MacKerron, John L.
Student Leadership at a College
Television Station: The Four-Frame
Leadership Model. Summer 2001.
Mandese, Joe.
People Who Use Media More Than
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Research Would Surmise. May 2004.

2005.

Martin, Carey.
Atkins, J.B. (Ed.). (2002). The Mission:
Journalism, Ethics, and the World. Ames,
Iowa: Iowa State University Press.
[Review]. November 2005.

McKenzie, Robert.
Contradictions in U.S. Law on
Obscenity and Indecency in
Broadcasting: A Bleeping Critique.
August 2002.

Martin, Ed.
The Worst of Broadcast and Cable in
2004. January 2005.

McQuaide, Thomas.
Program Based Assessment at SUNY
New Paltz. November 2004.

Martin, Leo.
Brief History of the University
Associate for Professional Radio
Education. July 2005.

Mereba, Tamrat.
Building Cooperative Skills and
Collaborative Partnerships. November
2004.

McCall, Jeffrey.
The Fighting Irish on the Air: The
History of Notre Dame Football
Broadcasting. [Review]. August 2002.

Meyers, Jack.
Advertisers Developing Their Own
Video Networks. January 2006.

McChesney, Robert W.
Introducing the Free Press. November
2004.
McClung, Steven.
Tell It Like It Is! A Qualitative
Analysis of How College Radio Station
Managers View the Pending Internet
Streaming Legislation. June 2003.
Accuracy in Local Television News
– Revisited: Are Things Any Different
25 Years Later? April 2003.
McCoy, David Marc.
The Ideal Teaching TV Studio. Fall
2001.
McCoy, Michelle.
HDTV: A New Face for TV Broadcast
Talent. May 2005.
McGuire, John.
The Role of Student Announcers at
University-Operated Public Radio
Stations: A Case Study. November
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Mims, Bruce.
What’s New at the Arbitron Training
Center? September 2005.
Don’t Use Class Time to Teach Ratings.
August 2002.
Mitchell, Doug.
Passing the Mic. November 2004.
Moretti, Anthony.
Grading Broadcast News Stories: Ways
to Get Past the ‘Subjectivity’ Factor.
July 2005.
Morris, Barbra S.
Students Tackle Super Bowl XXXV:
Sunday Spectacle, Applied Research,
Television Analysis. November 2002.
Nelson, Jon.
Building Academic Bridges:
Interdisciplinary Media Technology
(MT) Laboratories. Fall 2001.
Nelson, Thomas.
Combining Research and Teaching for
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Undergraduate and Graduate Students.
November 2002.

Pitts, Gregory.
A Different Teaching Experience.
November 2002.

Olsen, Beth.
The Diffusion of “Desktop”
Technologies Since 1991. September
2005.

Plesha, Suzanne.
Research in Media Promotion.
[Review]. Summer 2001.

Olson, Scott R.
Adapting Digital Learning Tools to
Student Learning Styles. November
2002.

Pokrywczynski, Jim.
Don’t Isolate E-Business from
the Marketing Communication
Curriculum. November 2002.

Orlick, Peter.
Evaluating Risk-Taking: A Chair’s
Perspective. September 2004.

Pollard, Tim.
Broadcasters-in-Residence Program: A
Review. September 2003.

BCA 503: Critiquing Mass Media.
[Syllabus]. Feb. 2003.

Yo, Yo, Yo! This is the Hip-Hop CNN.
November 2002.

BCA 311: Broadcast & Cable
Copywriting Master Skills. [Syllabus].
November 2002.

Media Economics: Understanding
Markets, Industries, and Concepts.
[Review]. August 2002.

Oskam, Judy B.
Combining Research and Teaching for
Undergraduate and Graduate Students.
Fall 2001.
Patrick, Larry.
Going Back to Class. Summer 2001.
Peak, Daniel A.
Building Academic Bridges:
Interdisciplinary Media Technology
(MT) Laboratories. Fall 2001.
Pennell, Marilyn D.
CO 285 Children and the Media
[Syllabus]. January 2004.
Phipps, Tyra.
Management: An MBTI Case Study.
May 2002.
Pieraccini, Cristina.
Diversity Case Study. [Case Study].
March 2006.

So You Want to Start a Student News
Show. Summer 2001.
Pondillo, Bob.
‘Gettin’ Jiggy?’ CNN’s ‘Hip-Hop’
Headline News Idea and How One
College Journalism Class Dealt with It.
Feb. 2003.
Potter, Deborah.
The Body Count. November 2002.
Powell, Adam Clayton III.
What’s Old is New Again: The Rise
of the 24-Hour Local News Channels.
April 2003.
Prather, Yvonne.
Producing Your Own Media Program:
Ideas for Cross-Disciplines. March
2006.
Prisco, Robert M.
Idea to Script: Storytelling for Today’s
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Media. [Review]. April 2003.
Television News: A Handbook for
Writing, Reporting, Shooting, and
Editing. [Review]. May 2002.
Renner, Karl Nikolaus.
Pictures of the War. June 2003.

May 2002.
Schroeder, Sheila E.
See What I Got: A Story of Girls,
Basketball, Confidence, and Courage.
[Review]. November 2002.

Richardson, Alan.
Digital Storytelling! Feb. 2003.

Seelig, Michelle I.
Survey of General Managers’
Perceptions of Technology. March
2005.

Riley, Robin T.
Studio Television and the Discovery
Process. Feb. 2003.

Shah, Amit.
Management: An MBTI Case Study.
May 2002.

Rosengard, Dana.
Bea Student News Awards Results.
April 2003.

Sharma, Andrew.
International Communication:
Expectations and Cultural Dissonance.
Feb. 2003.

Reading of the Non-Academic Genre for
the Academic on a Summer Schedule.
June 2003.

Shasky, Jim.
Squeakers. January 2004.

Rublin, David.
Clear Channel and an Emergency. May
2004.

Sherwood, Laura.
JMC 318: Writing for the Media.
[Syllabus]. Feb. 2003.

Salsali, Edmond M.
Google and Selective Newscasting:
Interactivity and Automatism in the
News. January 2006.

Shriver, Rick.
A Look at Current Trends in Media
Education in the U.S. January 2004.

Sauls, Samuel J.
Knowing What’s Yours: Reclaiming
Your School’s Cable Channel.

Video Production and EMC2:
An Example of Service Learning.
November 2003.

Schleicher, Stephen.
DV Enlightenment. [Review]. May
2005.

Silcock, Bill.
Grading Broadcast News Stories: Ways
to Get Past the ‘Subjectivity’ Factor.
July 2005.

Schleifer, David.
Preparing Students for the Real World:
A Technology Perspective. July 2004.

Smith, Jon.
How Much Student Television
Production is Too Much? May 2002.

Schroder, Kim Christian.
Communication Studies With a
Difference: A Project-Based Approach.

Smith, Laura
Grading Broadcast News Stories: Ways
to Get Past the ‘Subjectivity’ Factor.
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July 2005.
Sorcinelli, Mary Deane.
Top Ten Things New Faculty Would
Like to Hear From Colleagues. July
2004.
Spangler, Lynn.
Program Based Assessment at SUNY
New Paltz. November 2004.
Spence, J. Wayne.
Building Academic Bridges:
Interdisciplinary Media Technology
(MT) Laboratories. Fall 2001.
Stahl, Jon.
Character, Action, Image: Discovering
the Intrinsic Connections. March
2005.
Steinke, Gary L.
Get Community Support For Your
Campus Radio Station. July 2005.
Sterling, Christopher H.
BEA at 50: Some Possibly Radical
Proposals. November 2005.

Years. [Review]. March 2006.
Thorne, Fred.
Body Language BEA Panel
Presentation. January 2005.
Thorpe, Judith M.
Preparing the Next Generation for a
Career in Sales. May 2004.
Tilton, Shane.
McAdams, M. (2005). Flash
Journalism: How to Create Multimedia
News Packages. Burlington, MA: Focal
Press. [Review]. November 2005.
Tolstedt, Mark A.
Trivia 2004: The World’s Largest Trivia
Contest. March 2005.
COMM 252: Introduction to Radio
Production. [Syllabus]. June 2003.
Tuohey, Chris.
Shooting, Editing, and Entry Level TV
Reporters: An Argument for Teaching
One-Person-Banding and Linear
Editing. June 2003.

Swen, Ching.
Public Television Service Foundation,
Taiwan. Fall 2001.
Sykes, Rick.
The Emerging Inclusion of a Broadcast
Curriculum in a Public Relations
Major. May 2002.
So You Want to Start a Student News
Show. Summer 2001.
Taylor, Molly.
Developing a Prospectus and Table of
Contents. August 2002.

Solving the “Producer Problem” Part II.
May 2002.
Utsler, Max.
The Convergence Curriculum: Lessons
from Year One. May 2002.
The Convergence Curriculum – We Got
It, Now What Are We Gonna Do With
It? Summer 2001.
Varecka, Amy.
Accuracy in Local Television News
– Revisited: Are Things Any Different
25 Years Later? April 2003.

Thompson, Geoff.
Burns, Russell. Communications: An
International History of the Formative
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Vieira, Mauricio.
Experimenting with Video Streaming
Technology in Public Speaking. May
2004.

Winstead, Antoinette F.
Seeing Red…The Skeleton in
Hollywood’s Closet. [Review]. August
2002.

Vogel, Denis E.
Case Study for the 2001 IRTS
Faculty/Industry Seminar:
Congressional Hearing Regarding the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. Fall
2001.

Wittenburg, Kate.
Scholarly Editing in the Digital Age.
September 2003.

Walker, Vincent.
Market Size and Weathercaster
Credentials. March 2006.
Ward, Christa.
Grading Broadcast News Stories: Ways
to Get Past the ‘Subjectivity’ Factor.
July 2005.
Waugaman, Ned.
Train Naked! August 2002.

Woodward, William.
Video Teleconferencing: A Means
of Recruiting Minority Students to
Journalism and Mass Communications
Graduate Programs. Fall 2001.
Wright, Bob.
‘Big’ isn’t ‘Bad.” September 2003.
Yates, Bradford L.
Emphasizing Ethics: Promoting
Academic Dishonesty and Detecting
Plagiarism. November 2002.

Whitmore, Evonne H.
Back to the Basics: The Broadcast
Journalism Beat. Feb. 2003.
Williams, Glenda C.
Actions Speak Louder Than Words:
Teaching the Subtext in Scriptwriting.
May 2005.
Williams, Wenmouth.
The Evolution of the Station
Management Course. January 2004.
Williamson, Patricia.
Group Critiques in Broadcast
Performance: Using Peer Reviews as a
Teaching Tool. January 2004.
Williams-Rautiloa, Suzanne.
Combining School-Sponsored
Programming with Public Access:
A New, Hybrid Model for Student
Television. Summer 2001.
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133
1600 Holloway Avenue
San Francisco, CA 941324157
(415) 338-1780
lzhang@sfsu.edu
Drew Berry
Electronic Media
Professional
WMAR-TV
6400 York Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
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(410) 372-2300
Fax: (410) 377-3010
berry@wmar.com
Erica Farber
Electronic Media
Professional
Radio & Records
10100 Santa Monica Blvd.
Third Floor
Los Angeles, CA 900674004
(310) 553-4330
Fax: (310) 203-9763
efarber@RadioAnd
Records.com
Kathleen Keefe
Electronic Media
Professional
VP, Sales
Hearst-Argyle Television,
Inc.
888 Seventh Avenue 27th
Floor New York, NY 10106
(212) 887-6824
Fax: (212) 887-6845
kkeefe@hearst.com

Kent State University
Kent, OH 44242-0001
(330) 672-0180
Fax: (330) 672-3510
arubin@kent.edu
Gary Corbitt
Electronic Media
Professional
Vice President/Strategic
Alliances
WJXT-TV
4 Broadcast Place
Jacksonville, FL 32207
(904) 399-4000
GCorbitt@wjxt.com

Council of Professionals
Gary Corbitt , Chair
WJXT-TV
4 Broadcast Place
Jacksonville, FL 32207
(904) 399-4000
GCorbitt@wjxt.com

Alan Rubin
Ex-Officio, Publications
Committee Chair
School of Communication
Studies
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[ BROADCAST ASSOCIATIONS ]
Alaska Broadcasters Association
Arizona Broadcasters Association
California Broadcasters Association
Connecticut Broadcasters Association
Florida Association of Broadcasters, Inc.
Georgia Association of Broadcasters
Idaho Broadcasters Association
Illinois Broadcasters Association
Kansas Association of Broadcasters
Kentucky Broadcasters Association
Louisiana Association of Broadcasting
Maine Association of Broadcasters
Maryland Broadcasters Association
Massachusetts Broadcasters Association
Michigan Association of Broadcasters
Minnesota Broadcasters Association
Missouri Broadcasters Association
Nebraska Broadcasters Association
Nevada Broadcasters Association
New Hampshire Association of Broadcasters

New Jersey Broadcasters Association
New Mexico Broadcasters Association
New York Association of Broadcasters
North Carolina Association of Broadcasters
North Dakota Broadcasters Association
Ohio Association of Broadcasters
Oklahoma Association of Broadcasters
Oregon Association of Broadcasters
Pennsylvania Association of Broadcasters
South Carolina Broadcasters Association
Tennessee Association of Broadcasters
Texas Association of Broadcasters
Utah Association of Broadcasters
Virginia Association Of Broadcasters
Washington State Association of
Broadcasters
West Virginia Broadcasters Association
Wisconsin Broadcasters Association
Wyoming Association of Broadcasters

[ MEDIA PUBLICATIONS ]
Broadcasting & Cable
http://www.broadcastingcable.com/
Cable Connect (Cable In the Clasroom)
http://www.ciconline.com/default.htm
Cablevision
http://www.reedtelevision.com/
College Music Journal (CMJ)
http://www.cmj.com/
Editor & Publisher
http://www.editorandpublisher.com/eandp/index.jsp
EQ Magazine
http://www.eqmag.com/
Mix Magazine
http://www.mixonline.com/
Multichannel News
http://www.multichannel.com/
Production Weekly
http://www.productionweekly.com/site.html
Pro Sound News
http://www.prosoundnews.com/
Radio & Records
http://www.radioandrecords.com/

[ MEMBERS ]
[ ASSOCIATE ]

Academy of TV Arts & Sciences Fndtn
Anton/Bauer, Inc.
Arizona Broadcasters Association
Automated Data Systems
Broadcasting Development Fund Program
Distributor

California Broadcasters Association
Chicago Vocational Career Academy
Illinois Broadcasters Association
Indiana Broadcasters Association
Indiana University Libraries
Intercollegiate Broadcasting System
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Iowa Broadcasters Association
Kansas Association of Broadcasters
Lee University
Michigan Association of Broadcasters
Minnesota Broadcasters Association
Missouri Broadcasters Association
Montana Broadcasters Association
National Association of Media Brokers
Nebraska Broadcasters Association
Ohio/Illinois Centers for Broadcasting
Oklahoma Association of Broadcasters
Oregon Association of Broadcasters
Post Newsweek Stations
RPSB

Saga Communications
Sage Publications
San Jose State University
South Carolina Broadcasters Assoc
Tennessee Association of Broadcasters
Texas Association of Broadcast Educators
Del Mar College
Texas Association of Broadcasters
The British Library
University of Connecticut
Virginia Association of Broadcasters
WGVU - TV
WNSB

[ INSTITUTIONS ]

Aims Community College
Alabama State University
Allegheny College
American Intercontinental University
American University
Appalachian State University
Arizona State University
Arkansas State University
Arkansas Tech University
Art Institute of Fort Lauderdale
Ashland University
Augusta State University
Austin Peay State University
Azusa Pacific University
Ball State University
Barry University
Baylor University
Belmont University
Bergen Community College
Berry College
Bethany College
Bethany Lutheran College
Bloomsburg University
Bob Jones University
Bossier Parish Community College
Boston University
Bournemouth University
Bowling Green State University
Bradley University
Brigham Young University
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Brooklyn College
Buffalo State College
Calhoun Community College
California State, Chico
California State University - Fresno
California State University at Fullerton
California State University at Los Angeles
California State University at Northridge
California University of Pennsylvania
Cameron University
Cardiff University
Cayuga Community College
Cedarville University
Central Michigan University
Central Missouri State University
Christchurch Polytech Inst of Techn
City College of San Francisco
City University of New York
Clover Park Technical College Radio
Broadcasting
Columbia College at Chicago
Community College of Southern Nevada
Del Mar College
Delaware State University
DePauw University
Drake University
Duquesne University
Eastern Connecticut State University
Eastern Illinois University
Eastern Illinois University
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Eastern Michigan University
Elizabeth City State University
Elizabethtown College
Elon University
Emerson College
Evangel University
Ferris State University
Finger Lakes Community College
Flagler College Communication
Department
Florida A&M University
Florida Community College
Franciscan University of Steuenville
Frostburg State University
George Fox University
Golden West College
Graduate Theological Foundation
Grambling State University
Grand Valley State University
Green River Community College
Harding University
Hastings College
Henry Ford Community College
Hillsborough Community College
Howard Community College
Howard University
Hudson Valley Community College
Indiana State University
Indiana University
Inter American University
International College of Broadcasting
Isothermal Community College
Ithaca College
James Madison University
John Carroll University
John Carroll University
Kansas State University
Kent State University
Kutztown University
Liberty University
Long Island University
Louisiana State University
Loyola University - New Orleans
Lyndon State College
Madison Media Institute
Manchester College

Marist College
Marshall University
McNeese State University
Meridian Community College
Messiah College
Miami Dade College
Mississippi State University
Missouri Southern State University-Joplin
Missouri State University
Montclair State University
Montgomery College
Montgomery Community College
Morehead State University
Morgan State University
Mt. Wachusett Community College
Mudra Institute of Communications
Murray State University
Muskingum College
Nanyang Technological University
New England School of Communication
Ngee Ann Polytechnic
Normandale Community College
North Central College
Northern Arizona University
Northern Illinois University
Northern Kentucky University
Northwestern College
Northwestern University
Northwestern University
Ohio Northern University
Ohio University
Oklahoma Baptist University
Oklahoma City University
Oklahoma State University
Onondaga Community College
Oral Roberts University
Otterbein College
Pacific Lutheran University
Palomar College
Parkland College
Pennsylvania State University
Piedmont College
Pittsburg State University
Plattsburgh State University of NY
Purdue University Calumet
Quinnipiac University
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Regent University
Richland College
Robert Morris University
Rochester Institute of Technology School
of Film & Animation
Rockport College
Rogers State University
Roosevelt University
Rowan University
Rutgers-The State University
Saint Xavier University
Salisbury University Communication &
Theatre Arts
Sam Houston State University
San Diego State University School of
Theatre, Television & Film
San Francisco State University
San Jose State University
Santa Ana/Santiago Canyon College
Santa Monica Community College
Savannah State University
Scottsdale Community College
Shippensburg State University
Slippery Rock University
South Suburban College
Southeast Missouri State University
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale
Southern Utah University
St. Bonaventure University
St. Cloud State University
St. Mary’s University
Staffordshire University
Stephen F. Austin State University
Stephens College
SUNY - Brockport
SUNY - Oswego
Suny Alfred WETD
Susquehanna University
Syracuse University
Temple Univ/Dept of Broadcasting,
Telecom. & Mass Media
Texas Christian University
Texas State University - San Marcos
Texas Tech University
The University of Akron
Thiel College
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Towson University
Towson University
Trinity University
Truman State University
Univeristy of Wisconsin at River Falls
University of Alabama
University of Arkansas
University of California - Berkeley
University of Central Florida
University of Central Oklahoma
University of Cincinnati
University of Dayton
University of Delaware
University of Denver
University of Georgia
University of Hawaii, Manoa
University of Houston
University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign
University of Illinois, Springfield
University of Indianapolis
University of Iowa
University of Kansas
University of Kentucky
University of La Verne
University of Louisiana, Lafayette
University of Maryland, College Park
University of Massachusetts
University of Memphis
University of Miami
University of Minnesota
University of Missouri
University of Missouri, St. Louis
University of Montana
University of Nebraska at Kearney
University of Nebraska at Omaha
University of Nebraska atLincoln
University of Nevada at Las Vegas
University of Nevada at Reno
University of North Carolina - Chapel
Hill
University of North Carolina Pembroke
University of North Dakota
University of North Texas
University of Northern Iowa
University of Oklahoma
Feedback May 2006 (Vol. 47, No. 3)

University of Oregon
University of San Francisco
University of South Carolina
University of South Dakota
University of Southern California
University of Southern Indiana
University of Southern Mississippi
University of St. Thomas
University of Tennessee - Martin
University of Tennessee at Chatanooga
University of Tennessee at Knoxville
University of Texas at Arlington
University of Texas at El Paso
University of the Incarnate Word
University of the Ozarks
University of Utah
University of Western Ontario Faculty of
Info & Media Studies
University of Wisconsin - Madison
University of Wisconsin - Oshkosh

University of Wisconsin at Eau Claire
University of Wisconsin at La Crosse
University of Wisconsin at Platteville
University Politecnico Grancolombiano
Utah State University
Valdosta State University
Vincennes University
Virginia Polytechnical Institute & State
University
Wake Forest University
Washburn University
Washington State Community College
Washington State University
Wayne State University
Western Illinois University
Western Kentucky University
Westminster College
Wilkes University
William Jewell College
Winthrop University
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